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Main references of today’s talk 
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Some important issues to consider

❑ No matter how many research 

works we have successfully 

performed, if they are not published, 

they are non-existence 

❑ No matter how excellent our 

research is, people will judge its 

quality by how well it is described (in 

the published manuscript) 
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Some important issues to consider

❑ The mindset behind a successful 

publication is to make the reader 

“satisfied” and “full with new insights” 

❑ Publisher asks editors to precisely 

select papers that highly likely increase 

journal’s citation (thus, impact factor) 

❑ While citation is usually increased with 

surprising results, editors like surprising 

and meaningful results
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Meaningful research 

❑ Our research is meaningful only if:

• It is clearly described, so

• Someone else can use it in his/her studies 

• It arouses other scientists’ interest

• Allows others to reproduce the results 

❑ By submitting a manuscript we are 

essentially trying to sell our work to 

scientific community
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Some important issues to consider

❑ SKS, the Sistem Kebut Semalam, is not recommended at all; it will not produce 

a “beautiful” piece of work but merely a “technical” work 

❑ At least, 1 day 1 sentence, 1 week 1 paragraph, 1 month 1 page

❑ 1 paper can compactly consist of 6 pages (put the remaining as Supplementary Information), 

meaning in 1 year we should have 2 paper in hand; productivity: 2 paper/year



When our research is not novel and exciting, do not:

1. Cook simple problems to look complicated 

2. Cook predictable results to look new (Reinventing the wheel) and important  

3. Make our work look good by making others look bad 7

Things to avoid
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Collaboration increases citation

2013
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Title determines citation

“Have a strong title: it is the most important 

determinant of how many people
will read (cite) it”

Paper

Abstract

Title
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Citation and Hirsch-index 

Beware of h-index 
manipulation

For funding: the funder just 
consider our 5 most significant 
publications; they don’t care 

about citation
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Citation race and citation cartel 

❑ The right cites are only those 

obtained from unknown readers 

❑ Readers recognize the author's 

work at first instead of 

recognizing the author earlier

❑ Citation cartels are defined as 

groups of authors that cite each 

other disproportionately



Content

❑ The publishing world

❑ Important things to consider to get accepted

1. Develop skills by reading

2. Have something to say

3. Understand the structure of a scientific article

4. Understand the simple rules of writing

5. How to decide where to send your paper

6. The instructions to authors and the need to worry about detail

7. Understanding the steps after manuscript submission

8. Understand what editors like 

9. Understand the peer review process

❑ How to write a good manuscript 12
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Why it is important to publish

❑ Validation

❑ Research dissemination 

❑ Making a contribution to the field

❑ Career advancement 

❑ Prestige

❑ International recognition 

❑ Easier to get funded and published 
14



Academic Publishers: Yup, we do business 
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What people may think of a publisher

Publisher’s viewpoint:
① Author gets a free outlet for their paper 

② Reviewer gets cutting edge information for free

③ Author gets a free access for their paper
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Journal metrics
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Key players
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The game

Submit a 

paper

Basic requirements met?

REJECT

Assign 

reviewers

Collect reviewers’ 

recommendations

Make a 

decision
Revise the 

paper

[Reject]

[Revision required]

[Accept]

[Yes]

[No]
Review and give 

recommendation

START

ACCEPT

Author Editor Reviewer

Time required for the 1st

round review:
<1 month, predatory journal?

