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Why Publish??

Fulfil the master/Ph.D program
Contribute to knowledge
Fulfil the research grant
Future research finding
Disseminates the finding to the community
Personal satisfaction
Joy of writing
To be part of academic community



If I should Publish

Do I want to publish my article in a general-interest journal, where it can reach a wide 
readership? Or will publishing in a specialist journal be a more effective way for my 
research to reach the right audience?
Do I want to publish my work in an international journal, or is my research region-specific?
Do I want to publish my article in a high-impact journal, or am I more interested in reaching 
a specific group of readers?
What’s the journal’s peer-review policy? Am I happy for my work to be reviewed in this 
way?
What’s the submission process?
Do I want publish my work in a learned society journal?
Do I want to publish my work open access?

https://authorservices.taylorandfrancis.com/publishing-open-access/


How Do you choose journal for publishing your 
manuscript??

1

2

Follow supervisor/senior instruction/suggestion

Based on articles you follow

3 Browse the potential journal from the internet



Step by step publishing

a) Pick the right journal: it’s a bad sign if you don’t recognise any of the editorial 
board
Check that your article is within the scope of the journal that you are submitting to. 
Check the quality of the publishing outlet

b) Always follow  the submissions procedures
c) Don’t repeat your abstract in the cover letter
We look to the cover letter for an indication from you about what you think is most 
interesting and significant about the paper, and why you think it is a good fit for the 
journal. 
d) A common reason for rejections is lack of context
e) Don’t over-state your methodology

https://www.theguardian.com/education/2015/jan/03/how-to-get-published-in-an-academic-journal-top-tips-from-editors

https://www.theguardian.com/education/2015/jan/03/how-to-get-published-in-an-academic-journal-top-tips-from-editors


Journal Selection

The scope of the journal,
The ranking, impact and visibility of the journal,
The type of review process in the journal,
The length of the review process,
The length of the publishing process,
The success/failure rate of submission for the journal, and
The philosophical and ethical concerns connected with the journal.



Based on type of manuscript

Journals which publish Research Note
https://link.springer.com/journal/13104
https://www.elsevier.com/journals/the-social-science-journal/03623319/guide-
for-authors

Journals which publish Review
http://ssr-net.com/
https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/mrss20
https://journals.sagepub.com/home/ssc

Journals which publish several type of article
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/social-science-and-medicine

https://link.springer.com/journal/13104
https://www.elsevier.com/journals/the-social-science-journal/03623319/guide-for-authors
http://ssr-net.com/
https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/mrss20
https://journals.sagepub.com/home/ssc
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/social-science-and-medicine


The ranking, impact and visibility of the journal

Bibliometric Indicator
Journal Ranking
Impact Factor
H-index
Eigenfactor

SJR
SCI

===

Impact Factor
Eigen Factor H-index



Scimago Journal and Country Rank

Freely available at scimagojr.com
Consider 3 years of journal statistics
Self-citation limited
Citation weighted by the SJR of the citing journal



endrotomo







Science Citation Index Journal Rank

Impact factor (IF) was first proposed by E. Garfield in 1955 and later on 
developed by Garfield and Sherin early 1960s (Schoenbach and 
Garfield 1956; Garfield1999)
IF is defined as the number of times articles from a journal are cited 

within 2 years divided by the total number of articles published in the 
same journal during that 2-year period
The IF measures how frequently, on an average, authors cite fairly 
recent articles from that particular journal.
IFs are available in the Science Citation Index (SCI),





Who use IF

User Usage

Author of scientific paper To select which journal for publishing

Employer To compare which candicate for job 
opening
To evaluate the promotion 

Grant awarding institution To select the awardee 

Librarian To identify the most useful journal

Editor and publisher To monitor the success of their 
publication

Information analyst To look at bibliometric, citation trend and 
pattern

Benson and Silver, 2013, What editor want, The university of Chicago Press



H-index

Journal h-index is one measure of the quality of a journal and can be 
calculated using data from Web of Science, Scopus or Google Scholar. 
As with the impact factor, journal h-index does not take into account 
differing citation practices of fields (unlike the weighted SJR and SNIP) 
and so is best used to compare journals within a field
Designed to measure productivity and  citation-based impact 
simultaneously.







Citescore

More than 22,600 titles

Including Journal, Book Series, Proceeding, and Trade Journal





Article Influence and Eigenfactor



Eigenfactor®

The Eigenfactor® score is a rating of the total importance of a specific journal. Journals are rated 

according to the number of incoming citations, with citations from highly ranked journals weighted to 

make a larger contribution to the Eigenfactor® than those from poorly ranked journals. As a measure 

of importance, the Eigenfactor® score scales with the total impact of a journal. Journals generating 

higher impact to the field tend to have larger Eigenfactor® scores. The Eigenfactor® approach is 

thought to be more robust than the Impact Factor metric, which counts purely incoming citations 

without considering the significance of those citations.

