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With my students in 2012
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No of Scopus Indexed papers 196

Scopus H-index 23

No of citations in Scopus 1759

Publications and Supervisions

Google Scholar H-index 26

No of citations in Google Scholar 3070

Postgraduates Supervision Graduated
18 PhD & 20 masters

On-going
8 PhD & 7 Masters



Presentation Outline

• Motivation for journal publication

• Types of manuscript

• Submission process and writing a cover letter

• What do reviewers, editors, journal managers check?

• Distinguish between review papers and research papers.• Distinguish between review papers and research papers.

• Explain the criteria in selecting titles for the review 
papers.

• Discuss the main elements of a review paper

• Determine the novelty of review papers

• Write an effective conclusion for a review paper

• Use the connecting words effectively. 



Presentation Outline

• Write a good cover letter to the editor 

• Discuss the reasons for papers being rejected. 

• Find the right match between the article and journal. 

• Deal with reviewers’ comments effectively.

• Use social media for research collaboration and • Use social media for research collaboration and 
networking

• Submission process and writing a cover letter

• Selection of the right journal.

• What do reviewers, editors, journal managers check?

• How to address reviewer comments?

• H-index and citation strategies



1984 – 2007 No of papers including Conference
International or National

2008 – 2013 Impact Factors
No of papers in Indexed Journals

Publication Scenario in UTM

No of papers in Indexed Journals

2014 – present Tier of Journals
H-index
No of citations 

Future ???



The success of research is measured 
from the outputs

• PhD/masters degrees

• New/improved 
Products/Software/Process

• Innovation awards

• Networking

• Training programmes
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• Training programmes

• Services

• Intellectual properties

• Scholarly Publications

• Other publications

• Citations

• H-index



Why Publish?

• Publication is an important 
research output.

• To share knowledge with the 
Science Community. Science Community. 

• To assist PhD thesis/viva.



• Publishing increases your 
profile as a researcher. 

• Publication lends credibility 

Why Publish?

to your research. 

• Publication can lead to 
future funding.



If your research is not 
published in a journal it does 
not exist.

It must be possible to find 
it !!

Prof Gustaf Olsson

Editor-in-Chief
Water Science & Technology

it !!



Main purpose of my presentation

To motivate the To motivate the 
audience to publish 
papers in high in impact 
journals & inspire to 
become world class 
researchers



How many papers are you expected to publish during 
your PhD/masters programme?



Types of Journal Papers 

 Research Papers

 Review Articles 

Short Communications



What is a review article? 

• A critical, constructive analysis of the literature in a 
specific field through summary, classification, analysis, 
comparison. 

• A scientific text relying on previously published literature • A scientific text relying on previously published literature 
or data. New data from the author’s experiments are not 
presented.

• A stand-alone publication. 



• Review articles are an attempt to sum up the current state of the 
research on a particular topic. 

• The writer searches for everything relevant to the topic, and 
then sorts it all out into a coherent view of the “state of the art” as 
it now stands. 

• Review articles will teach you about:
 the main people working in a field

 recent major advances and discoveries

 significant gaps in the research

 current debates

 ideas of where research might go next

• Review Articles are virtual gold mines if you want to find out what 
the key articles are for a given topic.



When is a review paper worth writing?

Writing reviews brings a lot of career 
benefits. Among them:

• They tend to be widely read and heavily cited
• They build your reputation as an expert in the • They build your reputation as an expert in the 

subfield you review
• They draw attention to your primary-literature 

work (presuming your review cites it)
• They support future grant proposals to fill 

knowledge gaps they identify.



Benefits to the readers 

Reviewing the literature is not stamp collecting. A good 
review does not just summarize the literature, but 
discusses it critically, identifies methodological problems, 
and points out research gaps. 

After having read a review of the literature, a reader 
should have a rough idea of:

 the major achievements in the reviewed field,

 the main areas of debate, and

 the outstanding research questions.



How to recognise a review paper ?



(i)  Title

(ii)  Abstract

(iii) Introduction 

(iv) Materials and 

What is the difference between 
research and review papers ?

(i)  Title

(ii)  Abstract

(iii) Introduction 

(iv) Body(iv) Materials and 
Methods 

(v)  Results and Discussion 

(vi) Conclusion

(v)  Acknowledgement

(vi) Reference

(iv) Body

(vi) Conclusion

(v)  Acknowledgement

(vi) Reference



How and where do I find review papers ?













What are the differences between Google 
Scholar and Scopus ?



How and When to Start ?



