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Types of Articles

*Full Original Researches

|Letter to the Editor, Letter or Communications
*Commentary

e Editorials

*Narrative reviews

*Systematic reviews
e Cochrane reviews

*Case reports
*Technical Note



Types of Articles

 Full Original Researches

A full length original research article (up to ~8000 words, including tables, figures
and references) presents novel findings relevant to the Aims and Scope of the
Journal.

e [etter or Communications

* You many want to provide supporting information, clarification, criticism,
correction, or an alternative explanation to the results in a previously
published journal article.

* You may disagree with the interpretation of the results, have further information
to add to a publication, or have a novel comment to make.

* If you decide to write a letter, it needs to carry a clear and concise message and to
have instant appeal.

* If your letter is too long, it may not be considered for publication at all and your
message will not reach your audience.



* In most journals, letters have to conform to a word limit. For
example, 500 words or two pages is usually the maximum
and this may include a figure or a table. The number of
authors is also usually limited to a maximum of four to six,
and the number of references is usually limited to less than
five including a reference to the journal article to which the

letter relates.

« APB-Communications are preliminary reports (up to ~2000
words, including tables, figures and references).



* Reviews

* A full length critical Review (up to ~8000 words, including tables, figures and references (100-160))
provides a summary and discussion of the relevant literature about any topic covered within the Aims
and Scope of the Journal.

* Systematic Reviews
These types of publications should report the clear narrow research question and a reproducible
methodology including: a replicable comprehensive search protocol to capture published and
unpublished researches, screening process based on inclusion and exclusion criteria, PRISMA follow
diagram, quality assessment process of studies and assessment of risk of bias, unbiased reasons for
exclusion of studies, verified quality assessment tools used in the review, data extraction tools, and
qualitative and quantitative analysis (meta-analysis ) methods.



* In Focus Reviews

* The In Focus Reviews (up to ~8000 words, including tables, figures and
references) present a collection of full papers and/or other article types by
different research groups as well as their own opinion as “Expert Opinion” on a
theme of interest to the Journal's readership within a special/theme issue.

* Minireviews

* Minireviews are sharply focused well-focused, well-documented examinations
of timely related issues (up to ~4000 words, including tables, figures and
references (50-80)). The issues may be of a controversial nature, or may address
a more narrowly focused area than those typically covered in a Review.

* § Review and Minireview articles should be finalized with last section as
“Concluding Remarks”.

* § In Focus Reviews are by invitation only. Authors will be invited by Editor-in-
Chief or a “Gest Editor” for contribution in a thematic special issue. These
articles should be finalized with last section as “Expert Opinion and Final
Remarks”.




«2.2.6. Spotlights

* A Spotlight is a brief, lightly referenced article (up to ~1500 words,
including tables, figures and references) about an outstanding area,
newsworthy advance or event showing the biological impacts and
conseguences.

«2.2.7. Perspective

* A Perspective is a lightly referenced scholarly opinion based article
(up to ~1500 words, including tables, figures and references) about
current or future directions in a field which may impose great
Impacts.

e 2.2.8. Notes

* Notes (up to ~1500 words, including tables, figures and references)
are final reports from Articles in that they are limited in scope and
present high quality of general interest and of sufficient importance
to warrant publication.



e 2.2.9. Commentaries

 Commentaries present the author’s considered opinion (up to ~1000
words limited to one figure/table with four key references) on a
scientific or technical subject within the scope of the Journal. If such
a Commentary article criticizes an article already published in the
Journal, then the authors of the original article will be given a chance
to response in the same issue in which the Commentary is published.

e 2.2.10. Lessons Learned

 Lessons Learned are short articles (up to ~800 words, limited to one
figure/table with four key references) which provide authors with a
means of informing other scientists about critical issues, experiences
and observations (e.g., key insights into an unanticipated
manufacturing problem or biological impacts from a preliminary
study), the descriptions of which would not be appropriate for any
other types of articles. Such an article will be reviewed directly by
one of the Editors who is expert of such scientific field.



swole dllio S, sl3>

Ol g

O Lo § Slaseinn el

(aoM) ol S

(€s0) a0 dts

QB sy candllas gy gy 55050 ) ooy 2 S
() s sl

s,
o~

—

26 S s

@L:,a



The Sections of the Scientific Paper

Section of Paper

Summary in a nutshell Abstract
Description of the problem Introduction
Solution way of the problem Materials and Methods

Findings to solve the problem  Results

Interpretation of the findings Discussion

Mentioning the contributors Acknowledgments (optional)
Used references Literature Cited

Extra Information Appendices (optional)



IMRAD Story

(Introduction, Methods, Results and Discussion)

e Early journals published descriptive papers (still used in
case reports, geological surveys etc..)

