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Why is publishing research 
important?

q Depend on university policy (incentive/ academic title) What is the 
importance of publication 

q in your graduate studies program? 
q / Do you need to publish to graduate? 
q What is the importance of publication in your career? 
q Do you need to publish to increase salary? 
q Do you need to publish to get promotion? 
q Others 
q University ranking
q Improvement of researcher’s skill and experience (Global reputation)
q Academic Freedom



Why is publishing research 
important?

Sharing discoveries and knowledge with others 
� Filling in a gap in an existing body 
of knowledge 
� Advancing theory and practice in a field 
� Feeling a sense of accomplishments 
� Enhancing personal professional development 
� Enhancing personal fame and reputation 
� Enhancing institutional reputation 
� Enhancing the field’s reputation 







Process of conducting research

Research 
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Article format

2. Literature 
reviews

1. Introductio
n

3.Methodology 

4. Results

English 
proofread

5. Discussion 
and 

conclusion

6. Abstract

7. Key words

8. Author/Corresponding 
/Affiliation



Title 
Abstract 
Introduction 
Methodology 
Result 
Discussion/Policy Recommendation 
List of references - Figure and table 

Format 



Research ethics and why should we 
care?

q Research ethics refers to a complex set of values, standards and 
institutional schemes that help constitute and regulate scientific 
activity. 

q Researchers shall adhere to research ethics standards, for example, 
requirements regarding honesty, impartiality and willingness to 
accept their own mistake.

q Copy, cheat, make up data or results

q Data collection

q Analysis

q Report







q Researchers shall work on the basis of basic respect for human 
dignity (Institutional Review Borad, IRB)

q Ensure freedom and self-determination
q Safeguard against harm and unreasonable suffering
q Protect privacy and close relationships (report/no report name 

of interviewer)
q Include all stakeholders
q Formal/informal (depends)
q No right to forces interviewers to answers your questions
q No bias
q Should not use a question that guide to certain answer

Ethics in Data collection 



Ethics in Data analysis

• Report tools e.g. SPSS, SAS, stepwise etc
• Real results from the analysis
• It is ok to have the results that against your research 

hypothesis



Ethics in the Publication Process

Plagiarism
Paraphrase!!! 
Plagiarism of others’ text, material, ideas and research results is 
unacceptable
Turn it in (all students must use this program to check your 
IS/thesis work). 
Turnitin.com



turnitin



Good reference practice

All writers and researchers, regardless of whether they are 
amateur or professional, students or established researchers, 
shall strive to exercise good reference practice.



To get published, (non-written) rules 
have to be followed. 

The first step is to pick the "right" journal (Part I of the text).
The second step is to follow the correct submissions procedures (Part II).
The third step includes two alternatives. Less positive case is that the paper 
is rejected – here it is suggested to try with another suitable journal after 
improving the text for relevant comments from editors or reviewers (coming 
back to the first step of the process (Part III). If the paper is preliminary 
accepted dealing with feedback (Part IV) is next crucial issue. 
The fourth step is resubmitting the revised paper (Part V) 
The last step is the final submission administration (Part VI). The six issues 
mentioned above are covered by this text. The first step – how to pick the right 
journal is elaborated in most comprehensive way – as it is in reality the most 
important one. Some parts of texts in different chapters may slightly overlap –
but two times is better than to omit.



Journal database (Scimago, ISI, 
Scopus)

https://www.scimagojr.com/journalsearch.php?q=21537&tip=s
id&clean=0

https://www.scimagojr.com/journalsearch.php?q=21537&tip=sid&clean=0




Picking the "right" 
journal



Picking the "right" journal

A) the scope of the journal,
B)the ranking, impact and visibility of the journal
C) the type of review process in the journal
D)the length of the review process
E)the length of the publishing process
F) the success/failure rate of submission for the journal
G)the philosophical and ethical concerns connected with the 
journal.



A:The scope of the journal
Is the manuscript consistent with the disciplinary focus of the journal?
Is the manuscript consistent with the national or international focus of the 
journal?
Is the manuscript consistent with the theory/practice focus of the journal?
Is the manuscript in harmony with the journal’s quantitative or qualitative 
research bias (if any), or with type of article expected?
Has the journal published articles on the same subject? If not, has the journal 
at least published articles on the topics that form the theoretical basis for this 
research? 
Has the journal published articles using the manuscript’s methodology 
before? 
If the manuscript reports insignificant results or if it is concerned with 
methodological issues, has the journal published papers of this same type in 
the past? 
Is the manuscript’s style of prose consistent with that of the journal? 
Is the length of the manuscript appropriate for the journal? 
How many times is the journal cited in your manuscript? 
What advice do your colleagues have?



Is the manuscript consistent with the 
national or international focus of the 
journal?
In most cases this information is also available at the home page 
or “About” page of a journal. Most journals today are (claim 
themselves as) international and do not focus on submission 
from a specific region or even a specific country. The title of a 
journal, including some territorial affiliation) can be very 
misleading – in most cases this just indicated where the journal 
is published. The fact that is makes no sense to submit a paper 
to journal with different geographic focus is obvious, however 
more sophisticated issue is to try to submit a paper with 
national focus to most of leading (Q1, Q2) journals, especially if 
published in the US.



Is the manuscript consistent with the 
national or international focus of the 
journal?

The answer – “the paper is interesting, but it deals with the 
country which is not of our main interest (what is the value 
added of Slovak experience for US reality?)” – can arrive 
(prevention is simple – check the regional focus on the sample 
of articles). Some journals ask for comparative focus, to submit 
article with one country experience to such journal is contra-
productive.





Is the manuscript consistent with the 
theory/practice focus of the journal?

Most journals included in core international databases (WoS, 
Scopus) have strictly academic character, but some of them at 
least claim that their focus is the combination of academia and 
practice. 

Very few “indexed” journals focus have preference for articles 
with more practical than academic value added.



Is the manuscript in harmony with the 
journal’s quantitative or qualitative 
research bias (if any), or with type of 
article expected? 

Harvard business review
Public Administration review
International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education



Reading already published articles

Has the journal published articles on the same subject? If not, 
has the journal at least published articles on the topics that form 
the theoretical basis for this research?

Has the journal published articles using the manuscript’s 
methodology before? 

If the manuscript reports insignificant results or if it is 
concerned with methodological issues, has the journal published 
papers of this same type in the past? 

Is the manuscript’s style of prose consistent with that of the 
journal? 



Is the length of the manuscript 
appropriate for the journal? 

ES&T
8000 words/ Supporting document



How many times is the journal cited 
in your manuscript? 

Almost all journals today are willing to increase their impact 
factor – achieved by referencing of their articles in 
other journals, but also by journal themselves.

In any case, we may argue that it should be considered as fair 
and useful if relevant articles on the topic, already published in a 
pre-selected journal are referenced in the prepared article. To be 
sure that important article of this character is not omitted; again 
it is advices to check the contents of journal issues at 
least for last three four years. 



What advice do your colleagues have?



The ranking, impact and visibility of 
the journal: journal prestige
Several authors tried to list the factors that create a journal’s 
reputation  (for example Brorsen,  1987, Klinger, 2005, Robey et 
al., 1998). The list of possible factors follows:  
journal with older history
journal with larger circulation
journal with lower acceptance rate 
journal with comprehensive review process 
journal with well-known editor and editorial board members 
journal with prestigious institutional affiliations of editor and 
board members 
journal affiliated with a prestigious organization
journal often quoted over time 
journal with high impact factor (often quoted recently)
journal with high visibility in multiple computerized databases. 



The impact factor, which is itself calculated and published by a 
for-profit academic publisher, the Thompson Corporation, is a 
recent ratio between the number of citations and the 
number of articles published by the journal. Impact 
factor alone, however, is likely too restrictive a measure of 
journal quality.” These authors also argue (66): “Regardless of 
how authors view elements like journal ranking lists or impact 
factors, authors desiring to make an optimal journal submission 
decision must recognize the existence of these elements and 
their potential impact upon the recognition that a manuscript 
published in a particular journal is likely to receive. 