Decide the authorship and their role



Define the Topic

•Interesting to the authors

•Within the expertise of the authors

•Important to the audience •Important to the audience 

•A well-define issue but not too specific

•Publishable



Epoxy Coatings 



Search and re-search the literature 

After having chosen your topic, the next step 
is to find the relevant papers and download 
them.







What about a review on epoxy filled 
graphene coatings ?



Search for research papers on graphene
filled epoxy coating 







Refining the topic after initial literature review



Paper Title Objective Main findings Types of Test Types of 
Materials

Research
gap

Take notes while reading



What should be in the Introduction?

How many sections in the main 
body and how can it be divided?

What should be in the conclusions? 

(i)  Title

(ii)  Abstract

(iii) Introduction 

(iv) Body

(vi) Conclusion

Develop the outline and structure

What should be in the conclusions? (vi) Conclusion

(v)  Acknowledgement

(vi) Reference



Abstract
Approximately 200-300 words.  
Provide a brief summary of the review question being 
addressed or rationale for the review,  the major studies 
reviewed, and conclusions drawn. 
Please do not cite references in the Abstract.   

Develop the outline and structure

Introduction
Introduce the topic and your rationale for addressing  this topic 
focusing on why this topic is important. 
Clearly define exactly what this article will discuss, outline the 
order in which you will discuss each subtopic to  give the 
reader any background information needed to understand the 
coming sections.   



Body (subtopics being addressed)
The structure may vary based in the sub-topics or review 
questions being addresses. For example, if you are reviewing 
three different methodologies, you might divide the body of the 
article into three sections, each discussing one of the 
methods. 

Develop the outline and structure

Conclusions
You should develop the conclusion by briefly restating the 
rationale for your review and the purpose of the article, then 
discussing the conclusions you have drawn. You should also 
discuss the implications of your review findings and where you 
think research in this field should go from here. 



Determine the sub-sections of 
main body 



Get started: some tips on Writing

• Cover one idea, aspect or topic per paragraph. 

• Avoid referring to only one research per paragraph; 
consider several studies per paragraph instead. 

• Link the studies to one another. Compare and discuss 
these relationships. Use connecting words.

• Develop new Table from the research papers.

• Provide potential future studies of the research area in 
the Conclusions



Original table



Suggestions for further 
investigations 



Get started: some tips on Writing

• Include our own research.

• Rewrite the Introduction after writing the body 

• The references must be up-to-date and include all the • The references must be up-to-date and include all the 
top researchers in the field. 

• If there are already review papers written, explain the 
novelty.

• Do not use the same style when reporting previous 
studies 



Get started: some tips on Writing

• Find an interesting and new title

• Read and follow the guideline to authors.

• Good English: clarity and style.• Good English: clarity and style.

• Target the right journal.

• Work in a team with your supervisor and other 
researchers



Team working in action !! 



If your sentences do not transition smoothly from one to the next, the 
effect is a choppy, disconnected writing style which makes your 
reader’s brain work overtime filling in the missing parts. 

Connecting sentences is probably the easiest of the transitions: it 
usually requires only one word to go from one idea to the next

Smooth transition between sentences  



Connecting words: some potential options

Words which lead to more on the same idea: again, likewise, in 
addition, also, as well, furthermore, moreover, and

Words which lead to a different idea: conversely, nevertheless, on the 
other hand, on the contrary, although, even though, but, yet, while, 
however, excepthowever, except

Words which lead to a result: thus, therefore, consequently, as a 
result, because, since, as, so, inasmuch as

Words which show sequence: first/second/third, a/b/c, lastly, next, 
then, finally, after that, until



Where to publish your papers ?

• Scope of journal

• Indexing

• Impact  factor 

• Journal ranking• Journal ranking

• Publication frequency

• Time to review

• Publisher

• Who published



• Time to publish

• Friendliness of the editor

• Rejection rate

• Reference

Where to publish your papers ?

• Reference

• Quality of review

• Members of editorial board

• Categories of journal

• Quality of our papers



Reasons for Rejection

1. The paper does not fit the scope of the journal.

2.  The paper does not contribute to new knowledge.

3.  The paper does not meet established ethical standards.

4.  The paper has been carelessly prepared.

5.  The paper has not been prepared according to   

journal’s guidelines for presentation.



6. The paper has methodological problems.

7. The number of experiment & amount of data was 
inadequate.

8. The statistics are inadequate.

Reasons for Rejection

8. The statistics are inadequate.

9. The language is poor.

10. The paper is over the journal’s word limit  



11.The paper cannot compete with the high   

quality of other papers submitted to the journal.  