* By the second half of the 19" century, reproducibility of
experiments became a fundamental principle of the
philosophy of science.

* The methods section became all important since Louis
Pasteur confirmed the germ theory of disease

* IMRAD organization of a scientific paper started to develop

* IMRAD format slowly progressed in the latter half of the
19th century



Organization of a scientific paper

* The most common is the IMRAD
e 2010-1JP.pdf

* The results are so complex that they need to be immediately discussed:

R + D = Results and Discussion section
2015-JNR-Ghorbani.pdf
* If a number of methods were used to achieve directly related results:

M + R = Experimental section
JACS.pdf



2010-IJP.pdf
2010-IJP.pdf
2010-IJP.pdf
2015-JNR-Ghorbani.pdf
2015-JNR-Ghorbani.pdf
2015-JNR-Ghorbani.pdf
2015-JNR-Ghorbani.pdf
2015-JNR-Ghorbani.pdf
JACS.pdf
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The Results section



Results as a “story””:
the key driver of an article
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which data should be included;

The results section always begins with text, reporting the

key results and referring to your figures and tables as you
proceed.

Summaries of the statistical analyses may appear either in
the text (usually parenthetically) or in the relevant Tables or
Figures (in the legend or as footnotes to the Table or Figure).

Important negative results should be reported, too.




How to write the Results

e Results section is written in the past tense

* It needs to be clearly and simply stated since it constitutes the
new knowledge contributed to the world

* The purpose of this section is to summarize and illustrate the
findings in an orderly and logical sequence, without
interpretation

* The text should guide the reader through the findings,
emphasizing and highlighting the major points

* Do not describe methods that have already been described in
the M&M section or that have been inadvertently omitted
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Methods of presenting the data

1. Directly in the text
2. Inatable
3. Inafigure

 Never have a table or figure that is not
mentioned in the text



* Differences, directionality, and magnitude:

» Report your results so as to provide as much information as
possible to the reader about the nature of differences or
relationships.

* For example, if you testing for differences among groups, and
you find a significant difference, it is not sufficient to simply
report that "groups A and B were significantly different".

* How are they different? How much are they different? It is much
more informative to say something like, "Group A individuals
were 23% larger than those in Group B", or, "Group B pups
gained weight at twice the rate of Group A pups."

* Report the direction of differences (greater, larger, smaller, etc)
and the magnitude of differences (% difference, how many
times, etc.) whenever possible.




* Always report your results with parenthetical reference to the
statistical conclusion that supports your finding (if statistical
tests are being used in your course). This parenthetical
reference should include the statistical test used and the level
of significance (test statistic and DF are optional).

« "Males (180.5 £ 5.1 cm; n=34) averaged 12.5 cm taller than
females (168 = 7.6 cm; n=34) in the AY 1995 pool of Biology
majors (two-sample t-test, t =5.78, 33 d.f,, p = 0.015)."



* Fach Table or Figure must include a brief
description of the results being presented and
other necessary information in a legend
(sometimes called a caption) .

* Table legends go above the Table; tables are read
from top to bottom.

* Figure legends go below the figure; figures are
usually viewed from bottom to top.

Abbreviation of the word "Figure": When referring
to a Figure in the text, the word "Figure" is

abbreviated as "Fig.", while "Table" is not
abbreviated.




Figure, table, or text?
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Tables are most useful for:

recording data (raw or processed data);

explaining calculations or showing components of
calculated data;

showing the actual data values and their precision;

* 2010-UP.pdf



2010-IJP.pdf
2010-IJP.pdf
2010-IJP.pdf

Figures are most useful for :
showing an overall trend or “picture”’;

comprehension of the story through ““shape” rather than
the actual numbers;

allowing simple comparisons between only a few
elements.

e 2015-JNR-Ghorbani.pdf



2015-JNR-Ghorbani.pdf
2015-JNR-Ghorbani.pdf
2015-JNR-Ghorbani.pdf
2015-JNR-Ghorbani.pdf
2015-JNR-Ghorbani.pdf

* Any Table or Figure you present must be sufficiently clear,
well-labeled, and described by its legend to be understood
by your intended audience without reading the results

section, i.e., it must be able to stand alone and be
interpretable.

