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What will we cover?

❑ Why should you publish?

❑ Practical tips before you write

❑ What makes a good manuscript?

❑ The article structure

❑ The review and editorial process

❑ Author ethics



Why & What  to publish?

❑ Publishing is one of the necessary steps embedded in the scientific research process.

❑ Scientific Data aims to promote wider data sharing and reuse, as well as credit those that

share their data and is open to submissions from a wide range of areas in the natural,

clinical and social sciences.

❑ To maintain your relevance and significance in the academic space

❑ It is also necessary for your career progression as an academic: Tutor-Senior Tutor-

Principal Tutor
❑ What to publish:
▪ New and original results or methods
▪ Reviews or summaries of particular subject
▪ Manuscripts that advance the knowledge and understanding in a certain scientific field

❑What NOT to publish:
▪ Reports of no scientific interest
▪ Out of date work
▪ Duplications of previously published work
▪ Incorrect/unacceptable conclusions



How To Get Your Article Published

Don’t Panic!



Questions to answer before you write

❑ Think about WHY you want to publish your work. 

➢ Is it new and interesting and what makes it so?
➢ Is it a current hot topic? 
➢ NB: Not the generic way of writing statement of problems in most First

degree and Masters thesis: That the concept has not been researched
into.

➢ Have you provided solutions to some difficult problems?
➢ How empirical are the solutions?
➢ Are you ready to publish at this point?

❑ If all answers are “yes”, then start preparations for your manuscript



What type of manuscript?

❑Full articles / Original articles: the most important papers. Often substantial and

significant completed pieces of research.

❑Letters/ Rapid Communications/ Short communications: quick and early communication

of significant and original advances. Much shorter than full articles (check limitations).

❑Review papers/perspectives: summarize recent developments on a specific topic.

Highlight important previously reported points. Not the place to introduce new information.

Often invited.

❑Self-evaluate your work. Is it sufficient for a full article? Or are your results so thrilling

that they should be shown as soon as possible?

❑Ask your supervisor and your colleagues for advice on manuscript type. Sometimes

outsiders can see things more clearly than you.



Identify the right audience for your paper

❑Identify the audience

❑Verify their interest in the topic: Livelihood implications of artisanal gold mining in

farming communities: insight from the Wa East District, Ghana

❑ Determine the range of interest - local vs international? “The syntax of weak and strong 
pronouns in Dagbani and Kusaal”- Local with international theoretical implication

❑If you are preparing a scientific report for formal publication or expanding it into an

original research article for a scientific journal, your target audience will be wider and

more varied.

❑A scientific manuscript submitted to a journal encounters different audiences at different

stages in the publication process, so administrative staff may look at it solely in terms of

adherence to guidelines and clear and competent language.

https://www.ajol.info/index.php/gjg/article/view/219095


❑ Look at your references – these will help you narrow your choices. 

❑ Review recent publications in each candidate journal. Find out the hot topics, the 

accepted types of articles, etc. 

❑ Ask yourself the following questions:

✓ Is the journal peer-reviewed?

✓ Who is this journal’s audience?

✓ What is the average time to print?

✓ What is the journal’s Impact Factor?

❑ Decide on one journal. DO NOT submit to multiple journals. 

Select the best journal for submission



An International editor points out that…

“The following problems appear much too frequently”

➢Submission of papers which are clearly out of scope

➢Failure to format the paper according to the Guide for Authors

➢Inappropriate (or no) suggested reviewers

➢Inadequate response to reviewers

➢Inadequate standard of English

➢Resubmission of rejected manuscripts without revision

– Paul Haddad, Editor, Journal of Chromatography A



❑ Contains a clear, useful, and exciting scientific message. 

❑ Flows in a logical manner that the reader can follow. 

❑ Is formatted to  best showcase the material.

❑ Is written in a style that transmits the message clearly.

❑ Good literature review as it helps you to know WHAT, WHY and HOW to contribute to 
the issue/topic.

What makes a good manuscript?



❑It is all about the reader. (Remember editors and reviewers are in this group!)

❑Writing a good manuscript is NOT easy. 

❑Be prepared to work hard on it.

❑ Cherish your work – if you do not take care, why should the journal?

❑ There is no secret recipe for success – just some simple rules, dedication, and hard work.

❑ Editors and reviewers are all busy scientists, just like you – make things easy to save 

their time!

