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OUTCOMES OF WORKSHOP oy s

Understand from the
reviewers

Know how to evaluate an appropriate academic
writing.

within a

reviewing process.
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SCIVAL ANALYSIS/ UTeM

Overall research performance

Field-Weighted Citation

Publications Citations Authors Impact Citations per Publication
3,116 a 5,371 2,653 a 0.39 1.7
Cther (6.4%)

Computer Science (19.2%)

\~ ‘ Mathematics (6.3%)

Physics and Astronomy (5.2%)

Multidisciplinary (2.1%)
Business, Management and
Ar_‘muntm%(l 1%6)

Social clenr_es. (3.2%)

Environmental Sdence (2.2%)

Energy (5.2%)

Materials Science (6.6%)

Engineering (41.4%)
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Performance indicators

Outputs in Top Citation Percentiles Publications in Top Journal Percentiles
Publications in top 1086 most cited worldwide Publications in top 10% journals by CiteScore Percentile
' Universiti Teknikal Malaysia Melaka: ' Universiti Teknikal Malaysia Melaka:
2.4% 4.6%
Malaysia: Malaysia:
7.8% 15.5%
International Collaboration Academic-Corporate Collaboration
Publications co-authored with Institutions in other Publications with both academic and corporate
countries affiliations
’ Universiti Teknikal Malaysia Melaka: Universiti Teknikal Malaysia Melaka:
19.6% 0.7%
Malaysia: Malaysia:
34.8% 0.7%
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Originality i wh a t n@8 about subject, treatment or
results?

Relevance to and extension of existing knowledge
Research methodology i are conclusions valid and
objective?

Clarity, structure and guality of writing i does it
communicate well?

Sound, logical progression of argument

Theoretical and practicali mpl i cati ons (the
factors !)

Internationality/Global focus
Regency and relevance of references

Adherence to the editorial scope and objectives of the
journal

A good title, keywords and a well written abstract
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Readability
B Does it communicate?
B |[sitclear?
B |s there a logical progression without unnecessary duplication?
m Originality
B Whywas it written? Whatos new?
m Credibility i
B Are the conclusions valid?
Is the methodology robust?
Can it be replicated?
Isithonestt donot hide any | imitations of
Y o ulie folind out.
m Applicability
B How do findings apply to the world of practice?
B Does it pinpoint the way forward for future research?

B [nternationality
B Does it take an international, global perspective?
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B Peer review IS at the heart of the scientific
method

B Peer review iIs a critical element of
scholarly  publication

B One ofthe major bases of the scientific

Process.
B It ensures that published research Is sound
and properly verified and improves the

guality of the research.
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m Its philosophyl s based on the 1d

research must survive the scrutiny of experts before it
IS presented to the larger scientific community as
worthy of serious consideration.

B Reviewers are expected to alert the journal editor to
any problems they identify, and make
recommendations as to whether a paper should be

accepted, returned to the authors for revisions, or
rejected.
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PURPOSE OF PEER REVIEW

AMistakes in procedures or logic
AConclusions not supported by the results
AErrors or omissions in the references

ACompliance with  ethics standards
I Has the protocol been approved by an appropriate Ethics

Committee?
A Human research: Most recent
A Originality and significance of the work

»
>

AiNoveltyo
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SINGLE-BLIND REVIEW

B The reviewers know who the authors are, but the
authors do not know who the reviewers are.

B The most common system in science disciplines.

m This allows reviewers to provide honest, critical

reviews and opinions without fear of reprisal from
the authors.

B Lack of accountability, allows unprincipled
reviewers to submit unwarranted negative reviews,
delay the review process and steal ideas.
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SINGLE BLIND REVIEW

Reviewers know who authors
Authors d o nkboiv who reviewers

el

WAL

)
[

Editor knows who authors are

Author : § Editor
S < O,
M€ / <>
\
Reviewer
<> S
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DOUBLE-BLIND REVIEW

B The reviewers do not know who the authors

are, and the authors do not know who the
reviewers are.

B Reduces possible bias resulting from knowing who
the authors are or where they come from, work
assessed on its own merits.

B Involves some effort to make sure manuscripts

are anonymised, reviewers can often guess who
the authors are

m Information important for a complete critical
appraisal is missing.
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DOUBLE BLIND REVIEW

N»X Authors d o nkdotv who reviewers are Editor knows who authors
NX Reviewers d o nkbotv who authors are are :
Author : , Editor
S < O,
Reviewer
Al S
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TRIPLE BLIND REVIEW

M Authors d o nkdotv who reviewers are

»  Reviewers d o nkdotv who authors are

N Editor d o e sknofvtwho authors are

Author : . Editor
s < Eans
M€ / <>
\
Reviewer
s S
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OPEN REVIEW

B Greater accountability

B Reduced opportunity for bias

B [nappropriate actions.