* Overly complicated Figures or Tables may be difficult to
understand in or out of context, so try for simplicity
whenever possible.
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LEGENDS

Figure 1, PCR-based restriction fragment analysis for the genotyping of three single

nucleotide polymorphisms of the synapsin IIT gene idenfified mn this study. In A,

lanes 1, 4. 5 are homozygotes of g.-631C, lane 6 1s homozygote of g.-631G, and lanes

2. 3 are heterozygotes. In B, lane 2, 1s homozygote of g -196A, lane 5 1s

homozygote of g.-196G, and lanes 1, 3, 4 are heterozygotes. In C, lanes 2, 3 are

homozygotes of g 69G, while lane 2, 3 are heferozygotes. Lane 5 15 undigested PCR

fracment. M indicates 100 bo DNA ladder marker.



Legend

Figure 1. Expression levels of eight genes 1n rat frontal cortex after intraperitoneal

injection of risperidone(1mg/kg) or vehicle for 1. 2, 3 and 4 weeks, respectively. Y

axis indicates relative gene expression ratio as normalized by the geometric mean of

the expression levels of GAPDH, cyclophilin A and 18S rRNA. X axis indicates

time interval of experiment, C indicates control animals, R indicates animals treated

with risperidone. * indicates p < 0.05, CIRL indicates calcium-independent

alpha-latrotoxin receptor.
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Stem Length (mm)

: 41

ﬂ_

E_

4__

2_

- 5.3 ~ 35 20
Treatment pH

Figure 1. Mean stem length (+ 1 5D) of seedling clover watered to soil saturation
daily for 2.5 weeks with simulated acid rain of varying pH. The contral (pH 5.3) was
normal city tapwater. The pH 3.5 and 2.0 water was acidified with 2 M sulfuric/ 1 M
nitric acid solution. Line over bars indicates groups which were not significantly
different (Kruskal-Wallis Test and Dunn's Multiple Comparison’s Tests). Mumber over
bar indicates sample size.
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Fable 4 Population variation in hatch suceess (mean pereent] of unfertilized cgzs far
females from populatons sampled inl 997, N

Population rresan (50 Star.l-.la.:rd Range
- — - - “d:'.-"IHII_l:I]:I_ -
Beaver Creek ' T2 13.95 J-33.16
FHoney Creck ' 433 T.83 0-2547
Rock Bridge Gans Creck ! 5.6 13.497 (-7 Ke
{edar Creck ™ 436 G i) {1-46.572
Grindstone Creek " 856 14.77 (-57.32
Tacks Fork River" 508 g8 0-30 94
Merames River " 540 [7.23 1-43. 74
Litte Dixie Lake' 7.0 14,54 (6763
Little Prairic Lake' 686 7.84 0-32.40)
Raocky Forks Lake - 131 4.12 (-1, 14
Wincgar Lake " 10.73 17.58 (-41.64
Whelstone Lake - 736 12.93 0-63.58
= lemporary slream, V= permanent sireams, = lakes. < - - footnotes
sample

number of temales tesied.

<--Table legend

2010-1JP.pdf
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<--Table body
(data)

-<=-=-Lines demarcating

the different parts
of the table


2010-IJP.pdf
2010-IJP.pdf
2010-IJP.pdf
2010-IJP.pdf

° -
Table 5.2 Soil test K and mineralogy of soils (SD = Standard Deviation). . LJ

mg K kg soil

Soil Cly (g kg™ Silt (g kg™") WS CaCl, NaTPB
1 380 200 10 41 480
2 535 265 31 162 1208
3 410 230 15 57 583 ‘
4 434 205 19 70 652 ‘3 > ‘:ﬁ
5 485 235 27 100 932 *
4] 610 282 50 290 1730
7 360 190 6 34 360 ‘) J} >
8 440 235 20 87 723 ’
Mean 456.8 230.3 22 105.1 833.5 L
5D (1) 83.4 319 13.9 54.9 448.9 e
20
L . 4
- . . . . .