Article Influence

Article Influence is calculated by dividing the Eigenfactor® score by the percentage of all articles 

recorded in the Journal Citation Reports that were published in a specific journal. The Article 

Influence score measures the average influence per article of the papers in a journal. As such, it is 

comparable to Clarivate Analytics widely used Impact Factor. Article Influence scores are normalized 

so that the mean article in the entire Clarivate Analytics Journal Citation Reports (JCR) database has 

an article influence of 1.00.



Citescore



Rejection rate

https://www.apa.org/pubs/journals/statistics

https://www.apa.org/pubs/journals/statistics


The consideration for publishing

Journal Quality
Aim and Scope
Processing time
Acceptance/Rejection rate
Published papers related to our topic



Identify Aim and Scope of Journal

Broad topics

Specific topic

Most 
Specific 

topic

From narrow to multidiciplinary scope
Identification through “map”



In Class Exercise:

Classify the topic map of your research, and 
Find 10 examples for each: 
Narrow 
Full  Diciplines
Multidiciplines Journal



The type of review process in the journal

https://libraryguides.mcgill.ca/journalpublishing/typesofreview

https://libraryguides.mcgill.ca/journalpublishing/typesofreview


Scholar Communication Models

Restricted Access
Open Access

Recomendation

Final decision



The type of review process in the journal

Peer review is the process by which experts in the subject area review 
and article and provide their feedback.
Manuscript will be reviewed as it fit with the scope, standard preparation 
of articles (pass the editorial review)
Reviewer is independent reader

https://libraryguides.mcgill.ca/journalpublishing/typesofreview

https://www.chronicle.com/article/How-Your-Journal-Editor-Works/236911?cid=rc_right

https://libraryguides.mcgill.ca/journalpublishing/typesofreview
https://www.chronicle.com/article/How-Your-Journal-Editor-Works/236911?cid=rc_right


Reviewers are asked to evaluate a manuscript for:
originality and significance of contribution
interest to social scientists and/or practitioners
international relevance
coverage of appropriate existing literature
adequacy of methodology, analysis and interpretation
clear, concise and jargon-free writing style
organisation



Type of Review

Type of review Description Benefits Drawbacks

Single blind Reviewers know the names 
of the authors but the 
authors do not know who 
are the reviewers.

•The reviewer may, they may 
provide feedback without fear of 
a negative reaction
•The reviewers may check the 
information about the author’s 
publication history their 
assessment

•Potential bias on the part 
of the reviewer. 
•Reviewer may evaluate 
an article on the basis of 
the author rather than the 
article itself.

Double blind Reviewers do not know the 
names of the authors nor 
do the authors know who 
are the reviewers.

•Reduces potential reviewer 
bias
Provides reviewer 
anonymity Research is judged 
fairly, keeping bias out of the 
equation
Author and reviewer benefit from 
some level of protection against 
criticism

•Reviewer does not have 
access to information 
about the author that may 
assist in completing the 
review

Open review Names of both the authors 
and peer reviewers are 
available and the 
review may be made 
publicly-available. 

•Improved transparency; the 
reviewers may take their work 
more seriously/ refrain from 
unnecessary negative feedback

•Reviewers may fear 
consequences for 
completing negative 
reviews



If the journal is using a double-blind review process, it should have instructions 
to editors and authors to properly blind a manuscript. The information has 
potential to reduce objectivity should be removed
Example: Removing identifying information in the body of the paper

e.g. "This study took place at Universitas Islam Indonesia..." rather, "This 
study was funded by X University...Contract No: XX-YY"

Removing identity from the document's properties
With PDFs, the Authors' names should also be removed from Document 
Properties found under File on Adobe Acrobat's main menu



ExampleThe editorial processThe Editorial board is composed of senior scientists 
with local roots to facilitate in-person meetings and follow revision processes 
closely Editors asses in first place the potential value added of the paper as 
a function of the problem statement, proper methodology and relevant 
implications. Papers that do not fall within the scope of the Journal or that do 
not to reach a minimum threshold are returned to the authors (desk-
rejected), usually within three to five days. Papers that are considered 
suitable for revision are reviewed using a `double blind' process. Referees 
are asked to read the article and try to figure out if anybody else would. If 
the answer is yes, we ask them to tell us who will be interested in the results 
and why, highlight any technical flaws that could compromise the authors' 
contribution, and make suggestions that should be basically editorial in 
nature. This feedback will be thoughtfully considered by the Editors before 
sending their decision to the corresponding author. The judgment about 
which changes are needed and, ultimately, which papers will interest BRQ's 
broad readership is made by our editors; not by our referees. The Editors' 
goal is to minimize rounds and increase speed while guaranteeing a 
rigorous contribution that our subscribers read. Papers accepted by BRQ 
will be published in ahead of print section, which provides immediate access 
and doi citation to finalized manuscripts prior to its assignment to an issue.