B Reviewers can be given public credit for their work.

m Potential reviewers may be more likely to decline to
review.

B Revealing reviewer identity may lead to dislike from
authors,

B Damaged relationships
m Effects for job prospects, promotion and grant funding.
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AVaIue from mentoring young researchers
AEnjoyment In reviewing
AGeneraI Interest In the area

AAwareness of new research  and
_developments before their peers

ACareer development

AHeIp with own research or new ideas
AAssociation with journals and Editors
AKeep updated with latest developments
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m It Is an accepted part of membership in the
academic community.

m It Is always Iinteresting to see the latest work
In particular specialist areas and be able to
comment on It.

B Sometimes improve it prior to publication;

mTo act as a gatekeeper for quality in an area
of science that know about and care about.
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m The benefits of reviewing are diverse:
B From improving your critical thinking,
B giving and receiving feedback and

B gaining insights to improve your future
publications.

B Reviewing is an essential skill to develop as a
researcher.
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Hm As a reviewer, your task Is to critically and
constructively judge the content of a manuscript.

m A conflict of interest could be:
B Your PhD student or PhD supervisor;
B Family relations;
B People at your current institution;

B People whose research you fund or who fund
you,

B Collaborators in the past two years.
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B Maintain strict confidentiality of review

B You must be aware that the paper you are reviewing IS
confidential before its publication.

B Under no circumstances should you contact the authors or
disclose that you are a reviewer of their paper.

B When you have any questions for the authors, ask them
through the editor not directly to the authors.

B Response from taking unfair advantage

B One benefit of serving as a reviewer is that one can
access new research results before their publication.

B However, it is a violation of ethics to use any information
gained durlng the review process for your own personal
benefit, such as writing for publication in journals or fund
raising.
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B Respect the confidentiality of peer review, and

m Not discuss the manuscript or contact the
authors or any other people about the manuscript.

m Declare any conflicts of interest.

m Provide an objective and constructive
explanation for recommendation.

m Not allow decision on a manuscript to be influenced
by authorship.

B Avoid requesting that the author cites the peer
revi ewer 0s,uonlessthepeds@a stiorng
scholarly rationale for this.
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Not reproduce information or any part of the manuscript under
review in any of their own work prior to publication by the
authors.

Only agree to peer review manuscripts within their expertise
and within a reasonable timeframe.

Not delay publication (Timeliness).
Review is fair, unbiased and timely
Not use insulting, hostile, or defamatory language.

Destroy submitted manuscripts and all related material after
they have reviewed them.

Editors and editorial team members are excluded from
publication decisions when they are authors or have
contributed to a manuscript.

A short statement may be useful for any published article that
lists editors or board members as authors to explain the
process used to make the editorial decision.
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m Disclose any potential Conflicts of interests before

agreeing to review a submission

B Comment on ethical questions and possible
research misconduct raised by submissions,
(e.g. unethical research design, insufficient detall
on patient consent or protection of research

subjects)

m Ensure the origina
to redundant pub

m Consider any too
publications

ity of submissions and be alert
ication and plagiarism

s to detect related

B Acknowledge the contribution to knowledge clearly
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B Formatting

m Spelling, Punctuation, and Grammar
m Plagiarism

m Ethical Standards

B Rerun Research

B Make The Final Decision

B Reviewers provide invaluable advice to editors about
whether an article should be published.

B Ultimately it is the editor who decides whether something
IS to be published.

B Most journals will solicit more than one review prior to
making a decision, and the editor may solicit a further
review If two reviewers disagree.

B The recommendation that a reviewer provides will always
be advisory; the editor may make a different decision.
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WHEN REVIEWING A PAPER / A

Reviewer should take into consideration the following:

B ORIGINALITY AND QUALITY:
B |[s the paper of sufficient interest for publication in the journal?
B Does it contribute significantly to the current state of the
research field?
B |[s the topic handled substantively and accurately in appropriate
detail and scope?
B STRUCTURE:
B Abstract, introduction, method, results, discussion, conclusion.
B Engagement with previous research and results (e.g. does the
author engage with current/ relevant research in the field).
B LANGUAGE:

B Do not need to correct the English, however, if a paper is
difficult to understand due to grammatical errors, please mention

this issue in the report
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B ARTICLE QUALITY RATING
B Impact and timeliness:

e Does the article have significant scientific/technological
Impact and timeliness, which attract the interest of
researchers in the field?

B Novelty and originality:

e |Is the article novel and original?

e Does the article contain material that is new or

e Significantly adds to knowledge already published?
B Presentation:

e |Is the presentation of the article, which includes the
organization, logical consistency, English language, etc.,
appropriate?

e Are adequate and sufficient references covered?

e |etters typically have approximately 20 references
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m Novelty and originality:
B |[s the article novel and original?