For European conditions the most frequently used rankings are 
“the Five-year Impact Factor” gathered from the Journal 
Citation Reports® by Clarivate Analytics, the SCImago Journal 
Rank (SJR) compiled on the Scopus® database and the Google 
Scholar h5 index. 



The type of review process in the 
journal

Good journals put a lot of emphasis on the quality and 
impartiality of the review process. The standard is double-blind 
review (anonymous refereeing by two anonymous reviewers) –
reviewers do not know author/s and authors do not know 
reviewers. Some good journal use a single-blind peer-review 
system, where the reviewers are aware of the names and 
affiliations of the authors, but the reviewer reports provided to 
authors are anonymous.



The length of the review process in 
the journal

Today almost all journals try to shorten the time between the 
acceptance of an article into the review process and the final 
decision. However, for most good journals the length of the 
review process is still counted in months, not weeks or days. 



The length of the publishing process

Publication process is composed of two elements: the 
publisher’s processing time and the publication backlog. 

To cope with “backlog delay” many journals started to use the 
policy “on-line first” (however, in many countries these on-line 
publications do not count for performance schemes - as the data 
do not appear in Clarivate or Scopus). 



The success (rejection) rate of 
submission for the journal

For almost all high quality journals the rejection rate is over 50 
% (example from anonymous journal internal evaluation – “the 
rejection rate has decreased from 65% in 2013 to 58% in 2014.”). 
The authors of this text know the journal with app. 90 % gate-
keeping rejection rate.  



The philosophical and ethical 
concerns connected with the journal

The term "predatory journal" or "predatory publisher" was first 
time officially mentioned in 2010 by American librarian Jeffrey 
Beall.

The web page with “Beall´s List” should be checked by any 
author, especially if willing to publish fast or in open access/on 
line mode. 



„A: Editor and Staff
The  publisher's  owner  is  identified  as  the  editor  of each  and  
every journal published by the organization. 

No single individual is identified as any specific journal's editor.

The journal does not identify a formal editorial / review board.

No  academic  information  is  provided  regarding  the  editor,  
editorial staff, and/or review board members (e.g. institutional 
affiliation).



Evidence exists showing that the editor and/or review board 
members do not possess academic expertise to reasonably 
qualify them to be publication gatekeepers in the journal's field.

Two  or  more  journals  have  duplicate  editorial  boards  (i.e.,  
same editorial board for more than one journal).



q The journals have an insufficient number of board members 
(e.g., 2 or  3  members), have  concocted  editorial  boards  
(made  up  names), name  scholars  on  their editorial  board  
without  their  knowledge  or permission  or have  board  
members  who  are  prominent  researchers but exempt them 
from any contributions to the journal except the use of their 
names and/or photographs.

q There  is  little  or  no  geographical  diversity  among  the  
editorial  board members, especially for journals that claim 
to be international in scope or coverage.

q The  editorial  board  engages  in  gender  bias  (i.e.,  
exclusion  of  any female members).



Business management 

The Publisher: 
q Demonstrates a lack of transparency in publishing 

operations.
q Has no policies or practices for digital preservation , meaning 

that if the journal  ceases  operations, all of the content 
disappears  from  the internet.

q Begins operations with a large fleet of journals, often using a 
common template to quickly create each journal's home page.



q Provides insufficient information or hides information about 
author fees, offering to publish  an  author's  paper and  later  
sending  an unanticipated "surprise" invoice. 

q Does not allow search engines to crawl the published content, 
preventing the content from being indexed in academic 
indexes. 

q Copy-proofs (locks) their PDFs, thus making it harder to 
check for plagiarism.



C: Integrity
q The name of a journal is incongruent with the journal's 

mission.
q The name of a journal does not adequately reflect its origin 

(e.g. a journal with the word "Canadian" or "Swiss" in its 
name when neither the publisher, editor, nor any purported  
institutional  affiliate relates whatsoever to Canada or 
Switzerland).

q In its spam email or on its website, the publisher falsely 
claims one or more of its journals have actual (Thomson -
Reuters) impact factors, or advertises impact factors assigned 
by fake "impact factor" services, or it uses some made up 
measure (e.g. view factor), feigning/claiming an exaggerated 
international standing. 



q The publisher sends spam requests for peer reviews to 
scholars unqualified to review submitted manuscripts, in the 
sense that the specialties of the invited  reviewers do not 
match the papers sent to them. 

q The publisher falsely claims to have its content indexed in 
legitimate abstracting and indexing services or claims that its 
content is indexed in resources that are not abstracting and 
indexing services. 

q The publisher dedicates insufficient resources to preventing 
and eliminating author misconduct, to the extent that the 
journal or journals suffer from repeated cases of plagiarism, 
self-plagiarism, image manipulation, and the like.



The publisher asks the corresponding author for suggested 
reviewers and the publisher subsequently uses the suggested 
reviewers without sufficiently vetting their qualifications or 
authenticity. (This protocol also may allow authors to create 
faux online identities in order to review their own papers).



: Other

q A predatory publisher may...
q Re-publish papers already published in other venues/outlets 

without providing appropriate credits.
q Use boastful language claiming to be a "leading  publisher"

even though the publisher may only be a startup or a novice 
organization.

q Operate in a Western country chiefly for the purpose of 
functioning as a vanity press for scholars in a developing 
country (e.g., utilizing a mail-drop address or P  box  address 
in the United States, while actually operating from a 
developing country).

q Provide minimal or no copyediting or proofreading of 
submissions. 



Publish papers that are not academic at all, e.g. essays by 
laypeople, polemical editorials, or obvious pseudo-science. 
Have a "contact  us" page that only includes a web form or an 
email address, and the publisher hides or does not reveal its 
location.



E: Poor journal standards / practice

q The publisher copies "authors  guidelines" verbatim (or  with 
minor editing) from other publishers.

q The publisher lists insufficient  contact information, 
including contact information  that does not clearly state the 
headquarters location or misrepresents the headquarters  
location (e.g., through the use of addresses that are actually 
mail drops).

q The publisher publishes journals that are excessively broad  
(e.g., Journal of  Education) in  order to  attract  more 
articles  and  gain  more revenue from author fees.



q The publisher publishes journals that combine two or more 
fields not normally treated together (e.g., International 
Journal of Business, Humanities and Technology).

q The publisher charges authors for publishing but requires 
transfer of copyright  and retains copyright on journal 
content. Or the publisher requires the copyright transfer 
upon submission of manuscript.

q The publisher has poorly maintained websites, including 
dead links, prominent misspellings and grammatical errors 
on the website.

q The  publisher makes unauthorized use of  licensed images on 
their website, taken from the open web, without permission 
or licensing from the copyright owners.



q The publisher engages in excessive use of spam email to 
solicit manuscripts or editorial board memberships. 

q The publishers'  officers  use email  addresses  that  end  in 
xx.gmail.com, yahoo.com, or some other free email supplier. 

q The publisher  fails to state licensing  policy  information  on  
articles  or shows lack of understanding of well-known OA 
journal article licensing standards, or provides contradictory 
licensing information.

q The  publisher  lacks a published article retraction policy or 
retracts articles  without  a formal statement (stealth  
retractions); also the publisher does  not publish  corrections 
or clarifications  and  does  not have a policy for these issues.

q The publisher does not use standard identifiers such as ISSNs 
or DOIs or uses them improperly.









q For the name of the publisher, the publisher uses names such 
as "Network,"  "Center,"  "Association,"  "Institute," and the 
like when it isonly a solitary, proprietary operationand does 
not meet the definition of the term used or implied non-profit 
mission.

q The publisher has excessive, cluttered advertising on its site 
to the extent that it interferes with site navigation and 
content access.

q The publisher has no membership in industry associations 
and/or intentionally fails to follow industry standards.



q The publisher includes links to legitimate conferences and 
associations on its main website, as if to borrow from  other 
organizations’ legitimacy, and emblazon the new publisher  
with the others' legacy value.