qOnly agree to review manuscripts for which they have the subject expertise required to 
carry out a proper assessment and which they can assess in a timely manner 
qRespect the confidentiality of peer review and not reveal any details of a manuscript or 
its review, during or after the peer-review process, beyond those that are released by the 
journal 
qNot use information obtained during the peer-review process for their own or any other 
person’s or organization’s advantage, or to disadvantage or discredit others 
qDeclare all potential conflicting interests, seeking advice from the journal if they are 
unsure whether something constitutes a relevant interest 

COPE Ethical Guidelines for Peer Reviewers



qNot allow their reviews to be influenced by the origins of a manuscript, by the 
nationality, religious or political beliefs, gender or other characteristics of the 
authors, or by commercial considerations 
qBe objective and constructive in their reviews, refraining from being hostile or 
inflammatory and from making libellous or derogatory personal comments 
qAcknowledge that peer review is largely a reciprocal endeavour and undertake 
to carry out their fair share of reviewing and in a timely manner 
qProvide journals with personal and professional information that is accurate 
and a true representation of their expertise 
qRecognize that impersonation of another individual during the review process 
is considered serious misconduct

https://publicationethics.org/files/u7140/Peer%20review%20guidelines.pdf

https://publicationethics.org/files/u7140/Peer%20review%20guidelines.pdf


The length of the review process

Check from the publisher/ Journal information
Check from the published paper
https://journalinsights.elsevier.com/journals/0169-4332/review_speed

https://journalfinder.elsevier.com/

https://journalinsights.elsevier.com/journals/0169-4332/review_speed
https://journalinsights.elsevier.com/journals/0169-4332/review_speed
https://journalinsights.elsevier.com/journals/0169-4332/review_speed
https://journalfinder.elsevier.com/


Scholar Communication Models

Restricted Access
Open Access

Recomendation

Final decision: 
Accept

Open Access
Restricted access



Publication Procedure (6-12 months)

Author submits
Editor is assigned to manuscript 
Editor assigns reviewers (associate editors) to inspect 
Reviewers decide on whether to review paper
Several reviewers inspect and edit
Editor decides on accuracy of revisions and whether to accept paper
If accepted, editor sends paper back to author with revisions
Author revises paper and sends it back
Possibility of second review process
Publication!



The submission method

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.



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.



Several types of publication economic journals: 

Research Articles - full-length papers (up to 8,000-10,000 words in Research 
Policy journal and up to 30000 in Economia Politica).
Research Notes - typically of 3,000-5,000 words. This category is a vehicle for 
specific types of material that merit publication, but do not require all the 
'normal' components of a full research article. This might cover, for example, 
specific aspects of methodology or short reports about specific sets or types of 
data (and their access and use) that merit publication without the full set of 
requirements for a normal article. 
Discussion Papers - occasionally published on important topical issues where 
views differ; 
Book Reviews – should have commonly up to 3500 or 5000 characters.
Research Articles in Special Issues and Special Sections.



Writing Style and Audience

Checklist:
Avoid of anecdotes or stories
Reports facts not outlandish conclusions
No misspellings
Grammatical accuracy
Meets formatting guidelines
Avoids using the first person

Who’s the audience?
Write for your target audience who is academician



Common Errors causing Manuscript Rejection

Plagiarism 
Not fit with the format 
Not interesting and not identified highlight
Misleading title/ Title is not interesting
Incomplete Introduction
Missing aim/ purpose
Incomplete method
Figure/illustration in low quality
Minimum discussion
No specific finding 



Manuscript Structure 

Cover letter
Highlight
Graphical Abstract
Abstract
Introduction
Results
Discussion and Conclusions
Acknowledgements
References
Figures and Tables

How to start??



Research gap 

Method
Hypothesis

Result

Conclusion

Discussion

Introduction What is known

What is unknown

Prediction-based on literature review

Proof with action

How the result fill the gap

How is the contribution 
To knowledge



Research Paper

Introduction
Materials 

and 
Methods

Construct Data
D

iscussio
n

Abstract



Think about the topic you want to present, for some days or weeks.
Make figures and tables.
Then write as quickly as possible, as if thinking out loud. 
Get everything down, ignoring spelling, grammar, style and 
troublesome words.
Correct and rewrite only when the whole text is on paper.