12. Publication bias.

13.  Wrong choice of reviewers

Reasons for Rejection

13.  Wrong choice of reviewers

14. The data have been poorly interpreted  

15.  The analysis is weak.

16.  The literature review is inadequate or too long



How to address reviewers’ comments in revised 
manuscript?



Revising a paper

• Revise and submit promptly.

• Include a  letter saying that what revisions were 
made.



1. Use the reviewer comments even if your paper 
is rejected

If it is rejected; at least get some feedback from the 
reviewers. 
Check through the reviewer comments carefully for 
things you can do to improve your paper before you 

Tips for Revising Your Papers

things you can do to improve your paper before you 
send it to the next journal

2.  Be polite – but not over-polite

It is important to address the reviewers in a polite 
manner, even if you totally disagree with their 
comments. 
However, you should not be over-polite



3. Don’t feel obliged to accept everything the 
reviewer says 

Responding to reviewer comments is a balance 
between pleasing the reviewer and having the paper 
you want. 

If you strongly disagree with something a reviewer 
says you should say so, explaining courteously and says you should say so, explaining courteously and 
with good reasoning why (flat rejection of a comment 
will not be well received). 

4. What to do when two reviewers ask for opposite 
things

Reviewer 1 feels that the Introduction lacks detail. 
Reviewer 2 on the other hand thinks it is too long. 
What to do? 



5.  Make sure you address everything

Before you submit your responses to the reviewer comments 
make sure you have addressed E-V-E-R-Y-T-H-I-N-G! Nothing 
annoyed me more as a peer reviewer than authors not 
responding to my comments



6.  Dealing with comments you don’t understand

Explain to the reviewer that you don’t understand 
what they mean.
At the same time, it is worth writing responses 
based on what you suspect the reviewer may be 
getting at:getting at:

I am afraid that I am unclear as to the point you 
are making. If you are saying that the sample was 
too small, I would respond that [...]. If instead you 
feel that the outcome measure was flawed, I 
would argue that […].



Dear Professor Barry Haworth, 

We first gratefully thank you for accepting our 
manuscript (#APP-2007-02-0609) entitled “Interface and 
mechanical properties of peroxide cured silicate 
nanofiber/rubber composites ", and two reviewers for 
good suggestion as well. We also feel terribly sorry to 
submit the revised manuscript so late. 

Dealing With Reviewer - Response

Based on two reviewer’s comments, some changes 
including English improvements and supplements have 
been done in the revised manuscript, in which the fonts 
were highlighted with red color. Another twelve 
references were added. We think it is more 
understandable and more explicit, compared with the old 
manuscript. 



Addressing reviewers’ comments in 
revised manuscript

• When you rewrite the paper, please improve the English 
expression thoroughly, and follow STRICTLY the format 
described in the Instructions to authors of the journals:

• The English has been checked and improved thoroughly.
• The revised manuscript been prepared according to the • The revised manuscript been prepared according to the 

journal format.

• A suggestion is to add “the Malaysian” in the title, i.e. END 
USE ENERGY ANALYSIS IN “THE MALAYSIAN” INDUSTRIAL 
SECTOR

• “THE MALAYSIAN” has been added in  revised title of the 
manuscript.



• I suggest, however that the authors consider the 
following comments if possible:

It would be good to calculate expected GHG 
emissions reduction in tons for the potential 
savings in energy using standard emissions 

Addressing reviewers’ comments in 
revised manuscript

savings in energy using standard emissions 
factors.

• Emission reductions associated with the energy 
savings have been estimated and presented in 
Table 8.  Details of estimation formulation have 
been added in section 2.5.2.



Introduction 

Explain why these two polymers were selected for 
the study. Is there any expected difference between 
these two polymers in terms of the effect of phosphor? 

• The criterion for choice of polymer type was to have a 

Addressing reviewers’ comments in 
revised manuscript

• The criterion for choice of polymer type was to have a 
readily available and environmentally stable semicrystalline
(LDPE) and an amorphous (PMMA) polymer respectively. 
Some semicrystalline polymers are known to undergo 
strain-related deformations that are likely to facilitate the 
occurrence of phosphorescence, hence the choice of 
LDPE, while PMMA was more or less a control parameter. 

• The above explanation has been appropriately included in 
the Introduction section (1.0). 



ADDRESSING REVIEWER COMMENTS

Reviewer Comment:
“The method/device/paradigm 
the authors propose is clearly 
wrong”

How NOT to Respond:
X “Yes, we know. We thought 
we could still get a paper out 
of it. Sorry.”