q The publisher displays prominent statements that promise 
rapid publication and/or unusually quick peer review.

q Evidence exists showing that the publisher does not really 
conduct a bona fide peer review.

q The  publisher  appears  to focus  exclusively  on  article  
processing  fee procurement, while not providing services for 
readers, or on billing for fees, while abdicating any effort at 
vetting submissions.



q The  publisher  or its journals are not listed in standard 
periodical directories or are not widely cataloged in library 
databases. 

q The publisher copies or egregiously mimics journal titles 
from other publishers.

q The publisher includes text on its  website that describes the 
open access movement and then foists the publisher as if the  
publisher  is active in fulfilling the movement’s values and 
goals.



q None of the members of a particular journal's editorial board 
have ever published an article in the journal.

q There is little or no geographic diversity among the authors 
of articles in one or more of the publisher's journals, an 
indication the journal has become an easy outlet for authors 
from one country or region to get scholarly publications.

q The publisher has an optional "fast-track" fee-based service 
for expedited  peer  review  which  appears to provide 
assured  publication with little or no vetting.“



q The fact that a journal is in Clarivate or Scopus database does 
not guarantee that the journal is non-predatory. According to 
Srholec and Machacek (2017) in 2004 the Scopus database 
published about 2000 papers in predatory type journals (app. 
0,1 %), this figure increased in 2015 to app. 60000 papers 
(app. 3 %). 



publishing via “own” publication platforms. Machacek and 
Srholec (2017) speak about “samizdat” journals and even name 
some of them. They identified 13 journals registered in Scopus 
and issued by Czech universities with more than 33 % of articles 
written by own university staff. The journal Scientia 
Agriculturae Bohemica, published by the Czech Agricultural 
University in Prague is the “top” with more than 80 % of papers 
by authors from this institution. Another journal directly 
mentioned by these authors (p. 32) is Acta Universitatis 
Agriculturae et Silviculturae Mendelianae Brunensis, indexed in 
Scopus from 2007. This journal published during the period 
2013-2016 in total 968 articles. From this 56 % of articles was 
published by authors from Mendel University, 89 % of authors 
are from the Czech Republic. One author from Mendel 
University managed to publish during the above mentioned 
period 34 articles in this journal, 15 from them in 2016. 



q many experts argue that most of predatory publications 
appear in OA journals. 

q On the other hand, many OA journals charge significant fees. 
Knight and Steinbach, 2008, 70) argue that “Such charges 
raise the issue of whether at some journals; the key 
determinant in an article being published might be the 
author’s ability to pay and not the considered opinion of 
reviewers and editors. 



Follow the correct 
submissions procedures



Follow the correct submissions 
procedures

Firstly, it is important to read journal’s instruction for authors 
and learn requirements for submission.

Secondly, submission process itself could be also sometimes 
challenging issue. 



Introduction

The objectives of the work should be stated and provided an 
adequate background, avoiding a detailed literature survey or a 
summary of the results. The introduction should also justify why 
the topic of the paper is important and that the content is 
original. 

The summary of results should have been dealt with in the 
abstract. 



Literature review

Conceptual framework, hypotheses etc. 

It should identify the most relevant previous literature on the 
topic (but not in excessive detail) in order to position the paper 
and demonstrate how it will make a significant contribution. It 
(or a separate section) should set out (and justify) the theoretical 
or conceptual framework adopted in the paper.

It may identify a number of hypotheses to be tested or research 
questions to be explored. In short, this section (or sections) 
should explain what the motivation for the paper is and why its 
contribution is original and significant. 



Material and methods

Sufficient details should be provided to allow the work to be 
reproduced by an independent researcher. Methods that are 
already published should be summarized, and indicated by a 
reference. 

If quoting directly from a previously published method, 
quotation marks should be used and the source should be cited. 

Any modifications to existing methods should also be described. 
The reader needs to know that the empirical data and/or other 
material are relevant, reliable and capable of supporting robust 
conclusions, and that the methodology is appropriate, 
systematic and rigorous. 



Results should be clear and concise. 
Discussion. This should explore the significance of the results 
of the work, not repeat them. A combined Results and 
Discussion section is often appropriate. Extensive citations and 
discussion of published literature should be avoided.
Conclusions. The main conclusions of the study may be 
presented in a short Conclusions section, which may stand alone 
or form a subsection of a Discussion or Results and Discussion 
section. This section should also may make clear what is the 
original contribution of the paper, discuss the policy or 
management implications of the findings, provide a critical 
assessment of the limitations of study, and outline possible 
fruitful lines for further research. 









Check reference format: APA style, MLA 
style, The Chicago Manual of Style, 
Bluebook, ALWD Citation Manual, ASA 
style, Harvard referencing, Oxford, and 
Vancouver system
Endnotes 

References



Appendices. If there is more than one appendix, they should 
be identified as A, B, etc. Formulae and equations in appendices 
should be given separate numbering: Eq. (A.1), Eq. (A.2), etc.; in 
a subsequent appendix, Eq. (B.1) and so on. Similarly for tables 
and figures: Table A.1; Fig. A.1, etc.



Figures and tables should be placed either next to the 
relevant text in the article or on separate pages(s) at the end (not 
a mixture of both).



Submission process

1. Submission via standard online submission system of 
publisher – the same for most of the journals,
2. Submission via own unique online submission system of the 
journal,
3. Submission via uploading directly on the website or into data 
storage,
4. Submission via e-mail communication with editors.



Login into the online submission 
system

In general, when submitting for the first time to selected 
journal, Authors have to do the registration first. This is often 
necessary in order to get login name and password in to the 
submission system. Author has to enter the name and email 
address in order to get login and password, which will be sent to 
e-mail. 



Furthermore, still more and more journals support the login via 
ORCID. An ORCID is a non-proprietary alphanumeric code that 
uniquely identifies an academic author. It is a 16-digit code, in 
the format: 0000-0000-0000-000X. Publishers use it to 
unambiguously attribute any published work to the correct 
authors. 



Choosing the type of the submission

When the topic of submitted manuscript falls within the scope of 
the special issue it is recommended to submit to special issue 
rather than standard issue.





https://ees.elsevier.com/wr/default.asp

https://ees.elsevier.com/wr/default.asp






Entering the title and further details 
of the manuscript

q At the same time author should also enter the abstract and 
keywords. Author can also copy and paste the abstract from 
the manuscript in the word processing software. References 
should be avoided in the abstract.

q The length of the abstract that could to be entered into the 
system is often limited by the certain number of characters, 
but the exact length depends on the journal. 

q The required number of keywords is usually in the interval 
from 4 to 7. Among other things, keywords will also help 
Editors select appropriate referees to review the submission. 
Mostly the keywords should be separated by semicolons.



Adding and editing authors of the 
manuscript 



Authors have to choose corresponding Author for the 
manuscript. Corresponding Author will be primarily informed 
about all changes and procedures during the review process as 
well as about the final decision. 



Additional information about the 
manuscript

q First authors are asked to enter funding details of the 
research if applicable as it can be seen in the example below.

q All information about the funding has to be deleted from the 
manuscript itself to ensure the anonymity during review 
process. 



Ex: Acknowledgements

We would like to express our gratitude to 
Professor Piriya Pholpirul for his thoughtful comments on this 
study and continuous support. This paper was prepared with 
the research funding from International College of the National 
Institute of Development Administration, Thailand and the 
research project “Increasing the quality of doctoral studies and 
the support of the international research at the FNE, University 
of Economics in Bratislava” OP 
Education, ITMS 26140230005, activity 1.1, Modern education 
for knowledge society; Project is co-financed by the European 
Union.







Authors are also often requested to fully accept the Ethical 
standards of the publisher. It is recommended to read carefully 
the Ethical guidelines of the journal before the submission. It is 
obvious, that the manuscript considered for publication must 
meet high ethical standards and contains no element of data 
fabrication, data falsification or plagiarism (including 
unacknowledged self-plagiarism).