Writing Abstract
Structural Abstract and Non-Structural Abstract
Represents the body of manuscript



Example: Non-structured abstract
Abstract
Management literature has identified high-skilled human capital as a crucial dimension 
of innovation processes at the firm level. In this study, we introduce an alternative view of 
human capital based on the tasks that firms’ workers perform. We propose a measure of 
cognitive analytical and interpersonal tasks: the degree of abstractism. We argue that the 
level of abstractism of a firm has an effect on a firm's propensity to innovate and on 
its product innovation performance. We hypothesize that while the degree of abstractism has 
a linear positive relationship with the propensity to innovate, the relationship between 
abstractism and product innovation performance follows an inverted u-shaped relationship. 
We find partial support to our hypotheses using data from more than six thousand 
Portuguese firms. We discuss how these results change our understanding of the relationship 
between human capital and innovation at the firm level.

https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/economics-econometrics-and-finance/human-capital
https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/economics-econometrics-and-finance/innovation-process
https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/economics-econometrics-and-finance/new-product-development


Example: Structured Abstract
Background
Plagiarism is common and threatens the integrity of the scientific literature. However, its detection is time 
consuming and difficult, presenting challenges to editors and publishers who are entrusted with ensuring 
the integrity of published literature.
Methods
In this study, the extent of plagiarism in manuscripts submitted to a major specialty medical journal was 
documented. We manually curated submitted manuscripts and deemed an article contained plagiarism if 
one sentence had 80 % of the words copied from another published paper. Commercial plagiarism 
detection software was utilized and its use was optimized.
Results
In 400 consecutively submitted manuscripts, 17 % of submissions contained unacceptable levels of 
plagiarized material with 82 % of plagiarized manuscripts submitted from countries where English was not 
an official language. Using the most commonly employed commercial plagiarism detection software, 
sensitivity and specificity were studied with regard to the generated plagiarism score. The cutoff score 
maximizing both sensitivity and specificity was 15 % (sensitivity 84.8 % and specificity 80.5 %).
Conclusions
Plagiarism was a common occurrence among manuscripts submitted for publication to a major American 
specialty medical journal and most manuscripts with plagiarized material were submitted from countries in 
which English was not an official language. The use of commercial plagiarism detection software can be 
optimized by selecting a cutoff score that reflects desired sensitivity and specificity.

https://researchintegrityjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s41073-016-0021-
8

https://researchintegrityjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s41073-016-0021-8


Is it good or not??
The Perception of Accounting Students Toward Career Choice

Abstract: This study is aimed to identify the different perception between junior students
(1st year) and senior students in choosing career as public accountant, accountant
educator, company or government accountants. Besides, it is also to figure out the
different perception based on gender differences in choosing career as an accountant. It
employs survey method and Kruskal-Wallis’s test namely χ2-test to answer hypothesis.
The study found that corporate accountant is the most desirable career chosen by 49.3%
students, followed by public accountant and government accountant for 22.7% and
accounting educator reached 5.3%. In the meantime, the result of hypothetical test
conducted in this research showed that Ha1 is acceptable and dan Ho is unacceptable. It
means junior and senior students have different perception in choosing career as public
accountant, accounting educator, corporate accountant or government accountant. In
addition, it also showed that Ha2 is unacceptable dan Ho is acceptable which means that
no difference in student’s perception based on gender differences in choosing career as
public accountant, accounting educator, corporate accountant or government accountant.



Indonesian batik was added to UNESCO’s Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity
list in 2009. However, so far the increase in production has not been balanced by
effective and efficient wastewater treatment, especially the batik industry produces
wastewater with heavy metal content and high characteristics of COD and BOD which
has a negative impact for the environment. Therefore, batik wastewater treatment is
an important thing to do. This research is aimed to obtain a biochar magnetic
composite so that it has more active energy to adsorb pollutant compounds in batik
wastewater. The method developed in this study is adsorption by low cost material
which is also abundant raw materials in nature. Adsorption is a process of mass
transfer on the surface of the pores in the adsorbent granules. The use of adsorption
is effective method for absorbing and separating pollutant compounds..