What makes a good manuscript?



A Word about Your Words

❑ So REMEMBER:

❑This is NOT creative writing class.

❑Journal space is precious. 

❑Be concise. 

❑If clarity can be achieved in n words, never use n+1. 

❑More difficult than you imagine!

“Examine every word you put on paper. You'll find a surprising number 

that don't serve any purpose.”  ― William Zinsser



The general structure of a full article

❑Title

❑Authors

❑Abstract

❑Keywords

❑Main text (IMRAD)

❑Introduction

❑Methods

❑Results

❑Discussion (Conclusions)

❑Acknowledgements

❑References

❑Supplementary material



❑Write in the following order:

➢Figures and tables

➢Methods, Results and Discussion

➢Conclusions and Introduction

➢Abstract and title

❑Each section has a definite purpose.

Write Backwards!



Developing Your Title 

❑This is your opportunity to attract the reader’s attention.

Remember: readers are the potential authors who will cite your article

❑Keep it informative and concise.
o Reviewers will check whether the title is specific and whether it reflects the 

content of the manuscript.
o Editors hate titles that make no sense or fail to represent the subject matter 

adequately.

❑ Avoid technical jargon and abbreviations.
o You wish to have a readership as large as possible, right?

Discuss with your co-authors.
.’



The Abstract

❑A clear abstract will strongly influence whether or not your work is further

considered.

❑Should stand alone!

✓Consider it the advertisement of your article.

✓Should tell the prospective reader what you did

✓and highlight the key findings.

✓Avoid using jargon and uncommon abbreviations.

❑You must be accurate and specific!

✓Use words which reflect the precise meaning

❑Follow word limitations (50-300 words)!!!



Keywords

❑These are the labels of your manuscript and critical to correct indexing and

searching.

❑Shouldn’t be too broad or too narrow (think Google …)

❑Use only those abbreviations that are firmly established in the field.
➢ e.g. DNA,Foc, H20, ECE

❑ Check the Guide for Authors!
➢ Number, label, definition, thesaurus, range, and other special requests



Introduction

❑Your chance to convince readers of the importance of your work.

❑Describe the problem. Are there any existing solutions? What are their main

limitations? And what do you hope to achieve?

❑Provide a perspective consistent with the nature of the journal.

❑ Introduce the main scientific publications/or theory on which your work is

based.

❑Cite a couple of original and important works, including recent review articles

❑Editors hate references irrelevant to the work, or inappropriate judgments on

your own achievements.

❑They will think that you have no sense of purpose at all!



Pitfalls in the introduction

❑Do not be too wordy

✓ Never use more words than necessary.

✓ Do not turn this section into a history lesson-readers  lose interest.   

❑A mixed bag of introduction with results, discussion, and conclusion thrown 

in for good measure.

✓ Always keep sections separate to ensure the manuscript flows logically 

from one section to the next. 

❑Excessive use of expressions such as “novel”, “first time”, “first ever”, 

“paradigm-changing” (use these sparingly!) 



The Methodology

❑Details, details, details- a knowledgeable reader should be able to reproduce the

experiment.

❑In the languages, use this segment to provide a comprehensive data analysis using the

chosen theoretical framework(s)

❑However, use references and Supplementary Materials for previously published

procedures.

➢Do not repeat the details of established methods. 

➢A general  summary with reference is sufficient. 

❑ Reviewers will criticize incomplete or incorrect descriptions and may even recommend 

rejection.



The Results/ What is new?

❑Only representative results, essential for the Discussion, should be presented.
✓ Show data of secondary importance in Supplementary Materials. 

❑Do not “hide” data in the hope of saving it for a later paper.
✓ You may lose evidence to support your conclusion. 

❑Use sub-headings to keep results of the same type together
✓ Easier to review and read.

❑Tell a clear and easy-to-understand story. 



The Results/ What is new?

❑Use Un-crowded plots: 3 or 4 data sets per figure; well-selected scales; 

appropriate axis label size; symbols clear to read and data sets easy to 

discriminate. 

❑Each photograph/syntactic trees/diagrams/charts must have a scale marker 

of professional quality on one corner. 

❑Use colour ONLY when necessary. 

✓ If different line styles can clarify the meaning, 

✓ never use colors or other thrilling effects. 

✓ Color needs to be visible and distinguishable when printed out in black & 

white. 