Requesting editor and suggesting 
potential reviewers

Authors should not choose an Editor working in same 
institution. Nor should they choose an Editor with whom they 
have co-authored, collaborated or had some professional or 
personal relationship over the last five years. In some cases, 
Editor-in-chief may still reallocate the paper internally to 
another Editor based on their availability and appropriateness.





Authors are sometimes also asked to mention potential 
reviewers of their manuscript. It is mostly mandatory to enter 
their names, institutions and e-mail. However, it is obvious that 
this is used only as some recommendation which could be 
accepted or denied by the Editor. 



Uploading the manuscript and other 
items into the submission system 





Ex: Cover letter





Sending the final submission 



Therefore, understanding the reasons for rejection is extremely 
important to help authors improve their future work.



Dealing with rejected 
papers



Dealing with rejected papers
The most typical reasons for the rejection are 

q Manuscript does not fall within the aim and scope of the 
journal (reaction – resubmit to more suitable journal)

q The manuscript contains elements that are suspected to be 
against the publication ethics (try to prevent, correction 
necessary)

q Incomplete manuscript (prevent), poor use of English 
(prevent), references are inconsistent



q Incomplete, or very old (prevent)

q The quality of research lacks novelty (prevent or explain 
better why do you duplicate existing research)

q The manuscript is below the journal’s standards

q Data is poorly presented (prevent)

q The procedures and/or analysis of the data are seen as 
defective (prevent, improve)

q Inappropriate method (prevent, improve, but if you feel that 
your method is feasible, submit to other journal)



Causes of Manuscript Rejection

It is frequently said that there is no successful researcher who 
never experienced rejection. Although the correlation between 
the quality of a journal (measured by impact factor) and the 
rejection percentage is debatable, the majority of high impact 
journals have a rejection rate of 50–80%. 



Editorial office checking: The editorial officer checks the 
completeness of the manuscript submission and identifies 
whether it is an original submission or not. 

When the manuscript is identified as an incomplete submission 
or unoriginal, its status will be returned to the authors as 
“unsubmitted.”

However, when the manuscript is evaluated as complete, it will 
be forwarded to the editor in chief (EC) so that an associate 
editor (AE) can be selected for the next steps.



AE assignment: The EC selects an AE to handle the submitted 
manuscript further. Usually, AEs are selected based on their 
expertise and the relevant topic of the manuscript. When a 
manuscript is resubmitted, the EC will usually reassign it to the 
same AE unless there are specific reasons not to.



Reviewer selection and invitation: The AE selects a group 
of potential reviewers, who are selected either from the journal’s 
reviewer database or from the authors’ suggested reviewer list. 
For resubmissions, the AE can invite the same or a different 
group of reviewers. After the reviewer selection, the AE sends 
the review invitations to the selected reviewers. Usually, the 
invitation contains the title, the author list, and the abstract of 
the submitted manuscript. The number of required reviewers 
for a paper depends on the journal’s policies.



Reviewer assignment: When the invited reviewers accept the 
invitation, the manuscript will be reviewed for a certain period, 
which is part of the reviewing process. The reviewers’ task is 
different from the one of the EC or AE. Reviewers are 
responsible for criticizing the academic substance and the 
overall quality of the research presented in the submitted 
manuscript. An adequate reviewer will provide objective and 
well-described comments on the manuscript.
AE recommendation: Based on all the review comments and 
scores, the AE decides to either recommend acceptance or 
rejection to the EC. In the event when there is not enough input 
from the reviewers to make a decision, the AE can invite another 
reviewer for additional evaluation. 



The decision of the EC: Based on the reviewer comments and 
the AE’s recommendation, the EC makes the final decision 
whether to accept the manuscript or not.





Outright Rejection

a/ Thank you for submitting your manuscript to “______.” I regret to inform you 
that we have decided against publishing your manuscript. The data and the 
experimental methods seem to be invalid.

b/ I regret to inform you that we have decided against publishing your manuscript. 

The main problem of the submitted manuscript is the lack of sufficient novelty; 
furthermore, the information content was limited as well.

Conditional Rejection

Thank you for submitting your manuscript to “______.” The manuscript requires 
revision to comply with the requirements of our journal.



Dear assistant professor Aweewan Mangmeechai,

We regret to inform you that the Board of Editors of Agricultural Economics (Zemědělská ekonomika) decided not to publish your 
paper The Environmental Life-cycle Assessment of Agricultural Sector in Thailand: EIO-LCA Approach (submitted as 308/2016-
AGRICECON) because not in line with the scope of the journal.

We belive that the outcome of this specific submission will not discourage you from submitting future manuscripts.

Yours sincerely,

Mgr. Alena Rottová
Agricultural Economics
Executive Editor
Czech Academy of Agricultural Sciences
Slezská 7, 120 00 Prague 2, Czech Republic
tel.: + 420 227 010 358
fax: + 420 227 010 116
e-mail: agricecon@cazv.cz

mailto:agricecon@cazv.cz


Dear Dr. Mangmeechai,

We have received the reports from our advisors on your manuscript ENVI-D-16-
00062 "Implications of an economic input-output life cycle assessment: The Thai 
agricultural sector".

With regret, I must inform you that, based on the advice received, the Editors 
have decided that your manuscript cannot be accepted for publication in 
Environment, Development and Sustainability.
Below, please find the comments for your perusal.

YOU ARE KINDLY REQUESTED TO ALSO CHECK THE WEBSITE FOR 
POSSIBLE REVIEWER ATTACHMENTS.

I would like to thank you very much for forwarding your manuscript to us for 
consideration and wish you every success in finding an alternative place of 
publication.

With kind regards,
Journals Editorial Office
Springer



Ref.: Ms. No. JLCA-D-15-00352
The Effects of the Government's Rubber Plantation Project on Land Use, Food production, and Water 
Resources in Thailand
The International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment

Dear Dr Mangmeechai,

The review reports are now available. We regret that they do not recommend the publication of your 
paper. However, even if the outcome of the review process is negative, we are sure that the comments 
will be helpful for your further research work. We look forward to receiving an upcoming manuscript 
from you.

For your guidance, I append the reviewers' comments below.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to consider your work.

With kind regards,

Stephan Pfister
Submission Editor
The International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment



Reviewers' comments:

Dear Authors

Unfortunately, this paper cannot be published in this journal as the focus is 
not on LCA and also the manuscript preparation is not carefully done (for 
instance the reference in the abstract is not in the reference list).
If you decide to revise it thoroughly, including adding proper methodology 
for addressing water consumption and land use impact with existing or new 
impact assessment methodologies, you might be able to publish it.



ใช%สมาธิ มีอารามณ/  มีไอเดีย
Title (ชื่อเร่ือง) ให%ใช%ช่ือเรื่องที่ส้ัน กระชับ ได%ใจความ และสร%าง

ความนDาสนใจ Topic สามารถเริ่มจากจุดเล็กๆ ที่เปOนที่สนใจ 
มากกวDาที่จะไปเริ่มจะระดับนโยบาย 

Abstract (บทคัดย<อ) ให%เขียนวDาทำอะไร เพราะอะไร ข%อมูลอะไร 
สรุปวDาอยDางไร อยDาให%ยาวเกินกวDา 100-150 คำ

Art and Science



more details regarding the reasons 
for rejection:



a/ The manuscript does not fall 
within the aim and scope of the 
journal

When a rejection is based on this reason, there is no other 
option than to submit the manuscript to another—more 
appropriate—journal. A rejection based on this reason is an 
outright rejection.



The mismatch of the manuscript with the journal generally 
occurs due to the advanced topic of the respective research. 
For example, difficulties arise to choose a journal for a research 
paper that focuses on the application of carbon material for 
environmental remediation using adsorption technology. 
At a glance, there are many suitable journals based on the aim 
and scope for the manuscript’s topic, including environment 
protection, environmental technology, material technology, or 
possibly a journal involved with the theoretical concepts of the 
adsorption process. 
However, screening the various manuscripts and their topics 
published in the targeted journal before submission will provide 
a better description regarding the aim and scope of the targeted 
journal rather than predicting it based on keywords. 