INTENTION TO DELAY: THE CONTEXT OF TECHNOLOGY ADOPTION BASED ON 
ANDROID

The purpose of this research is to test and analyze about; (1) the positive effect of
knowledge (K) toward relative advantage (RA); (2) the negative effect of relative
advantage (RA) toward intention to delay (ITD); (3) the positive effect of perceived
complexity (C) toward attitude to delay (ATD); (4) the positive effect of attitude to
delay (ATD) toward intention to delay (ITD); (5) the positive effect of perceived risk
(PR) toward attitude to delay (ATD); and (6) the positive effect of perceived risk (PR)
toward intention to delay (ITD). The survey was conducted to all of android
smartphone based user in the Province of DIY. The sampling technique is using non
probability sampling. Because researchers cannot know the exact number of this
delay population, then the sample size used in this research is 182 respondents.
The sample unit in this research is individual. The sample unit was conducted using
purposive sampling method. The criteria of the respondents are individuals who
have android-based smartphones and they are not yet willing to adopt some
android-based transaction applications. The statistic technique used in this research
is Structural Equation Modelling (SEM). The research result explained that all
purpose of the research is successfully achieved by researchers



Keywords

allow readers to judge whether or not an article contains material relevant to 
their interests;
provide readers with suitable terms to use in web-based searches to locate 
other materials on the same or similar topics; 
help indexers/editors group together related materials in, say, the endof-year 
issues of a particular journal or a set of conference proceedings; 
allow editors/researchers to document changes in a subject discipline (over 
time); and 
link the specific issues of concern to issues at a higher level of abstraction



Title

Should capture all relevant aspect of the study
Make it accessible and captivating to reader
Should not be very optimistic
Should be distinctive

Limit yourself to 10 to 20 substantial words.
Devise a phrase or ask a question.
Make a positive impression of the article.
Use current terminology in your field of study.
Stimulate reader interest.



Example

The relationship between religion and corruption: are the proposed causal links 
empirically valid?
Effects of sanitation on cognitive development and school absence: A systematic 
review
Improving Communication Skills of Hospitality Students through Faculty 
Development
Influence of urbanization on the thermal environment of meteorological station: 
Satellite-observed evidence



How to prepare:
Identify what is the paper about
What method/approach of the study
What was the result
What was the subject/object of the study



Type of title:
� Declarative title: These titles include what papers say (their main 
conclusions), not just what they cover, for instance: "Adipose gene 
expression prior to weight loss can differentiate and weakly predict dietary 
responders". 
� Descriptive or neutral titles: A descriptive title only describes the subject 
of the paper and does not reveal the main outcome or conclusion. 
example: "A worldwide phylogeography for the human X chromosome". 
� Interrogative (question) titles: These titles indicate the subject of the 
paper in the form of a question that appeal to the curiosity of readers 
(Gustavii 2008). "Are there rearrangement hotspots in the human genome?

Jamali, H. R., & Nikzad, M. (2011). Article title type and its relation with the number of downloads and citations. Scientometrics, 88(2), 653–
661. doi: 10.1007/s11192-011-0412-z



Research gap 

Method
Hypothesis

Result

Conclusion

Discussion

Introduction
Key Points :
¤1. generate reader interest
2.narrow focus
3.present your thesis 
statement



Introduction

The introduction is front yard of your journal article 
It must create a good impression.
It contains thesis statement, especially from the research gap
Add the message that the research contributes to current science
Readers get a strong view of the rest of the paper from the first couple of paragraphs.
If your work is engaging, concise and well structured, then readers are encouraged to go 
on.
It peresents: the problem statement, position of your research among developing isues
Don’t make it boring or too clever by half, then the reader may well decide that those two 
or three paragraphs were enough. 



Background: known information; only relevant information you use (literature 
review)
Knowledge gap: unknown information
Hypothesis
Approach



Expression of problem/gap

The nature of problem
The background of previous work
The purpose and significance of paper
The method by which the problem will be attacked
Explain why your research is important
The organization of materials in the paper
Enrich the problem gap with context and conceptual framework



State Big picture
Important problem

Specific
problem

Narrow description of 
problem

https://hosppeds.aappublications.org/content/4/6/393

The nature of problem
The background of previous 
work
The purpose and significance of 
paper
The method by which the 
problem will be attacked
The organization of materials 
in the paper

• Single focus

• The central hypothesis

• The research method
• The major finding

Stress on rationale
State your thesis

https://hosppeds.aappublications.org/content/4/6/393


Method/Methodology

Inform on What, How and Why
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. 



WHO GOES IN THE ACKNOWLEDGMENTS?