Table 5.3 Soil texture correlates with K concentration determined using three .M
extraction methods: WS = Water Soluble, CaCl; = Calcium Chloride, NaTPB = bt

Sodium Tetraphenyl Boron (SD = Standard Deviation).

mg K kg_L soil

Soil Clay (g kg™ ") Silt (g kg™ WS CaCl, NaTPB
7 360 190 6 34 360
1 380 200 10 41 480
3 410 230 15 57 583
4 434 205 19 70 652
8 440 235 20 87 723
5 485 235 27 100 932
2 535 265 31 162 1208
6 610 282 50 200 1730
Mean 457 230 22 105 834

5D (1) 83 2 14 85 449




How to refer to Tables and Figures from the
text

* Germination rates were significantly higher after 24
h in running water than in controls (Fig. 4).

* DNA sequence homologies for the purple gene from
the four congeners (Table 1) show high similarity,
differing by at most 4 base pairs.

* Table 1 shows the summary results for male and
female heights at Bates College.

*2010-1JP.pdf



2010-IJP.pdf
2010-IJP.pdf
2010-IJP.pdf

The Method and Material section
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Do the methods and the treatment of results conform to
acceptable scientific standards?
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The introduction section
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[The finding or fact you want to cite] (Smith 1962, cited in Jones 2002). In
such cases, only Jones (2002) appears in the reference list.

Al olaxl 0l s slayls 5l gl st le.sb « (plagiarism ) sl <3 o 5l

Plagiarism is using data, ideas, or words that originated in work by another
person without appropriately acknowledging their source.



he Discussion section
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* The Discussion is harder to define than other sections. Thus, it
is usually the hardest section to write.
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Many paper are rejected by journal editors because of a faulty Discussion

What do editors and reviewers want?

* Originality

* Relevance to the audience

* Appropriate experimental designh and methodology
* Data presentation

* Appropriate statistical analysis

* Thorough and logical discussion of results

* Importance of the results to the Scientific Field and the
Readership

* Excitement/ “wow”
* Readability, clarity of writing, and grammar



*Do your results provide answers to your
testable hypotheses?

* If so, how do you interpret your findings?

*Do your findings agree with what others

have shown?

* If not, do they suggest an alternative explanation or perhaps
a unforeseen design flaw in your experiment (or theirs?)
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Verb Tenses (active!):

Past, when referring to study details, results, analyses, and
background research:

e We found that

e They lost more weight than

e Subjects may have experienced
e Miller et al. found

Present, when talking about what the data suggest ...
The greater weight loss suggests
The explanation for this difference is not clear.
Potential explanations include




1.

oueEWw

Elements of the discussion section...

Key finding (answer to the question(s) asked in Intro.)
Supporting explanation, details (lines of evidence)
Possible mechanisms or pathways
Is this finding novel?

Context

Compare your results with other people’s results

Compare your results with existing paradigms

How your results fit into, contradict, or add to what’s known or believed
Explain unexpected or surprising findings

Key secondary findings
Context

Strengths and limitations
What’s next

Recommended confirmatory studies (“needs to be confirmed?)
Unanswered questions
Future directions

The “so what?”: implicate, speculate, recommend
Clinical implications of basic science findings

Strong conclusion



Limitations

* Be thoughtful and reasonable

* Don’t beat yourself up

* Acknowledge issues of scientific concern

* Don’t trash the validity of your study

Goal is to preempt the reviewer’s criticism and to demonstrate
your knowledge of the limitations and understanding of
practical limits and judgment calls in research.




When citing a reference, focus on the ideas,
not the authors

e Literature citations should be parenthetical, rather
than in the body of the sentence: “...

*"growth rates of > 80 cm are common in
populations in Alberta (Marx 1982).” I®

“..., Marx (1982) found growth rates of >80 cm to be
common in populations in Alberta.” 02



Results are the facts of the findings, unedited and unqualified

Results are the presentation of the hard data (statistics, tables,
figures)

Discussion is about what the results mean
* Discussion is about the implications of the findings

* Its primary purpose is to show the relationships among observed
facts

* Shift from numeric data to descriptive words

* Do not overinterpret the results
* e.g. stating that a technique is “safe and effective” on the basis of a single case report

* Do not introduce additional or new results



Discussion is not the place to bury other important and
relevant literature

Doing so may lead to over-inflating importance of current
findings

Discussion is about how the findings fit into the body of
literature appropriately introduced in the Background

The Introduction moved from general to specific.