B Does the article contain material that is new or adds significantly to
knowledge already published?

B Importance and impact:

B Are the presented results of significant importance and impact to
advancement in the relevant field of research?

B |[s this article likely to be cited in the future?
B Relevance to applied physics:
B |[s the article scientifically sound and not misleading?

B Does it provide sufficient in-depth discussion of the application of a
physical principle or the understanding of physics in view of its
application?

B Completeness of presentation:
B [s the presentation complete for a scientific article?
B Please rate the article by considering the evaluation given in 1.
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B OVERALL RATING AND RECOMMENDATION
B Summaryof reviewer ds ratings
e Theresultofr evi ewer 0s rating I s sum
B Recommendation:

e Providether evi ewer 060s opi ni owofthen t he
article by choosing one of the following:

+ The article may be accepted for publication with/without
English correction.

+ The article may become acceptable after minor
revisions of content and/or English presentation by
referring to comments.evi ewer 0S

+ Note: If you think major revisions are necessary, please
recommend major modification required.

+ The article may be rejected.
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mREVI EWEROS REMARKS TO THE AUT

B Please provide comments and suggestions constructive
and useful for the authors to improve the scientific quality
and presentation of the article.

Bifyou are submit teporttpregctthee vi e
article,
¢ You are asked to provide the reasons for rejection. Those
comments are sent to the authors.
B In order to ensure prompt publication of papers,

e Intendt o | 1 mi t t he autrrhmrrevidionmabmou S C
only once.

¢ Papers that you think will require major revisions or more than two
turnarounds between the author and the editor should be rejected.
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REVI EWEROS REMARKS TO THE A

m It is useful to provide a concise summary of essential
claims in the paper, including both positive and
negative points.

m If it Is a great paper, please explain what is so good
about it.

m On the other hand, if you recommend rejection of the
paper, you must state the reason for rejection as
clearly as possible.

m If you recommend revision of the paper for possible
publication, you must specify what is needed for
sufficient improvement of the paper.

B These comments are sent to the authors and editors
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REVI EWEJFOSRDENTIAL REMARKS TO THE

EDITOR
These comments are sent only to the editor responsible
for the review of the article, not to the authors.

B Importance of the article:

B Iifyou recomumeelnids mo

e Please concisely describe the background and
novelty/importance of the present research to merit its

publication in the journal.

B Ifyourecommendit ej ect O
e please briefly provide the reasons.

B Other comments:
B Please provide additional information, if any, in relation to
the evaluation of the article.
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W It is important to be polite when providing comments
supporting your recommendation, even when you
must be critical of the manuscript.

m Try to be as comprehensive, specific, and
constructive as possible in your comments to the
author(s).

B Your comments should be helpful to the author(s) in
Improving the manuscript, even if you believe that
the manuscript does not merit publication
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The following format is suggested for preparing comments
B IDENTIFICATION OF THE CONTRIBUTION AND MAJOR
STRENGTHS OF THE PAPER.
B Is this paper appropriate for publication?
B \What is the incremental contribution to existing science
and practice?
B What are the strengths of the paper?

B If, in your assessment, the paper does not make a
contribution or have any strengths, a politely worded
opening paragraph summarizing the essence of the paper
would be appropriate.
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MAJOR WEAKNESSES OF THE PAPER

The following are some questions you should try to address:

e Does the manuscript provide sufficient information to make an
evaluation?

+ |f not, what information is needed? Be specific.
¢ Does the manuscript have mistakes?
+ |If so, are they correctable?
+ How?
+ Would removing problematic sections be a solution?
+ |f the mistake is not correctable, please state why.
e Do the authors achieve their stated objectives?
+ If not, what do they still need to do?

e What are the major changes that should be made and/or major
Issues that should be addressed in a revision?
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mOther changes that would potentially
strengthen the manuscript and/or minor
Issues that should be addressed In a
revision.

m\When discussing minor issues, It Is usually
helpful to Indicate the place In the
manuscript (page and paragraph) where the
change should be made.
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READABILITY

B Some questions you might consider:

B [s the length-to-contribution ratio appropriate?
¢ A "desirable" length is 25 pages of text, excluding references, tables, and figures.
B Are there sections of the manuscript that can be eliminated or
condensed?
B Are there sections of the manuscript that might be moved to a
technical appendix?
B Will the paper be interesting to both academicians and
practitioners?
e If not, how can it be strengthened?

e Do you see managerial implications that the authors have
overlooked or failed to treat in sufficient depth?
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ABSTRACT AND TITLE

B Comments and suggestions, if any,

¢ Regarding the ABSTRACT (whether it is an
accurate and useful summary of the content of the
paper) and

¢ TITLE (whether it is appropriate given the content
of the paper).
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Aside from assessing the title, abstract, English
language of the article and references reviewers
assess the scientific quality of the work.

m Does the paper fit the standards and scope of the
journal it is being considered for?

m Is the research guestion clear?
m Was the approach appropriate?

m Are the study design, methods and analysis
appropriate to the guestion being studied?

m |s the study innovative or original?