They may have: 
qprovided technical assistance, under your direction
q allowed you to use their graphic illustrations or photos 
qgiven you some material for use in your research · discussed your 
ideas with you and provided advice or suggestions 
qread early drafts of the paper and made useful comments 
qbeen the subject(s) of your study, answered a questionnaire, or 
provided other information



References in Paper

Quality of Source
Published major work
Related to narrow topic
Up to date
Relevant to the topic
Has been reviewed



Step by Step Manage the References

Source: Scopus, Google Scholar, etc.
Look for the topics and recent issues related
Classify the literatures 
Identify the gap among some references
Summarize
Add critical thinking--- to identify that your work is not a repeatition of other 
work 



Dealing with comments and rejection

Initial 
screening

(GfA)
Editor Associate 

Editor

Reviewers

Submitted MS

MS with decision











Editors evaluate whether the paper is within the scope ofthe journal 
Editors select reviewers based on their expertise on the topic of thepaper.
Reviewer’s perspective:
Reviewers evaluate whether the  manuscript meets the"conceptual
novelty" standards of the journal. 
Abstract is an important item for  speed scanning
Appropriateness of the methodology
Appropriateness of the references
Clearness on data presentation 



Some reasons lead to rejection

It fails the technical screening
The manuscript is incomplete:  it may be lacking key elements such as the title, 
authors, affiliations, keywords, main text, references and all tables and figures).
The English is poor or not sufficient for the peer review process,
The figures are not clear to read.
The article does not conform to the Guide for Authors for the journal it is 
submitted to.
References are incomplete or very old or contain many missmatch among text 
and bibliography.



Identification on unethical issues
The article contains elements that are suspected to be plagiarized, results from salami 
slicing or it is identified as under reviewed at another journal.
It's simply a small extension of a different paper, often from the same authors.
Findings are incremental and do not advance the field.
The work is clearly part of a larger study, chopped up to make as many articles as 
possible.



It does not fall within the Aims and Scope.
It's incomplete.

It discusses findings in relation to some of the work in the field but ignores other 
important work.
Poor content 
qDifficult to follow logic or poorly presented data.
qUnclear story about aim and finding
qLack of supporting evidence



Example:
Reviewer comment:
1. The work is aimed to proof the effectiveness of new method, but there is no 
comparison to other previous works.
2. The manuscript highlighted on the sustainability, but the reusability experiments was 
performed for only 2 experiments.
3. Data in Figure 3. are bias. There is no error bars to express the

Insufficient data for sustainability statement
No error bar



The procedures and/or analysis of the data is seen to be defective.
qThe study lacked clear control groups or other comparison metrics.
qThe study did not conform to recognized procedures or methodology that can be 

repeated.
qThe analysis is not statistically valid or does not follow the norms of the field.

No control

Singal/Noise

Hypothesis

Significant level
Sample size

Insufficient methodolody
In experiment



The conclusions cannot be justified on the basis of the rest of the paper.
qThe arguments are illogical, unstructured or invalid.
qThe data does not support the conclusions.
qThe conclusions ignore large portions of the literature.



Cause of rejection:
https://www.elsevier.com/connect/8-reasons-i-rejected-your-article

https://www.springer.com/gp/authors-
editors/authorandreviewertutorials/submitting-to-a-journal-and-
peer-review/what-is-open-access/10285582

https://www.elsevier.com/connect/8-reasons-i-rejected-your-article
https://www.springer.com/gp/authors-editors/authorandreviewertutorials/submitting-to-a-journal-and-peer-review/what-is-open-access/10285582




Poor use of English

High-quality English is one of the requirements included in the technical review 
process by the editorial officer. Even when the research idea has a high 
novelty value, proper methodology, and good results, a confused editorial 
officer that has difficulty understanding the manuscript’s sentences—due to 
poor English—will often give the manuscripts negative comments as the poor 
language makes the overall quality of the research look weak. However, this 
kind of problem can be easily fixed by either asking a native English speaking 
colleague to review the manuscript or by hiring a professional copy-
editor/proofreader.



References are inconsistent, incomplete, or very old
The suitability of the citation’s format. The authors must thoroughly understand the guide for 
authors regarding the reference format of the respective journal. Instead of only having all the cited 
references in the manuscript matched and listed in the bibliography, the format must be in 
accordance with the journal’s reference list requirements. Using inconsistent or various styles to 
cite references in the manuscript or missing citations in the references list may indicate a copy-
pasting action in sentences and can be detected as plagiarism. The use of a reference manager, 
such as Mendeley, Endnote, etc., can easily prevent this problem. 
The requirement of relevant references within the text. Here, references are used to support 
the statement or discussion in a sentence by providing the previous work or paper. This approach 
is also used to show that the data or analyses of the manuscript are in line or even opposite with 
the cited papers. Importantly, when using references to support statements in the manuscript, the 
reference should be in accordance with what is conveyed. It is considered offensive and 
unprofessional when references are randomly cited regardless of their relevance concerning the 
statement, which often occurs in unprofessionally managed journals. This occurs, for example, to 
raise the journal’s impact factor, where the editor might suggest the manuscript’s authors to include 
certain papers as references.
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. For this reason, novelty is a primary criterion of a good manuscript. A high novelty 
does not necessarily mean that the research has to be entirely new, but a low novelty 
does indicate the lack of differentiation with previous research. 
Example: A manuscript aims to publish the effect of antioxidant X isolated from plant A 
for anticancer activity, while the previously published manuscript had reported the effect 
of antioxidant X isolated from plant Y for the same anticancer activity. 