The manuscript contains elements 
that are suspected to be against the 
publication ethics

Committee of Publication Ethics (COPE) is a standard that is 
used and referred to by many journals and publishers to which 
authors should pay attention to. 



For the first ethical guide, for example, the authorship, there 
should be no conflict of interest. This includes that all 
manuscript contributors and its data must be acknowledged 
properly. Additionally, all authors must be actual contributors of 
the manuscript’s data. This means that a ghostwriter cannot be 
added nor authors that were not actually involved—a strategy 
often used to increase the publication list of the respective 
author. 

Furthermore, reporting the funding body of research and the 
affiliations should be in line with the journal’s publication 
guidelines. 



Unlike duplicate publication, publishing small “slices” of 
research in several different papers, called “salami publication” 
or “salami slicing,” is regarded as unethical. 



Incomplete manuscript

An incomplete manuscript may lack key elements such as the 
title, authors, affiliations, keywords, main text, references, and 
tables and figures. 

For some journals, the figures and tables must be separated 
from the text, but for others, they must be included in the text. 

Based on these various requirements, the manuscript must 
conform to the “guide for authors” of the targeted journal. 



Poor use of English



References are inconsistent, 
incomplete, or very old

The use of a reference manager, such as Mendeley, Endnote, 
etc., can easily prevent this problem. 

the requirement of relevant references within the text. 

The third aspect includes the use of recently published 
references. This is important as outdated references may 
indicate that the authors do not follow the recent progress in 
their respective topic.



The quality of research lacks novelty 

Manuscript rejection can occur due to its lack of novelty and/or 
its redundant research scope. 

A lack of novelty can also occur from the indication that the 
manuscript’s work is part of a larger study and is divided to 
make as many articles as possible. 



The manuscript is below the 
journal’s standards

The journal’s EC always evaluates the quality of the research, 
with respect to the demands of the journal, before deciding 
whether to forward it to the AE. Here, some journals will look 
for research that is related to new critiques and includes 
advanced findings related to their aim and scope. 



Data is poorly presented

This may be the case when the manuscript provides data with 
limited analysis—in which the data may be poorly presented, 
unclear, labeled incorrectly, or lacks statistical analysis—making 
the conclusions of it difficult to understand. As such, these 
shortcomings may indicate a faulty experimental design or a 
poor analysis.



The procedures and/or analysis of 
the data are seen as defective
In this situation, the suspected data will have a rapid rejection 
effect by the reviewers. Here, general sentences will be used as 
the reason for rejection:
The data do not seem to be taken with the proper 
method. In these experimental conditions, X data 
should not be negative. As such, there is an indication 
of research misconduct. 
Or
Experimental operational conditions are not theoretically 
possible to produce the data as presented. The method or 
instrument used appears to be invalid.



Inappropriate method
A manuscript containing an inappropriate method based on 
standard research methods can quickly result in rejection e.g. 
not a clear control group, or when there is no comparison before 
and after treatment.

Here, the manuscript’s method section is a fundamental aspect 
often used to determine whether data collecting or mining was 
performed adequately or not.

For example, a study about effect of some treatments to an 
object, authors do not use a-non treatment action as a 
controlling factor to determine an objective conclusion.



What to Do After the Rejection of 
the Manuscript

If the rejection is an outright one because the manuscript’s 
content is unsuitable for the journal’s aim and scope, the 
authors should simply pursue publication in another journal. 

In contrast, if a manuscript has been rejected outright because 
of fatal flaws or defective methods and data, the authors should 
strongly consider whether it is appropriate to pursue publication 
with the current manuscript. 



a/ Pay attention to editor and reviewer comments
Rejection accompanied by the comments of the editor and 
reviewers is crucial to compile a better-quality manuscript when 
revising. 
It even occurs that feedback from reviewers results in an almost 
entirely new manuscript with a different introduction and 
perhaps an even more interesting and more intensive data 
analysis. 
A manuscript will, in general, be accepted after the third 
rejection because its quality has become much improved 
compared to its first submission. 
This happens when the authors follow the reviewer comments 
and feedback as well as reevaluate the strength of all manuscript 
components. 



Ignoring the reviewer comments is another option; however, 
difficulties could arise when the secondly selected journal uses 
the same reviewers as the first one. This will cause a negative 
impression for the authors as the reviewers’ feedback for 
improvement was ignored.



b/ Evaluate the strength of each part 
of the manuscript

Title: The title is a critical component of the manuscript. It 
gives the first impression and can be a strong invitation for 
readers to read the manuscript further. However, it also can 
cause a quick rejection by the journal’s editor. In this regard, the 
manuscript could have been rejected due to an almost identical 
title of a previously published manuscript, even when the 
purpose and methodology could be entirely different. 



Similar titles may give the impression that the presented works 
are similar. Then, if in the next section of the manuscript (i.e., 
the abstract) a description is used—one that does not show any 
new contribution—the possibility of rejection becomes quite 
high. Overall, the title of the manuscript is of great importance 
for the first impression



it is important that the title fulfills the three main elements: 
keywords, impact, and emphasis.

The second includes a strong title to attract readers and promote 
the novelty or innovative findings reported in the manuscript or 
show how these findings will affect the research field and society 
(as the element of impact). 

Then as the third step, to fulfill the emphasis element, the 
authors must make sure that the most important aspect of the 
manuscript is prominently included in the title.



Other don’ts for the title include the 
following:
Don’t be too broad or too vague. The emphasis element of a title 
does not mean that the authors should not be specific when 
describing the subject. A very broad title will not be appealing 
for readers to read the content of the manuscript further. 

Don’t use bulk/filler phrases. Bulk or filler phrases are phrases 
such as “a study on,” “research on,” “evaluation on,” and “the 
effects of” and will not contribute to the strength of the title as 
they provide no direct information about the content.



Don’t use abbreviations. Generally, the use of an abbreviation in 
the title is not acceptable as there is the possibility that it has 
various meanings, even within similar fields.

Don’t act too confident and don’t use humor. Very confident 
phrases can include, for example, “A Fantastic formula of …” 
and should be avoided. Additionally, a humorous phrase may 
confuse readers unfamiliar with the humor. 

Overall, a manuscript is not a research proposal, and unless the 
results of the manuscript are quite significant, choose the 
appropriate words to phrase and state the title.



Abstract:

As the first part that readers will see and read, the abstract 
should grab the readers’ attention within 150–250 words. 

By reading the abstract, the reader will learn something new 
about the findings in the manuscript, and the results subsection 
should, therefore, be the longest and most emphasized part of it. 



Introduction: 

In the introduction section, readers should find information 
related to the problem statement, the approach used in the 
research, and the research objectives. 
providing a brief detail regarding interesting points related to 
innovation, new conceptualizations, or any new finding of the 
presented research. Nevertheless, it does occur that the 
presented research does not offer new concepts or 
methodologies but does contribute to the enrichment of data 
from other subjects or data sources. 



Description of how the presented research contributes toward 
state of the art research regarding the respective topic. 
The action that should be highlighted for another submission, 
after the first rejection, is the refinement of the introduction’s 
suitability with the aim of the second journal. Some editors and 
reviewers address during their evaluation the fitness of the 
research’s background with the aim and scope of the journal. 
This may cause changes to the manuscript, which will 
sometimes also determine who the next reviewers will be. As 
such, the authors should reorganize and highlight the subjects in 
the introduction section to facilitate the essential parts of the 
manuscript clearer.



Materials and Methods: 

Rejection caused by an incorrect methodology usually requires a 
large effort to revise the manuscript. It is crucial to take such a 
method-based rejection into account and not ignore it before 
submitting the manuscript again. 