❑Do NOT ‘selectively adjust’ any image to enhance visualization of results.

❑Do not include long boring tables!



Discussion-what do the results mean?

❑It is the most important section of your article. Here you get the chance to

SELL your data!

❑Many manuscripts are rejected because the Discussion is weak

❑Make the Discussion corresponding to the Results.

❑But do not reiterate the results

❑You need to compare the published results with yours.

❑Do NOT ignore work in disagreement with yours – confront it and convince

the reader that you are correct or better



More Pitfalls to be Aware of

❑ Statements that go beyond what the results can support

❑Unspecific expressions such as “higher temperature”, “at a lower rate”.

✓Quantitative descriptions are always preferred. 

❑Sudden introduction of new terms or ideas

❑Speculations on possible interpretations are allowed. But these should be rooted 

in fact, rather than imagination. 

❑ Check the organization, number and quality of illustrations, the logic and the 

justifications.

❑ Revision of Results and Discussion is not just paper work. You may need to do 

further experiments, derivations, or simulations.

❑Sometimes you cannot clarify your idea in words because some critical items 

have not been studied substantially. 



Scientific Language - Tenses

❑Present tense for known facts and hypotheses:

“The average life of a honey bee is 6 weeks”

❑ Past tense for experiments you have conducted:

“All the honey bees were maintained in an environment with a consistent temperature of 23 

degrees centigrade…”

❑ Past tense when you describe the results of an experiment:

“The average life span of bees in our contained environment was 8 weeks…”



Conclusions

❑ Tells how your work advances the field from the present state of knowledge!

❑ Without clear Conclusions, reviewers and readers will find it difficult to judge the work,

and whether or not it merits publication in the journal.

❑ Do NOT repeat the Abstract, or just list experimental results. Trivial statements of your

results are unacceptable in this section.

❑ Provide a clear scientific justification for your work, and indicate possible applications and

extensions.

❑ You should also suggest future experiments and/or point out those that are underway.



Acknowledgements

❑Recognize those who helped in the research (you want them to help again, don’t you?)

❑Most journals allow you to put this as footnote

❑Include individuals who have assisted you in your study:

✓ Advisors

✓Anonymous reviewers who gave you insight and suggestions you used

✓Financial supporters

✓ Proofreaders

✓ Typists

✓ Suppliers who may have given materials



❑More mistakes are found in the references than any other part of the

manuscript.

❑It is one of the most annoying problems, and causes great headaches among

editors…

❑Learn to use referencing software: Endnote, Mendeley,

❑Cite the main scientific publications on which your work is based

❑Do not inflate the manuscript with too many references – it doesn’t make it a

better manuscript!

❑Avoid excessive self-citations

❑Avoid excessive citations of publications from the same region

References



THE REVIEW AND EDITORIAL PROCESS

PART II-Understanding the peer review Process



Submission is not a “black hole”

Submit a 

paper

Basic requirements met?

REJECT

Assign 

reviewers

Collect reviewers’ 

recommendations

Make a 

decision
Revise the 

paper

[Reject]

[Revision required]

[Accept]

[Yes]

[No]
Review and give 

recommendation

START

ACCEPT

Author Editor Reviewer

Michael Derntl. Basics of Research Paper Writing and Publishing. 

http://www.pri.univie.ac.at/~derntl/papers/meth-se.pdf

http://www.pri.univie.ac.at/~derntl/papers/meth-se.pdf


CAUTION

❑ Never treat publication as a lottery by resubmitting a rejected manuscript directly to another journal 

without any significant revision!!!

❑ It will not save any of your time and energy…

❑ The original reviewers (even editors) may eventually find it, which can lead to animosity towards the author.

❑ A possible strategy

❑ In your cover letter, declare that the paper was rejected and name the journal.

❑ Include the referees’ reports and a detailed letter of response, showing how each comment has been 

addressed.

❑ Explain why you are resubmitting the paper to this journal, e.g., this journal is a more appropriate 

journal; the manuscript has been improved as a result of its

previous review; etc.



Conclusions

❑ Preparation is important but do not spend too much time on your preparations

❑ Submit to the right journal (scope and prestige)

❑ Submit to one journal only

❑ Check the English

❑ Pay attention to structure

❑ Pay attention to journal requirements

❑ Be honest



M Paɣiya Pam



ANY QUESTIONS?
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