Reviewer Comment:
“The authors fail to reference  
the work of Smith et al., who 

solved the same problem 20 
years ago”

How NOT to Respond:
X “Huh. We didn’t think anybody 
had read that. Actually, their 
solution is better than ours.”

Reviewer Comment:
“This paper is poorly written and 
scientifically unsound. I do not 
recommend it for publication.”

How NOT to Respond:
X”You #&@*% reviewer! I know 
who you are! I’m gonna get you 
when it’s my turn to review.”of it. Sorry.”

Correct Response:
√“The viewer raises and 
interesting concern. However, 
as the focus of the work is 
exploratory and not 
performance-based, validation 
was not found to be of critical 
importance to the contribution 
of the paper.”

solution is better than ours.”

Correct Response:
√ “The reviewer raises an 
interesting concern. However, 
our work is based on completely 
different first principles (we use 
different variable names), and 
has a much more attractive 
graphical user interface.”

when it’s my turn to review.”

Correct Response:
√”The reviewer raises an 
interesting concern. However we 
feel the reviewer did not fully 
comprehend the scope of the 
work, misjudged the results 
based on incorrect 
assumptions.”       



1st Reviewer’s comments Our response

1.1 There are a number of obvious outcomes in
this kind of work, and they are implied in
the writing, but the main outcomes (likely
development of hypertension,
development of abnormal albuminuria,
development of proteinuria, death) are not
explicitly defined.

We agree with the Reviewer and have defined the
main outcomes.
The revised paper now reads as follows (page 2,
2nd para.): ‘’In particular the study is designed to
prospectively quantify the risks to donors after
living kidney donation such as the development
of hypertension, albuminuria, renal failure and
psychological diseases and to assist in the
management of individual donors at an early
stage if such complications occur.’’

1.2 Terrific work, raised my awareness of
barriers to live donation in Switzerland, and

Thank you very much. No reply required.
barriers to live donation in Switzerland, and
an excellent response to a complex medico-
societal problem. Congratulations on the
work so far and a great idea to publish your
protocol. Here are some suggestions for the
manuscript, * marks those that I thought
more important.

1.3 P3 line 21 could you clarify how ‘missed
donor’ is defined in these studies?

We agree that the term ‘’missed donor’’ is
confusing. We have corrected the sentence which
reads now:
‘’In these studies the percent of donors without
follow up data ranged from 21% 2 3 to 31% 4, to
42% 5 6 up to 77% 7.’’



A letter from a frustrated author of a 
journal paper

Dear Sir, Madame, or Other,

Enclosed is our latest version of Ms. #1996-02-22-RRRR that is re-re-re-
revised revision of our paper. Choke on it.

We have again rewritten the entire manuscript from start to finish. We even
changed the g-d-running head!. Hopefully, we have suffered enough now
to satisfy even you and bloodthirsty reviewers.

I shall skip the usual point-by-point description of every single change we
made in response to the critiques.

After all, it is fairly clear that your anonymous reviewers are less interested
in the details of scientific procedure than in working out their personality
problems and sexual frustrations by seeking some kind of demented glee in
the sadistic and arbitrary exercise of tyrannical power over helpless authors
like ourselves who happen to fall into their clutches..



• We do understand that, in view of misanthropic psychopaths you
have on your editorial board, you need to keep sending them paper,
for it they were not reviewing the manuscripts they would probably be
out mugging little old ladies or clubbing baby seals to death.

• Still, from this batch of reviewer, C was clearly the most hostile,
and we request that you not ask him to review this revision.

• Indeed, we have mailed letter bombs to four or five people we
suspected of being reviewer C, so if you send the manuscript back to
them, the review process could be unduly delayed.



• Some of the reviewer comments we could not
do anything about. For example, if (as C
suggested) several of my recent ancestors
were indeed drawn from other species, it is too
late to change that.

• Other suggestions were implemented, however,
and the paper has been improved and
benefited.

• Plus you suggested that we shorten the
manuscript by five pages, and we were able to
accomplish this very effectively by altering the
margin and printing the paper in a different font
with a smaller typeface. We agree with you
that the paper is much better this way



Strategies to Increase Citations

• Use of Professional Social Network such as 
Researchgate & LinkedIn.

• Publish in top and relevant journals.

• Do research in current interesting area

• Interesting title and relevant keywords.• Interesting title and relevant keywords.

• Self-citations (but not excessive)

• Presenting papers in Conference

• Personal contact; send PdF of your published 
papers

• Write review papers and include your publications



Writing journal papers is like running a marathon; 
training, planning, learning specific skills, endurance, 

perseverance and daily practice!



Thank you for your time

Libyan Macromolecular Institute, Tripoli (2009)