The discussion moves from specific to general.



The Summary of the Discussion section may be the Conclusion

Summary: summarizes the findings/conclusion

Conclusion: ultimate take-away message



“I am still interested in the article, but my sense is that you should report
your study in full, separately, and not muddy the waters.”



“Findings interpreted in the context of other research, conceptual
frameworks, or design.”

“Base the discussion only on the reported results. Describe any further
study needed.”

“Report the results of the study. Discuss the significance of the findings,
interpret the results and conclusions.”

“The Discussion should explain the significance of the results and place
them into a broader context. It should not be redundant with the Results
section. This section may contain subheadings and can in some cases be

combined with the Results section.”



“The discussion section (not to exceed 1,500 words
including citations) should be as concise as possible
and should include a brief statement of the
principal findings, a discussion of the validity of the
observations, a discussion of the findings in light of
other published work dealing with the same or
closely related subjects, and a statement of the
possible significance of the work. Extensive
discussion of the literature is discouraged.”



“This section should not contain paragraphs dealing with topics
that are beyond the scope of the study. Four manuscript pages
should in general be enough to compare and interpret the data
with regard to previous work by yourself and others.”

“The discussion should set the results in context and set forth
the major conclusions of the authors. Information from the
Introduction or Results section should not be repeated unless
necessary for clarity. The authors' speculations concerning the
possible implications of the findings may be presented in this
section but should be clearly separated from the direct
inferences.”



Bottom Line

The Discussion should answer the two deadly questions facing all
research:

So What?

Who Cares?



Avoid verbiage

« Short words R
The best English in scientific writing

« Short sentences is to make the point in the fewest
possible words.

» Short paragraphs

* No jargon

* No abbreviations

« Prefer active to passive

«  Be careful with slang

scientific writing is not literary writing



Avoid verbiage

Avoid excessive use of the indefinite pronoun "jt".

"It would thus appear that" can be replaced by
"apparently";

"It is evident that" by "evidently";
Other commonly used phrases such as: "It will be
seen that"; "It is interesting to note that" and "It is
thought that", can be left out.

Shorter and more familiar words

Use "to" instead of "in order to"
Use "clear" instead of "unblemished”



Avoid verbiage

] Remove value judgements: “Surprising’, “interesting’,

11 ” . . . o
unfortunately have no place in a scientific paper.
1 Avoid “we believe”, “we feel”, “we concluded”, etc.

1 Use the active voice whenever possible. It is usually less
wordy and unambiguous.

I” o
4

The fact that such processes are under strict cerebellar control is demonstrated
by our work in this area. [I

*Our work demonstrates that such processes are
under strict cerebellar control. [



The Conclusion section



End with a Conclusion

* State the significance of the work

* Give your evidence for each conclusion

* Summarize your evidence for each conclusion.

e State it as clearly as possible

* |t should not be a virtual duplication of the abstract

* Be carefull about wrong conclusions
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The Scientific Manuscript
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How to State the Acknowledgments

1.

2.
3.
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Do not use the word “wish”, simply write “I thank .....
and not “l wish to thank...”

Show the proposed wording of the Acknowledgement to
the person whose help you are acknowledging
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s the contribution new?

s the contribution significant?

s it suitable for publication in the journal?




Considerations when selecting a target
journal

* The scope and aims of the journal

* The journals that are most often cited in the Introduction and Discussion sections of your
manuscript will be most likely to accept work in your field.

 Journal impact
* The most commonly used measure of journal impact is the Journal Impact Factor.

e Time to publication
* Page charges or Open Access costs

* prepare the manuscript content and style to maximize their chances of
acceptance

* use structured review processes and pre-reviews from colleagues to improve
the manuscript before submitting it to a journal
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Referee’s Evaluation Form

zeneral questions

. Is the contribution new?
. |5 the contribution significant?

. |s the organization acceptable?

. Do the methods and the treatment of
to acceptable scientific standards?

h e L R —

CAre all illustrations required?

= OO W 08 =] O

[

of the paper?

Reviewer number:

. 15 it suitable for publication in the Joumal?

results conform

CAre all conclusions firmby based in the data presented?
. |5 the length of the paper satisfactory?

CAre all the figures and tables necessary?
JAre figure legends and table titles adequate?
. Do the fitle and absfract clearly indicate the content

12. Are the references up to date, complete, and the journal

titles correctly abbreviated?