This rule particularly applies when the reason of rejection is due 
to the invalidity of the method and its obtained data. Ignoring 
this crucial issue will cause a negative impact on the author's 
credibility. Thus, the author needs to assure that the validity of 
data is improved by reexamining or recollecting the data with a 
similar method before the next submission. 



Discussion: The manuscript can be rejected when the results 
or discussion section contain potentially unqualified statements 
and data (including a confusing presentation of it). For example, 
the discussion could lack emphasis showing how the study 
contributes to existing knowledge. Authors should evaluate and 
bring the discussion into an understandable essence involving 
the results to answer the research questions. Furthermore, 
authors should refer and compare the data, as well as its 
interpretation, with other previously published works. 



Figures and tables

Mistakes that are often made during figure and table 
preparation include the following:
There are too many or too few figures and tables. Having too 
many figures and tables could indicate the authors’ inability to 
present the data in an effective manner. This can occur when the 
presentation of all images or tables are required, and the 
authors may include them as supplementary information.
The figures and tables are not cited in the text and are 
duplicative or of poor quality (e.g., images).



There is no discussion or supportive sentences describing and 
analyzing the figures and tables. 
The figures and tables are missing clarifying symbols (e.g., 
arrows), units, etc.
Overall, the authors should check these points and adjusted 
these sections so that they fit the ideal conditions as much as 
possible.



References: The references of the manuscript have to be 
reevaluated and updated after making the revision before 
submitting to another journal. 

This will be a strategy providing an advantage for both authors 
and the journal as the editor has experience connecting to them, 
and the citation will increase the impact of the journal. Authors 
need to cite their papers. Make sure that cited references are 
related, and explain how the work is related.



Section Potential Rejection Reason Requirements for Acceptation  

Abstract • Unclear 

• Does not adequately describe 

the research work presented 

in the whole manuscript 

• Consists of all components 

• Well-written 

• Data are accurate 

• Expresses the originality of the work 

Introduct

ion 

• No clear statement on 

objective, hypothesis, or aim 

of the study 

• Inadequate references 

• Shows that the research is up to date and 

contributes to the state of the art 

• Provides a brief detail on interesting 

points related to innovation, new 

conceptualizations, or any new finding 

from the presented results 

Materials 

and 

Methods 

• Clear description of 

procedures are missing, 

indicating that the results are 

not reproducible 

• Questionable data 

Inadequate/missing 

figures/tables 

• Poor use of language (i.e., 

grammar, punctuation, and 

spelling errors) 

• Accurate data 

• All research components are present and 

clearly stated 

• The used procedures are clearly 

described in a concise manner and are 

easily replicable  

• Manuscript advances previous 

knowledge 

• All compliance guidelines are met 

• Tables and figures contribute 

substantially to the content 

 



Results • Missing or unsupportive 

results in relation to the items 

mentioned in the Materials 

and 

Methods section 

• Does not answer the research 

questions 

• Not credible  

• Statistical significance of the 

findings is not stated 

• Exhibit the significance of the findings 

• Results are credible and answer the 

research question/hypothesis 

• Contains effective and well-prepared 

figures and tables  

Referenc

es 

• The numbers of the list 

do not match the ones in the 

text 

• Too many or too few 

• Too old (out of date) 

• Up to date 

• Relevant 

• Appropriate to manuscript type 

• Correlate well with the text 

 



c/ Make sure that the English 
language is acceptable

The manuscript should have been reread and carefully reviewed 
several times by all the coauthors, paying particular attention to 
spelling, grammar, typographical errors, sentence and 
paragraph clarity (e.g., poorly structured), coherence, and 
reference completeness before submission. Such errors or lack 
of quality represent a poor preparation and can result in 
unnecessary delays before the manuscript is sent for peer 
review. 



Authors for whom English is not their first language should also 
seek help from colleagues or professional editors if this is 
necessary to bring the standard of the written English up to an 
acceptable standard.

Authors must provide journal with an editable file of the entire 
article.



www.cambridgeproofread.com

http://webshop.elsevier.com/languageservices/languageediting
/?gclid=CjwKEAjw85DIBRCy2aT0hPmS1jkSJAC1m9UvLxxkbA
IArv2D_LdIyM9bzu1lXYurP2PJMm1ea5UU1hoCnFfw_wcB

http://www.cambridgeproofread.com/
http://webshop.elsevier.com/languageservices/languageediting/?gclid=CjwKEAjw85DIBRCy2aT0hPmS1jkSJAC1m9UvLxxkbAIArv2D_LdIyM9bzu1lXYurP2PJMm1ea5UU1hoCnFfw_wcB


d/ Select the appropriate journal

Resubmission to the same journal that initially rejected it based 
on the reason that it was not matching their aim and scope 
should be avoided. 

Here, some journals provide online tools to measure the 
fitness of the manuscript to select the appropriate journal. To do 
this, the authors usually only need to enter their manuscript’s 
title and abstract in the tool. The system will then help authors 
to find the most proper and relevant journal for their 
submission. See for example https://journalfinder.elsevier.com.





e/ Suggest other reviewers than the 
ones of the first submission

With a specific research topic or niche, it could be possible for 
authors to guess the identity of the reviewers, which is usually 
based on the reviewer’s background and comment writing style. 
Instead of using the author’s reference suggestions, editors 
usually select their reviewers based on the references used in the 
manuscript. In this case, and if possible, the authors could 
choose alternative references to support their statements in the 
manuscript to avoid being reviewed by the same reviewers 
again. By doing this, it might be required to rewrite certain 
sentences to make the alternative reference (including a 
different author) suitable, which may provide a different 
perspective.



Dealing with feedback, 
revisions



Dealing with feedback, revisions

Authors are expected to respond to each comment in systemic, 
succinct and clear form, to correct all what is related to the 
improvement of sentences, punctuation, abbreviations, 
references, and grammar, to show the respect to reviewers and 
their comments and to show the “try” to respond to suggestions 
(to explain, why some proposed changes are impossible).



This opportunity allows for the improvement of the 
manuscript’s quality and for communication between the author 
and reviewer to present their opinions and explanations in the 
form of objective reply comments.



Revise and Resubmit Major Revision Required Minor Revision 

Required 

Thank you for submitting your 

manuscript titled “____” to the Journal 

of “____.” 

After careful consideration, we believe 

that your manuscript has the potential 

to be published in our journal. 

However, we feel that the paper needs 

to be substantially revised, and hence 

are not able to accept the paper in its 

current form.  

If you agree to revise the manuscript 

based upon the comments of the 

reviewers/editor, we will be happy to 

reconsider the manuscript as a new 

submission. Please include this 

manuscript number in the cover letter 

of the resubmission, as well as your 

responses to the reviewers' comments. 

The editor in charge will consider 

whether or not your changes have 

addressed all the comments and may 

decide to send the manuscript for 

review for further evaluation. 

Manuscript ID XXX entitled 

“____,” which you submitted to 

the Journal of “____,” has been 

reviewed. The reviewer(s) have 

recommended publication but 

also suggest MAJOR revisions to 

your manuscript. Therefore, I 

invite you to respond to the 

reviewer comments and revise 

your manuscript. 

The manuscript 

can be published 

in the present 

form. The 

reviewer(s) have 

recommended 

publication after 

certain minor 

revisions.  

Enclosed please find the reviewers’ 

report on your manuscript. All 

reviewers have recommended major 

and even substantial revision of the 

manuscript. Although their reports are 

very positive about your manuscript’s 

content, they also include helpful 

Thank you for submitting your 

manuscript to the Journal of 

“____.” I have completed the 

review of your manuscript and 

have appended a summary below. 

The reviewers recommended to 

reconsider your submission after 

 



5.2 The do’s and don’ts of 
responding to the reviewer feedback

Do’s 
a) Respond to each comment 
Authors should pay attention to all comments and feedback. The 
authors have to submit the revised manuscript along with a 
point-by-point response to each reviewer’s comment. Here, the 
technique of tabulating reviewer comments along with the 
author's response is a useful technique to include each and every 
point. Another style to reply to reviewer feedback is by making 
an orderly response note. To adhere to the correct approach, 
authors should confirm the guide for authors of the journal. 
Below are a few examples given for the response methods to the 
reviewer feedback.