1-6 month, good journal
>6 month, bad journal

[Desk 
rejection]
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Not ready

Work has no scientific interest

Ready

Work advances the field

Are you ready to publish?
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Scientific writing issue: the skills  
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Scientific writing issue: the skills  
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1. Develop skills by reading 

❑ A key ‘educational device’ in the school of 

scientific writing is reading; read much and 

widely 

❑ Read scientific papers in front-rank / top-tier 

journals and examine closely the writing 

style and paper anatomy 

❑ Notice the clarity of language and the 

simplicity of sentence and paragraph 

structure
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2. Have something to say

❑ When is something worth publishing? The 

key point here is “have something 

important to say” 

❑ The importance of our “something” will be 

judged by the editor and reviewers 

❑ Only when we have a clear message of 

that “something” should we begin to think 

about the publication process

❑ Our message should be clear and it should 

be a significant addition to the literature
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Identifying critical gaps 

❑ There are many gaps in the body of 

knowledge; find the most critical one

❑ The easiest way: find the real problems 

around us that can potentially be adopted 

widely (transferable knowledge/technology)

❑ How about something like particle physics 

and quantum mechanics? just go for more 

specific journals, it would be fine as long as 

our research fills the critical gaps at that 

particular research field

Some life-changing discoveries:
• Theory of relativity
• X-rays
• Quantum theory
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3. Understand the structure of a scientific article

❑ Why did you start, what did you do, what 

answer did you get and what does it mean 

anyway?

❑ Introduction, Materials and methods, 

Results, and Discussion (sometimes 

referred to as IMRaD)

❑ Not merely describing the results 

(data/figures/tables), but explain why it is so 

and not otherwise, what the impact are

❑ Tell the whole story smoothly and compactly
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4. Understand the simple rule of writing

❑ Never use a long word where a short one will do

❑ If it is possible to cut a word out, then cut it out

❑ Keep sentence constructions simple

❑ Avoid one-sentence paragraphs

❑ Use simple punctuation

❑ Check whether we can clearly explain the points 

we are wishing to make in our paper to 

colleagues which are not specialists in the field

❑ Read the manuscript draft out loud, something 

strange can usually be detected 
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5. Where to send our paper

❑ Impact Factor (IF) is a widely criticized 

parameter, yet it has some utility in 

providing a quality of journals

❑ High impact journals will inevitably have 

more exposure and weight than low impact 

journals: increased citations 

❑ If our paper fits with the journal, it will not be 

rejected immediately, and if accepted it can 

effectively increase citations as it reaches 

the intended / “correct” audience
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The fact about Impact Factor

VS

IF ~25
IF ~8

Nobel Prize–winning papers in 

Physics mostly came from this 

publisher
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❑ Aim to reach the intended audience for our paper

❑ Choose only one journal, because simultaneous submissions are nightmare 

for editor and reviewers (they are very busy people), and thus, prohibited

❑ Consult the articles in our reference list and check which journals they were 

published in (Cautions! Editor usually checks whether their journal is present in our 

reference, if this is the case and our paper is ultimately accepted, the journal’s citation is 

automatically increased, and the editor likes it) 

❑ Shortlist a handful of candidate journals

Investigate our journal shortlist:

• Aims & Scope

• Types of articles considered

• Readership e.g. academic versus practice

• Subscription versus Open Access

• Speed of publication

• Peer review process (single blind, double blind, open)

• Bibliometrics 

Choosing the right journal
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6. The need to worry about detail

❑ Manuscripts that are submitted without 

attention to details are usually returned 

without review (desk rejection)

❑ Poorly formatted manuscript sends a 

signal to the editor that the authors do 

not worry about detail

❑ If they do not worry about detail in the 

submission process, can the editor be 

sure they worry about detail in the 

research? It sends a very worrying signal
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7. The steps after manuscript submission 

❑ Draft with sensible (preferably unique) file 

names, e.g.,KTaO3_October24_2019.doc

❑ Make sure we have the final version 

available of each relevant file, not draft 

versions 

❑ After submission all we can do is wait

❑ The editorial team will review the 

manuscript and it is increasingly common 

for a manuscript to be returned to author 

unreviewed (desk rejection)
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Desk rejection is very common at present

❑ Rate of desk rejection (immediately 

rejected without review) :

• Science ~70%

• Nature ~80%

• Cell ~70%

❑ Why?

• Out of scope

• Fit (style, journal objectives, topic priority) 

• Novelty 

• Fraud (plagiarism, etc.)