13. Is the paper excellent, good, or poor?

OYes O No
OYes O No
OYes O No
OYes O No

OYes O No
OYes O No
OYes O No
OYes O No
OYes O No
OYes O No

O%es O Mo

OYes O Mo

O Excellent O Good O Poor

Flease use a separate sheet for your comments.

Recommendation

O Accept without alteration

O Accept after minor revision

O Review again after major revision
O Reject

Reviewer's signature:

Date of review:




Table 15.1 Checklist for review of paper drafts.

Criterion Reviewer's comments

I Does the title reflect accurately the content of the paper?
Are the significant words in the title near the beginning
to catch a reader’s attention?

3 Does the Introduction begin with the big issue
of topical/scientific interest and then narrow down
to the specific topic of the paper?

4 Does the Introduction locate the study effectively within
the recent international literature in the field?

5 Does the Introduction highlight a gap that the research
fills, or present a need to extend knowledge in a particular
area? (Does it say why the work was done?)

6 Does the Introduction end with a clear statement of the
aim/hypothesis of the research, or summarize the main
activity of the paper (depending on the field and relevant
journal conventions)?

7 Are the methods, including statistical analysis, appropriate
for the questions addressed and the study conducted?

8 Are the matenials and methods given in enough detail to
convince a reader of the credibility of the results?

9 Do the results provide answers to the questions raised in
the Introduction, or fulfil the objectives given?



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Are the results presented in a logical order (either similar
to the order of presenting the aims or methods, or similar
to the order in which the Discussion is presented ).

Are all the tables and figures needed to tell the story of

the paper? Could any be combined or deleted?

Do all the tables and figures stand alone? (i.e. can readers
understand them without going back to read the text of
the paper?)

Does the Discussion begin with a reference to the

original aim/hypothesis/question?

Are the results compared with other relevant findings

from the literature? Are vou aware of any other
comparisons that could be made? Are appropriate
explanations/speculations included about reasons for
observed similarities, differences, and other outcomes?

Are appropriate statements made about the wider significance
of the results, their limitations, and/or their implications
for practice and/or future research directions?

Does the paper end with an appropriate concluding
paragraph or section that emphasizes the key message(s)
and their significance to the field?

Is the list of references complete (all the works in the list are
referred to in the paper, and all the works referred to in the
paper are in the list)?

Are the reference list and in-text references formatted
accurately and in the right style for the target journal?
Does the Abstract include all the information required by
the journal, and does it highlight appropriately the key
results and their significance?

Does the Abstract adhere to the word limit and follow the
prescribed format of the target journal?

Are the selected keywords those that will best allow the article
to be located by the full range of its prospective readers?
What additional comments do you have for strengthening
the paper?




plagiarism



Defining

* Academic plagiarism occurs when a writer
repeatedly uses more than four words from a
printed source without the use of quotation
marks.
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Review process,
acceptance,
rejection,
revision



SCIENTIFIC REVIEW PROCESS

Completion of research
Preparation of manuscript
Submission of manuscript

Assighment and review

Decision
Rejection Revision

Resubmission

Re-review
Acceptance decision

PUBLICATION



AUTHORSHIP QUALIFICATIONS

Substantial contributions to conception and
design, acquisition of data, or analysis and
interpretation of data

Drafting the article or revising it critically for
important intellectual content

Final approval of the version to be published
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A novel microRNA targeting HDAC5 regulates osteoblast differentiation in mice and
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RIGHT JOURNAL

PubMed/MedLine/Current Contents listing

SCI Impact factor - average number of times published
papers are cited up to two years after publication.

Print circulation and on-line usage
DO your peers/assessors read it?
History/prestige/society affiliation
Review/publication speed




TARGETING JOURNALS

Global - go for big international multidisciplinary journal like:
Nature, Science, PNAS, Lancet, NEJM

Discipline (global) - go for international speciality journal like:
Circulation, Annals of Thoracic Surgery, Brain Research,
Cancer Letters

Regional - go for regional speciality journal like: Asian Cardiovascular
and Thoracic Annals

Local - go for national level journal - like Italian Journal of
Pediatrics, Indian Journal of Thoracic and Cardiovascular Surgery

Confirmation or Repeat study (me too) - go for high acceptance rate
journal - often author-pays - like PLOSONE, Nature Communications,
SpringerPlus