Ms. Ref. No.: JARE-D-19-00223
Title: Alginate-Modified Saponite and Study for Urea-Slow Released Fertilizer Application
Journal of Advanced Research

Dear Dr. Is Fatimah,

I regret to have to inform you that your manuscript is not suitable for publication in JAR. This decision has been 
reached in light of the comments made by the Editor/referees. The detailed remarks are appended below. I 
hope that these comments will be of use to you
We receive more manuscripts than may be accepted. We must make editorial decisions using established 
guidelines of novelty and adherence to guidelines.
Thank you for your interest in our Journal and we hope to be able to consider other manuscripts from you in the 
future.

Yours sincerely,
Editor in Chief
Journal of Advanced Research
Impact factor: 4.327
EIC comments:

Similar story with other composite has been published by the same author "Chitosan-
smectite composite on the urea adsorption-desorption study for slow-release fertilizer 
application". The finding does not appear very groundbreaking



The manuscript is below the journal’s standards

Another possible reason for rejection is related to the manuscript’s lack of 
quality regarding its research content or international importance or 
interest—i.e., the quality of research is substandard due to poor 
experimental design and/or methods. 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. In sum, if the manuscript is lacking 
in any of the above-mentioned points, it can be labeled as low quality, 
making the findings internationally unacceptable. 



Data is poorly presented

Editors and reviewers consider whether the manuscript’s topic significantly contributes to the existing 
knowledge in the respective field based on the presented data and its analysis in the manuscript. 
Occasionally, when the data is not presented properly, the reviewers may conclude that the work is 
premature for publication. 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.
Deciding how to present the data is an important aspect of the manuscript’s presentation. For this 
reason, presenting the data in graphs, histograms, flowcharts, or tables should be properly 
considered. For crucial data, this is particularly important in order to support the manuscript’s 
conclusions. Therefore, potential obscurities in the measurements should be clearly displayed to 
avoid unnecessary questions from reviewers that would request reconfirmation. Optimal clarity of 
data presentation is also to show that the method and data are reproducible.



The procedures and/or analysis of the data are seen as defective

In certain research topics, reviewers can easily determine whether there is an incongruity 
in the data or used methods that are described in the manuscript. For example, a peculiar 
and unlikely result, obtained under certain conditions, indicates an incompatibility with the 
theory and could even indicate the existence of data fabrication. In this situation, the 
suspected data will have a rapid rejection effect by the reviewers. 
there is no other choice than to reevaluate the used method to obtain the data and review 
the appropriateness of the theory behind it before sending it to another journal. 
Resubmitting the manuscript to the same journal is unwise as it can result in another 
rejection even after the data has been corrected. This is because the journal’s editors are 
likely to invite the same reviewers, who could give the bad impression that the research 
approach in the research problem is no longer appropriate.



Inappropriate method
A manuscript containing an inappropriate method based on standard 
research methods can quickly result in rejection. This can occur, for 
example, when the study lacked 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.
Overall, the AE and reviewers will pay much attention to the used method 
described in the manuscript. Especially poorly described methods and 
improper research designs will reduce the credibility of any claims made 
in the manuscript.



Possible Decisions after Reviewing:

qaccept as is for publication;
q accept with minor revisions;
q consider a resubmission after major revisions have been made in 
the light of the referees’ comments (the editor alone might consider the 
resubmission, or the revised paper might be sent back to the original 
referees for further comments, or even to different referees);
q reject



Example: Editor Statement for rejection

The reviewers concur that the research is insufficient to provide 
substantial new insight about the role of Xs. My perspective is that the 
datasets potentially could be valuable information for the scientific 
community. However, both reports indicate that despite the large 
number of Xs that were evaluated and the effort that this entailed, the 
results do not define adequately P and Q. Both reviewers express 
concerns about the experimentation, results and conclusions. Most 
importantly the results are merely descriptive, and are insufficient to 
support the critical conclusions about P and Q functions that are 
necessary to warrant publication in The Journal. Regrettably, I share 
the concerns expressed by the reviewers. Consequently, I have no 



Editor Statement on Major Revision

One of the reviewer identifies serious mistakes in the calculation of basal spacings. 
Other comments are also important. The authors must follow the suggestions of the 
reviewers and to prepare a new version of the manuscript.