B Does the study challenge existing paradigms or
add to existing knowledge?

WORKSHOP ON GOOD ACADEMIC JOURNAL ARTICLE REVIEWER, UTeM, 15 NOV 2017



Universiti

QUESTIONS REVIEWERS  ASK? \Y MALXNG

Aside from assessing the title, abstract, English
language of the article and references, reviewers
assess the scientific quality of the work.

m Does it develop novel concepts?
m Does it matter?

m Are the methods described clearly enough for
other researchers to replicate?

m Are the methods of statistical analysis and level of
significance appropriate?

m Could presentation of the results be improved and
do they answer the question?

m Are the conclusions appropriate?
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ggggggggggg

mExpertise

mTimeliness

mTake it seriously
mAvoid bias

mD o n O tintirnidated
mReview anonymously?
B Respect confidentiality
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m Be professional

m Be pleasant

B Read the invite

m Be helpful

m Be scientific

m Be timely and swift
m Be realistic

B Be empathetic

m Be open

H Be organized
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m The following sequence of procedures may be useful for preparing a
reviewer report.
B | Begin
B Review with a concise summary of the essential points of the paper

bothfort h e e dise il to @rsure that you have understood the
work.

m 1 Next,
B Evaluate the quality of the work.
B Give evaluations and comments on each of the publication criteria by
following the sections of the reviewer report form.
m 1 Finally,
B Provide an overall recommendation for or against publication.

B Uset hRedi ewer 6sor emar kst horso sectior
comments and suggestions for the authors, and

B the NnRevioawedesnti al remarks to the
the editor of your opinion on the paper including confidential information
relating to the paper evaluation.
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In writing the report, you should pay attention to the following issues.
B For objective assessment of papers,

B the reviewer is requested to identify not just negative points but also
positive points of the paper.

B Be specific about what is particularly interesting or good about the
paper.
B Be specific in any criticism or recommendation.

B If you recommend rejection of the paper, you must state the reason as
clearly as possible.

B When the paper does not provide any new information, evidence such
as full references to earlier works must be provided.

m If you feel that the paper is insufficient for publication in its present
form but may become publishable after improvement,
B you are requested to provide constructive comments and suggestions

that will be useful to the authors in improving the quality and
presentation of their paper.

WORKSHOP ON GOOD ACADEMIC JOURNAL ARTICLE REVIEWER, UTeM, 15 NOV 2017



Universiti

PRESENTATION CHECKLIST PAHANG

Engineering « Technology « Creativity

m Title:

B Is the title adequate for the content, informative, concise, and clear?
m Abstract:

B |[s it comprehensive by itself?

B Is the important and essential information of the article included?

B References:

B Are appropriate and adequate references to related works covered sufficiently in the
list?

B 30 references are recommended Regular Papers.
B 20 references are recommended for Letters and short Communications.

m Structure and length:
B |s the overall structure of the article well organized and well balanced?

B |s the article written with the minimum length necessary for all relevant
information?

B Logic:

B |s the article written clearly and correctly? Is it logically consistent?
m Figures and tables:

B Are they essential and clearly presented?
m English:

B |sthe English used in the article readable and good enough to convey the scientific
meaning correctly?
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Title T what is the paper broadly about?

U Reviewers will check whether the title is specific and
whether it reflects the content of the manuscript.

Effective titles

0 ldentify the mainissue of the paper

Begin with the  subject of the paper

Are accurate, unambiguous, specific and complete
Are as short as possible

Are as a label, not a sentence

(G- e e A e e
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AAt tract readero6s atten
AcContain fewest possible words

AAdequater describe content

AAre informative but concise

Aldentify main issue

AShould be LABEL, NOT A SENTENCE

ADo not use technical jargon and rarely -
used abbreviations

ADo not use phrases
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GOOD ABSTRACT

B Good Abstract

B State the objectives/ purposes of study (C)
B Scope of the research/ significance of study
B Describe the methodology used (C)

B Summarize most important results (c)

B Practical implications, and recommendation

B Avoid acronyms and mathematical symbol
)

Write a very strong abstract !
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Keywords | malinly used for indexing

U ltisthe [label of manuscript.

U Avoid words witha broad meaning.
E.g., the woSdlBidlegp& | 0

Universiti
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I n N

Bi oc h e mislsotld nptde selected as a keyword.
U Only abbreviations firmly established in the field

are eligible (e.g., DNA).
U Authorstryto avoid compound words

U Are used by indexing and abstracting services

0 Should be specific

WORKSHOP ON GOOD ACADEMIC JOURNAL ARTICLE REVIEWER, UTeM,

15 NOV 2017