• Missing parts (figure, reference, etc.)
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8. Understand what editors like 

❑ Editors are simple people; they like 

authors to follow the instructions to 

authors and this is a huge step in winning 

over an editor

❑ Editors like manuscripts that have a good 

fit with the journal’s aims and scope and 

address a clear research question

❑ A “killer” cover letter is needed to “kill” the 

handling editor; they usually read abstract 

and conclusion (sometimes intro.) only  
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8. Understand what editors like 
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Covering letter 

❑ Our chance to speak directly to the 

editors 

❑ Explain motivation of the research 

being performed 

❑ Highlight novelty, significance, and 

impact of the results

❑ State the benefits potentially given to 

the journal

❑ State final approval of all co-authors
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Abstract: follow the rule of 8 

❑ It should stand alone

❑ 1-2 sentences: why did you 

do? (motivation/aim/rationale) 

❑ 1-2 sentences: how did you 

do?

❑ 1-2 sentences: what are 

the insight?

❑ 1-2 sentences: what are 

the impact?
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Graphical abstract 

❑ It should grasp reader’s attention, 

and thus, it should be simple and 

easily readable 

❑ It should present the most important 

finding 

❑ It should attract reader’s curiosity; 

they will eventually read the paper  
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9. Understand the peer review process

❑ Reviewers work voluntarily, and thus do 

appreciate their time and effort to improve the 

quality of papers 

❑ Reviewers help to evaluate the quality, validity, 

significance and originality of research

❑ Publishers are outside the academic process and 

are not prone to prejudice or favor

❑ Publishers facilitate the review process by 

investing in online review systems and providing 

tools to help Editors and Reviewers 
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9. Understand the peer review process

❑ Reviewers are selected from:

• Database

• Online search

• References 

• Editorial board

❑ Commonly 3 reviewers per article

May take up to 10+ invitation to get 3 

❑ Reviewers comments may be:

• Contradictory 

• Unhelpful 

❑ Further review may be required 
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9. Understand the peer review process

❑ Respond all the comments from reviewers point 

by point

❑ Rebuttals to reviewer’s comments are fine, but 

write them well

❑ A misunderstanding may be due to poor 

presentation on our part, not lack of expertise on 

the reviewers’

❑ Do not accuse the reviewers of bias

❑ No exception: do not plead that for monetary 

reasons critically important experiments cannot 

be performed



Responding to reviewer comments
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No ghost authors please
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How to write a good manuscript 

Prof. Daniel Kotz
Senior Editor 
Journal of Clinical Epidemiology
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How to write a good manuscript 
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How to write a good manuscript 



48

How to write a good manuscript 
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Reproducibility crisis 

2018 Repeatability (Same team, same experimental setup)
Replicability (Different team, same experimental setup)
Reproducibility (Different team, different experimental setup)

..reproducibility test..
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How to write a good manuscript 
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Some important issues to remember

❑ Nothing hides bad research: ask the right 

question, plan the right experiment, use 

the right methods, analyze results 

correctly, and draw sensible conclusions   

❑ A paper should have message, a message 

that could write out in 2-3 sentences   

❑ Test whether our colleagues can get the 

message. If not it means we do not 

understand well our research 

Prof. Juleen Zierath
Editor in Chief 
Diabetologia
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Last but not least

❑ There are many webinars and 

lectures out there on how to write a 

manuscript for a good journal that 

we may have often attended 

❑ The question is: how many papers 

that we have published thus far?  

❑ The best way to have a paper is to 

start right now and being brave to 

try to write a manuscript   



Comments and questions are welcome
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https://researcheracademy.elsevier.com/

https://researcheracademy.elsevier.com/
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http://news.wiley.com/wileyresearch
eracademy
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❑ After completing the lecture 

package, we will understand 

what reviewers expect from 

our paper

❑ We should meet reviewer’s 

expectation to win “the 

game” 

https://www.acsreviewerlab.org/

https://www.acsreviewerlab.org/