JOURNAL SELECTION

Search SCI journals listing: http://ip-
science.thomsonreuters.com/cgi-
bin/jrnlst/jloptions.cgi?PC=D

Check-out the aims and scope of your target journal

Revise your manuscript to suit any specific
journal requirements

Colloids and Surfaces B: Biointerfaces

The journal publishes regular research papers, reviews, short communications and invited perspective
articles, called Biolnterface Perspectives. The Biolnterface Perspective provide researchers the
opportunity to review their own work, as well as provide insight into the work of others that inspired
and influenced the author. Regular articles should have a maximum total length of 6,000 words. In
addition, a (combined) maximum of 8 normal-sized figures and/or tables is allowed (so for instance
3 tables and 5 figures). For multiple-panel figures each set of two panels equates to one figure. Short
communications should not exceed half of the above. It is required to give on the article cover page
a short statistical summary of the article listing the total number of words and tables/figures.
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performed to control the pericandial efusion revealed the

Primary isolated chylopericardium is accumulation of  presence of a tumor of the aortic valve. A papillary fibroe-

chylous fluid in the pericardial space in the abscnce of any  lastoma was suspected and the patient was referred for
precipitating factor [1] such as: history of mujor systemic  rescction of the tumor.
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USING ON-LINE SUBMISSION SYSTEMS

Compile all metadata, cover letter, manuscript
incl. tables, supplemental files, artwork files
(separate) before you start

If its your first time with the system - get help
Register an account - don’ t duplicate accounts

Don’ t duplicate submissions
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FOR REJECTION

Unoriginal work

Unsound work

Incorrect journal

Incorrect format

Incorrect type allocation
Previous rejection

Slicing & Duplication
Plagiarism (= copying)
Unready work

10 English so bad it’s ambiguous
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UNORIGINAL WORK:

Doesn’ t expand knowledge
(even at local level)

Information of low or little interest

REJECTED!!



INCORRECT JOURNAL E.G.:

Case report submitted to a journal that
doesn’ t publish them

Local confirmation (me too) submitted

to an international journal ‘

Highly experimental/theoretical study
submitted to a clinical journal




INCORRECT FORMAT:

®Too many: authors, figures, tables, words,
references etc.
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journal'= glveaway rejection

At EJCTS 2/3 of submissions were formally
incorrect and needed to be returned at least
once. Repeated non-conforming submissions

can lead to author watchlisting
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too many publications out of the same study material - often
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The hypothesis is similar

The numbers or sample sizes are similar

The methodology is identical or nearly so

The results are similar

At least one author is common to both reports
No or little new information is made available
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CALAXY Note

Plagiarism in Dissertation Costs German Defense
Minister His Job

By JUDY DEMPSEY

Pukblished: March 1, 2011

BERLIN — In a bitter political setback for Chancellor Angela Merkel, RECOMMEND
Germany's defense minister resigned Tuesday under pressure over his g tyr7e8R

admission that he had plagiarized parts of his doctoral dissertation. ) Lnkeoin



ENGLISH SO BAD IT' S AMBIGUOUS

If the English is so poor that the meaning is
ambiguous, it is impossible to review or
indeed publish

REJECTEDY

Use excellent translators and verify meaning at
all stages

Submit

English polishing and pre-submission editing by
International Science Editing strongly recommended



HANDLING REJECTIONS

Never resubmit a previously rejected paper to
the same journal

Take the reviewer’ s comments and benefit
from them

Submit your revised paper to a different journal



Handling
reviewer
comments



YOU RECEIVE GREAT NEWS! - BUT

You receive notification from the Editor that
your paper can be revised for reconsideration
by Journal A

This is a great opportunity

But needs to be handled correctly/carefully!

Don’ t respond immediately - sleep on it and
discuss with co-authors! Only then proceed



RESPONDING TO REVIEWERS

Prepare your responses carefully
Reviewer can be wrong!

Be tactful and enthusiastic - thank
the reviewers

Do not respond to reviewers while upset
Get help from other authors
Get help from a statistician (if required)
Never telephone the editor



POINT-BY-POINT APPROACH

If not already the case, convert
reviewer/editor’ s comments into a series
of clear points and questions

Answer/respond to each item directly
below it

In doing this do not edit out unwanted
comments or questions



EXAMPLE - POINT-BY-POINT RESPONSE

1 The authors should give more detail of the
methodology.

2 Figures 2&3 legends are transposed.

3 Units should be SI and in a standard format
throughout.



HIGHLIGHTED VERSION OF
REVISED MANUSCRIPT

RESULTS

Incidence of transannular patching

Make.life.as.easy as-possible for the
(very busy) reviewers aiig editors!