Example of response to reviewer 
comments

N Reviewer’s comments Response  

1 How did the authors make the 

conclusion of mechanism #2 as 

shown in Figure 2? Is it based on 

literature reviews or from the 

previous work of the authors? The 

authors have to clarify this point. 

           Mechanism #2 its conclusion 

refers to (…) the kinetics data reported 

by a previous paper. The related 

references have been added. 

2 From Table 3, why was the pore 

volume of SAP1 low despite the 

specific surface area? 

It was a missing number. The 

pore volume should be 15.78.10-2. The 

number has been corrected. 

3 The XRD patterns in Figure 3 are 

not clear enough to see the shift of 

the 2 theta. 

The XRD presentation is 

revised. The presence of a low peak 

around 28.5 refers to the presence of 

silica in very low amount. The 

information has been added. 

 



Example 2: 
Reviewer’s comment
In the majority of the figures, they are comparing X with Y. The 
authors need to justify the assumptions by comparing both 
observations and results. 

Response: 
The authors agree with the reviewer’s suggestion. The 
assumption was taken from (…) in general. Additional 
discussion has been provided on page 9 line 12–13.



b) Always agree to the reviewer 
feedback that is related to the 
improvement of sentences, 
punctuation, abbreviations, and 
grammar
The feedback related to grammar will help the authors to 
improve the clarity of the manuscript’s message. Simply 
correcting these writing issues is sufficient without the need to 
respond to each of them. However, authors do need to make 
sure that the required actions for correction has been made and 
that the reviewers or the editor can easily see the changes in the 
revised version. A sentence such as “All spelling and 
grammatical errors pointed out by the reviewers have been 
corrected” is sufficient.



c) Begin the response to each 
comment with a direct answer to the 
point 

Authors should show the primary response and provide a “yes” 
or “no” answer or “Thank you” whenever possible before making 
their justification. For an example, see the response below.



Reviewer comment: 
Most results are presented appropriately. However, in my 
opinion, the data in Figure 2 are not very well presented. I 
suggest focusing more on discussing the results in Table 3.

Response: 
Thank you for your suggestion. We have revised the text to 
show this clearer (discussion corresponding Table 4 has been 
added).



d) Respect the reviewer and their 
comments

Authors must be aware that occasionally the reviewer will have 
read the manuscript rapidly. Thus, they could get comments 
that seem off-base or came from a misunderstanding of the 
research perspective, methodology, etc. Nevertheless, the goal of 
the revision is to show that the authors took the reviewer’s 
comments sincerely, and authors should clearly convey what 
they did in response to the reviewer’s critiques. As such, they 
should respond with their best manners and show respect to the 
reviewer’s comments. One thing to always remember is that 
reviewers give criticism to what authors wrote and not on who 
they are as persons. 



d) Keep the responses succinct and 
clear
The authors should make sure to note the changes they have 
made and make them visible in the revised manuscript. Usually, 
it is best to include a clean version of the document and one that 
includes the identified changes. 
If possible, the authors should refer to the specific page and line 
number where the changes have been made. It is important, 
however, to make sure that the line numbers are correctly 
specified from the original or the revised manuscript.
Furthermore, the suggestions regarding additional discussion 
and data presentation should also clearly be pointed out in the 
revised manuscript. In these cases, it is often easier to perform 
additional experiments or data analysis than to make new 
arguments based on additional sentences. 



f) Do what the reviewer asks, if 
possible 

Occasionally, a major revision forces the authors to perform 
additional experiments or analyses based on the reviewer’s 
feedback. This applies even to cases in which the authors believe 
that the reviewer has requested an analysis that is not 
informative or is otherwise flawed. 



Reviewer #1 comment: 
The profile of the data in Fig. X is not specific enough. The 
authors should use instrument XX with method YY for a better 
result and a more accurate interpretation. 
Response: 
Thank you. It is not possible to analyze the samples using 
instrument XX and method YY at the moment. However, the 
objective result can be obtained by the present method. Please 
refer to previous works for similar cases and samples 
(Smith,2017; Daniel et al., 2018).



h) Respond to reviewer’s suggestion 
for references 

A reviewer can provide much constructive feedback and require 
many changes, but another aspect is the suggestion to include 
more references. In some cases, reviewers can suggest using 
certain authors as references. Then, the manuscript’s authors 
need to look for the papers of the suggested authors that fit with 
the discussed point. 



i) Use typography to help the 
reviewer navigate through the 
response

Authors can use typography and indentation to differentiate 
between three different elements: the review itself, the authors' 
responses to the review, and the changes that have been made to 
the manuscript. 



j) Proof with evidence 

If authors have enough evidence that the procedure is correct 
and can be sourced from other literature, they need to be 
convincing and point out these sources—the more evidence, the 
better. 

On the other hand, another form of feedback relates to the 
validation of data retrieval. In this case, the authors also have to 
clarify the obtained evidence. For severe cases, they must even 
include the primary data from the used instrument as 
supplemental information. 



k) Accept reviewer 
misunderstandings

If the reviewer misunderstands something, for example, the 
reviewer commented on something that was already clear, the 
authors should simple just apologize for it. 

The author’s response should state that they agree with the 
misunderstanding and provide an explanation. It is better to go 
ahead, revise, and show that the reviewer’s feedback was taken 
into account and understood.



l) Provide the revision 
summary/report

The response letter usually consists of the revision summary or 
revision report. It includes the changes in the revised 
manuscript and the new analyses performed in response to the 
essential criticisms of the reviewers’ comments. If criticism is 
raised by multiple reviewers, it can also be pointed out in the 
revision summary. Afterward, the response letter should contain 
the complete set of reviewers’ comments interleaved with the 
authors’ responses.



Don’ts

Don’t forget to address any feedback from the reviewers. If this 
happens, it reflects that the authors did not take the feedback 
sincerely.

Don’t argue against every single comment. If the reviewer has 
suggested a minor revision that the authors might not entirely 
agree with, but it is easy to comply with and does not take away 
any value from the study, it might be easier just to incorporate 
it.



Don’t cause controversy among the reviewers. A reviewer may 
give suggestions or feedback that is contrary to the feedback of 
other reviewers. Do not use this to cause controversy among 
them. For example, avoid making statements such as “reviewer 
A actually suggests the opposite of what you are suggesting.” 

The authors must take the most appropriate action for a better 
manuscript. So, they must strive for the approval of one 
reviewer and explain properly to the other one why this decision 
was made, leaving the other reviewer out of it. 

Don't deny the request of the reviewers to include the 
original/raw data as it will probably result in fundamental 
improvements of the manuscript.



In case the reviewers have the same feedback, do not ask one 
reviewer to go and read the response of the other. For example, 
“Your question is similar to that of reviewer B, just look at my 
response for Reviewer B.”



Resubmitting the revised paper

In case when only minor revisions are required, the improved 
paper should be resubmitted as soon as possible. In more 
complex cases, the authors should focus first on quality 
improvements and only than on time.  The following steps are 
advised in resubmission process - read the comments carefully, 
itemize or group the comments, discuss with co-authors and 
colleagues, revise manuscript and prepare the table of revision.



(i) Minor revision – in this circumstances, it simply requires 
the authors to incorporate all the comments without 
involving too much arguments. Then, quickly send the 
revised manuscripts to the editor while it still fresh in 
his/her mind. This fast action may increase the probability 
of the manuscript to be accepted. 

(ii) Major revision. The major revisions mostly come with 
lengthy comments from the reviewers, which requires days 
to complete. The authors must decide whether the time to 
work on the comments is worthwhile or not.  Once the 
authors agreed to proceed, then the following guideline 
might help. 