Highlights are too long. Follow the rules of the journal.

Some figures are of low quality; fonts and sizes of the labels in figures are not 
uniform, in some cases difficult to read. Improve the quality of the figures.

The symbols of physical quantities should be in italics format to be easily 
recognized.



Reviewer’s comments
Referee 1: Accept. It would be quite helpful to non-specialists to provide
grade reading equivalents to the Flesch scores to give perspective.

• Referee 2: Accept with revision. This paper addresses an interesting and
important topic . . . Despite this . . . the results are somewhat of a
mixed bag overall. Accordingly I would recommend the following
revisions before it is considered for publication. I begin with the more
serious concerns and then touch on some relatively minor ones . . .

• Referee 3: Reject. [. . .] This paper conflates (this technical task) with
some non-technical terms, some common-sense beliefs about reading
and writing that there is no strong evidence for, normative expectations
of what texts should be and moralistic stances towards textual patterns,
and relies unanalytically on a measure that aggregates factors and itself
is not widely respected . . .



How to Response Reviewer’s comments:

How to avoid critism:
“You can easily  by saying nothing, doing nothing, and being nothing”  
(Aristotle)



Respect the reviewer and their comments

q The goal of the revision is to show that the authors took the reviewer’s
comments sincerely,

q Authors should clearly convey what they did in response to the reviewer’s
critiques.

q Authors should respond with their best manners and show respect to the
reviewer’s comments, including if the reviewers need more data, for
example.

q Please keep in mind: reviewers give criticism to what authors wrote
and not on who they are as persons



Give attention and response for each comment

No 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.



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.



Always agree to the reviewer feedback that is related 
to the improvement of sentences, punctuation, 
abbreviations, and grammar



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

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).



Proof with evidence 
It sometimes occurs—especially for the major and revise and resubmit 
decisions—that the reviewer doubts the procedure or technique regarding 
the data collection. 
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. 



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.



Example:

Reviewer:
As the author cited (Dyes and Pigments 1998, 38 (1), 41), the similar work had been confirmed by 
ESR instrument, however, this system was more complex, and what was the function of your 
material. 
Is there any possible for the study more about the mechanism. 

Response to reviewer:
Thank you for your suggestion to study more about the mechanism, but the focus of this research 
is first exploration of the capability of material.



If reviewer suggest references, pick only that are suitable for the topic
Example:
Reviewer’s comment:
References are not sufficient especially in general background 
L30~31. Appropriate papers on same material published by distinguished and pioneering 
researchers should be provided among the following papers.

T. J. Pinnavaia, Science 220, 365 (1983)
K. Ohtsuka, Chem. Mater. 9, 2039 (1997).
L. J. Michot, O. Barres, E. L. Hegg and T. J. Pinnavaia, Langmuir 9, 1794 (1993).
A. Galarneau, A. Barodawalla and T. J. Pinnavaia, Nature 374, 529 (1995).
M. Nakatsuji, R. Ishii, Z.-M. Wang and K. Ooi, J. Colloid Interface. Sci. 272, 158 (2004).
J. Németh, G. Rodríguez-Gattorno, D. Díaz, A. R. Vázquez-Olmos, I. Décany, Langmuir 20, 2855 
(2004).
Response to Reviewer’s comment
Authors agree to add some of suggested references:
M. Nakatsuji, R. Ishii, Z.-M. Wang and K. Ooi, J. Colloid Interface. Sci. 272, 158 (2004).
J. Németh, G. Rodríguez-Gattorno, D. Díaz, A. R. Vázquez-Olmos, I. Décany, Langmuir 20, 2855 
(2004).



Don’t

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.”



Mark the change



Response on the comment about English by proof-read your manuscript
There are several proof reading service



What to do after rejection

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.



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

Introduction • 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 



References • 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



Ref: SCP_2018_123_R1
Title: Green Conversion of Citral and Citronellal using Tris(bipyridine)ruthenium(II) -Supported Saponite Catalyst Under Microwave Irradiation
Journal: Sustainable Chemistry and Pharmacy
Dear Dr. Fatimah,
I am pleased to inform you that your paper has been accepted for publication. My own comments as well as any reviewer comments are 
appended to the end of this letter.
Your accepted manuscript will now be transferred to our production department. We will create a proof which you will be asked to check. You 
can read more about this here. Meanwhile, you will be asked to complete a number of online forms required for publication. If we need 
additional information from you during the production process, we will contact.
Thank you for submitting your work to Sustainable Chemistry and Pharmacy. We hope you consider us again for future submissions.

Kind regards,
Klaus Kümmerer
Editor-in-Chief
Sustainable Chemistry and Pharmacy

Final Administration of the Manuscript
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