7.6 21.6). The pulmon e was bicuspid in 92 (58%) (54 Ve 38), tricuspid in 66 (41%) (36 Vs

A TAP was inserted in 96 (§0%) patients (76 Vs 20, p < 0.0001). These_were unicusp homograft in
Remember.that edifors.and
reyiewers ar e’ alifiost rever paid

78.1% (50 out of 64 patients) and since then it dropped to 47.9% (46 out of 96 patients) (p =

ws for their journal work!

Infants undergoing repair in the first or second trimester of life were somewhat more likely to have a

transannular patch compared to older infants, but this may have been due to the chance (all patients:

p =044, RV group: p =0.10 and R4 group: p =0.76).



RESUBMISSION OF REVISED
MANUSCRIPT (GENERIC)

Provide cover letter
Provide response to reviewers and editors (statistician)

Provide an unmarked version of your revised paper

Provide a marked version of your revised paper -

Provide all source files for artwork (e.g.: high resolution
images) - saves time



LOGISTICS

Respond as quickly as possible - you then
nelp the Editor to shorten average
publication times (= everybody happy)

f you need more time (new experiments
needed etc.) ask for it in advance to avoid
timing-out



STRATEGY

- ResA@@EaPEFEDeU.
REJECTED!!

rudely

Most journals do reserve the right to
reject revised papers



Overview on the (peer) review process

Objective: Provide quality insurance of published
academic work

—> Reliable and credible body of research

- Protection of academic reader who i1s not a
narrow expert in the field

Means: Review by independent experts

> Almost always “single blind” (anonymity of
referees), often double blind (+ anonym.
authors)

—> Decision on publication by editor
Critique: process very slow and subject to failure

—> Takes often more than a year from submission to
publication and rarely less than 6 months

- Not designed to detect fraud



Further critique and counter-arguments

O Editors and referees could function as “gatekeepers”
(process susceptible for jealousy)

d Process may suppress dissent against mainstream
theories (editors pick established researchers as

referees > theory: the “better” the journal the more
“mainstream’)

1 Referees tend to disagree with conclusions that
conflict with their own views

Counter-arguments:

O A large number of journals make it difficult to
“control” scientific information by an elite

1 Referees comment independently from each other



Critical views

Drummond Rennie (Deputy editor of the Journal of the
American Medical Association and organizer of a
regular congress on peer review and publication):

“There seems to be no study too fragmented, no
hypothesis too trivial, no literature too biased or too
egotistical, no design too warped, no methodology too
bungled, no presentation of results too inaccurate, too
obscure, and too contradictory, no analysis too self-
serving, no argument too circular, no conclusions too
trifling or too unjustified, and no grammar and syntax
too offensive for a paper to end up in print”

Ron Mittelhammer: “Never believe what is written black
on white”



The (peer) review process

(2a) Desk-Rejection if quality
or fit obviously poor

(1) Submit
manuscript

fr—
1

(4) Write decision letter
(acceptance, revision, rejection)

(3) Provide reports and

(2b) Recruit _
recommendation

referees




The author’s role

 Before submission, check if own paper fits to scope of
journal by visiting the journal s website

O Format paper according to the journal's instructions
to authors. Watch for

= length limitations (including tables and figures)

" format of references, headings, .... (also to avoid
revealing a history of prior submission)

O Author should respond to each editor and referee
comment “bullet by bullet”

* Does not necessarily mean all suggestions are
Implemented, but responses must be complete

= |dentify clearly changes made in response to
editor s and referees comments



The author’s role

1 Authors should communicate with editor if
uncertainties on priorities of revision exist (decision
letter not clear in resolving potential conflicts
between referees’ comments)

 Authors may ask editor to mediate communication
with referees in case of problems with interpretation

O Never take review personal...remember the critique of
process...

1 Use neutral tone when responding (even if comments
were nasty), but be clear on your stance

 Invitation for resubmission Is a success!

d When you get a rejection, work on the relevant
comments and submit to next journal (within a month)