-Read the comments carefully
-Itemized or grouped the comments
-Discussion with co-authors and colleagues
-Revised manuscript
-Table of revision



6.2 Itemized or grouped the 
comments

Most journals probably appoint two to four reviewers on each 
manuscript. In addition to this, the editor or associate editor 
might also give their opinion/ comments on the manuscripts. 
Itemized or grouped the comments accordingly help the authors 
to work easily on the revision especially if one or more reviewers 
raise similar issues. 



Reviewer Comments 

1 Comment 01:  Literature Review: Could be useful consider a sort of "general part" 

before dealing with single objects. 

 Comment 02: Methodology: It is appropriate, but other fit indices should be 

considered. You reported SRMS, what about GFI e AGFI? 

 Comment 03: Implications: they are well developed. However, from the practical 

point of view, more clarifications are required. 

2 Comment 1: The paper is well documented and it includes a through and meet 

research. Overall, we recommend to be more careful to the following aspects 

• update the references 

• Benchmark the research against studies both in Malaysia and in other 

economies.  

• Proofreading is highly needed. 

 Comment 2: Some aspects of the methodology are not clear.  

Please specify if there are 200 distinct teams considered or 200 persons included 

in a smaller number of teams.  

 Comment 3: Some aspects of the methodology are not clear. 

• The argument of the paper identifying Malaysia as a top IT investment 

destination suggests that the teams (companies) considered are in this 

field. Comments related to this sectoral distribution might add depth to 

the investigation 

 



Based on the above example, “Review 1 – comment 2” and 
“Reviewer 2 – comment 2 and 3”, all the comments can be 
grouped together under the theme of ‘methodology’. Therefore, 
when the authors work on the ‘methodology’ section of their 
paper, she/he might consider the bigger picture of the required 
correction to be made. 



6.3 Discussion with co-authors and 
colleagues



6.4 Revised manuscript



Reviewer Comments Responses 

1 Comment 01:  

Literature Review: Could be 

useful consider a sort of 

“general part” before dealing 

with single objects. 

Response 01:  

I thank the referee for careful reading our 

paper and providing constructive 

suggestions. The explanation is as follows: 

We could consider to add to the paper, but 

currently the paper is already lengthy and 

we think focusing on the issue at hand 

directly would be much better. 

 Comment 02:  

Methodology: It is appropriate, 

but other fit indices should be 

considered. You reported 

SRMS, what about GFI e 

AGFI? 

 

Response 02: 

I thank the referee for careful reading our 

paper and providing constructive 

suggestions. The explanation is as follows: 

In the current development of PLS-SEM, 

the only recommended goodness-of-fit 

(GoF) measures available are the 

standardized root mean square residual 

(SRMR) and the  exact model fit test 

(Dijkstra and Henseler 2015; Lohmöller 

1989). This two suggested GoF have been 

tested are suitable for model validation in 

PLS-SEM as compare to NFI, Chi-Square, 

and RMStheta criteria (Henseler, Hubona, 

and Henseler, 2016; Henseler and Sarstedt, 

2013). 

• Dijkstra, T. K., & Henseler, J. (2015). 

Consistent Partial Least Squares 



 Comment 03: 

Implications: they are well 

developed. However, from the 

practical point of view, more 

clarifications are required. 

Response 03: 

I thank the referee for careful reading our 

paper and the referee is absolutely right 

here. The response is as follows: 

We have edited the implications although 

we find we have already explained as 

detailed as possible. 

2 Comment 01:  

The paper is well documented 

and it includes a through and 

meet research. Overall, we 

recommend to be more careful 

to the following aspects: 

• update the references 

• Benchmark the 

research against studies 

both in Malaysia and in 

other economies.  

• Proofreading is highly 

needed. 

Response 01:  

I thank the referee for careful reading our 

paper and providing constructive 

suggestions. The explanation is in Response 

02, 03, 04, and 05.  

 

In addition, proofreading was done in this 

revision. 

 



Final administration

This part covers the publication process and the final 
administration tasks when the revised manuscript is accepted. 
There are few steps involved in this phase - acknowledgement 
email from the journal, decision letter, copyright and access and 
sharing the article.



Acknowledgement email from the 
publisher



From: Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and 

Logistics<onbehalfof@manuscriptcentral.com> 

Date: Sun, Jul 8, 2018 at 5:52 PM 

Subject: Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and Logistics - Manuscript ID APJML-06-2018-0212 

To: XYZ@utm.my 

08-Jul-2018 

 

Dear Mr. XYZ: 

 

Your manuscript entitled "Factors affecting ecological XXX" has been successfully submitted 

online and is presently being given full consideration for publication in the Asia Pacific 

Journal of Marketing and Logistics. 

 

Your manuscript ID is APJML-06-2018-0212. 

Please mention the above manuscript ID in all future correspondence or when calling the 

office for questions. If there are any changes in your street address or e-mail address, please 

log in to ScholarOne Manuscripts at https://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/apjml and edit your 

user information as appropriate. 

You can also view the status of your manuscript at any time by checking your Author Centre 

after logging in to https://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/apjml. 

Please note that Emerald requires you to clear permission to re-use any material not created 

by you.  If there are permissions outstanding, please upload these when you submit your 

revision or send directly to Emerald if your paper is accepted immediately.  Emerald is unable 

to publish your paper with permissions outstanding. 

Thank you for submitting your manuscript to the Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and 

Logistics. 

YoursSincerely, 

Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and Logistics Editorial Office 

 



Decision letter

Once the manuscript is accepted, the authors will receive a 
decision letter from the journal. Depending on the publisher, the 
author may go through the process of copy editing and type 
setting. The copy editing process helps to correct any 
grammatical or stylistics errors. The type setting process 
enhanced the view/layout of the manuscript. The final step is 
proofreading the manuscript before it is made publicly available. 
All process are essential to produce quality manuscript that free 
from errors and corrections. Most of the journals nowadays are 
using online system. The authors are required to follow the 
instructions given by the system.



Example



7.3 Copyright 
In order to publish the manuscript, the author and the publisher 
are required to agree on certain right and responsibilities.  For 
the author, the copyright aims to protect the manuscript- the 
author must warrant that the manuscript is free from 
controversial, plagiarism, fraud and ethical dispute.  In the 
agreement, the publisher will grant with a specific right to 
publish and distribute the manuscript including the third-
party’s right. The author may also has significant right to use 
and share their own published manuscript. Following are the 
example taken from the Elsevier website 
(https://www.elsevier.com/about/policies/copyright) with 
regards to copyright issue:



The authors’ rights: 

For subscription articles For open access articles 

“Authors transfer copyright to the publisher as part 

of a journal publishing agreement, but have the right 

to: 

 

• Share their article for Personal Use, Internal 

Institutional Use and Scholarly Sharing 

purposes, with a DOI link to the version of 

record on ScienceDirect (and with the Creative 

Commons CC-BY-NC- ND license for author 

manuscript versions) 

• Retain patent, trademark and other intellectual 

property rights (including research data). 

• Proper attribution and credit for the published 

work.” 

“Authors sign an exclusive license agreement, where 

authors have copyright but license exclusive rights in 

their article to the publisher**. In this case authors 

have the right to: 

 

• Share their article in the same ways permitted to 

third parties under the relevant user license 

(together with Personal Use rights) so long as it 

contains a CrossMark logo, the end user license, 

and a DOI link to the version of record on 

ScienceDirect. 

• Retain patent, trademark and other intellectual 

property rights (including research data). 

• Proper attribution and credit for the published 

work.” 

 



The publisher’ (ELSEVIER) rights: 

“For both subscription and open access articles, published in proprietary titles, Elsevier is granted the 

following rights: 

• The exclusive right to publish and distribute an article, and to grant rights to others, including for 

commercial purposes. 

• For open access articles, Elsevier will apply the relevant third party user license where Elsevier 

publishes the article on its online platforms. 

• The right to provide the article in all forms and media so the article can be used on the latest 

technology even after publication. 

• The authority to enforce the rights in the article, on behalf of an author, against third parties, for 

example in the case of plagiarism or copyright infringement.” 

 

 


