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Overview
 The purpose of scientific publishing.
 Common mistakes in writing scientific articles.
 Useful tips for writing scientific articles.
 Evaluation of scientific articles (from perspective 

of a reviewer and an editor).
 Personal stories.
 Discussion.
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The purpose of scientific publishing 

• Define the Problem
• Review the Literature
• Select a Research Design
• Formulate a Hypothesis
• Carry out the Research
• Interpret your Results
• Report the Research Findings
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The purpose of scientific publishing 

 Primary - knowledge dissemination.

Modern research is based on extensive scientific dialogue 
and the achievements of past scientific research work.

Isaac Newton: „If I have seen further it is by standing on the 
shoulders of Giants.“
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The purpose of scientific publishing 

The Royal Society of London. Philosophical 
Transactions, Vol. 1, London, 1665-1666.
“Arguably the first true scientific journal, the 
Philosophical Transactions was created by Henry 
Oldenburg to disseminate the discussions generated 
at the meetings of the Royal Society of London as 
well as general scientific news from Great Britain 
and abroad. It provided a new method of 
communicating scientific information, 
supplementing the old system of personal 
communication and inspiring a number of similar 
journals from other scientific societies.” 
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The purpose of scientific publishing 
 Reliable, rapidly communicated, accessible, high-quality

research is of utmost importance.
 Open access to scientific publications and research data 

enables:
 more efficient use and upgrading of the results of previous 

research (better quality of research activity),
 cooperation and avoiding duplication of research (greater 

efficiency),
 fostering innovation (faster transition to the market, leading to 

more growth),
 Integration of citizens and society (improved transparency of 

scientific research work).
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The purpose of scientific publishing 

 Secondary - fulfill the conditions for obtaining a 
habilitation title or for Ph.D. defence.
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How to achieve this goal? 
 Your own way. But, it is a long way.

 learning from your own experience and above all from 
mistakes.

 Based on the experience of others – a little bit 
faster way.
 The choice and role of the mentor is important;
 Participation at workshops and lectures;
 To know good research papers (plagiarism).

 „No Free Lunch”.
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Common structure of scientific articles
 IMRaD – format refers to a paper that is structured by 

four main sections: Introduction-Method-
Results&Discussion.

1. Title
2. Abstract
3. Introduction
4. Method description
5. Results
6. Conclusion
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Common structure of scientific articles
 Order of reading a paper is not the same as of writing.
1. Method description
2. Results
3. Conclusion
4. Introduction
5. Abstract
6. Title

 Can I change the structure of the paper?
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles
 The title of the article is inaccurate and/or too 

general (the reader's expectations are not met).

„The main problem of the paper is the discrepancy 
between the expectations raised by its title and 
abstract and the actual contents. First, it is claimed 
to introduce MIPNs as a new and more powerful 
variant of Petri nets. It is true that the hierarchical 
aspects of MIPNs are discussed in some detail. I'll 
come to that later.“
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles
 Abstract is too long or some parts are missing (e.g., 

short description of the problem, proposed 
solution, conclusions).

 A prevalent mistake that can lead to article 
rejection is not describing the motivation of our 
research in the introduction.
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles
„Starting with the introducton, it first suffers a 
proper motivation of the approach, but starts with 
rather technical details and acronyms which are not 
very interesting for the reader at this early point of 
reading. Second, the authors mention several 
advantages of their approach (e.g., no trace files 
etc.) but completely fail to describe whether recent 
approaches actually fail in this regard. Do you 
improve something with your approach as compared 
to the state-of-the-art and, if so, what exactly? “
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles
„Metaheuristics have been proposed to train the 
input layer of ANN many times before. The authors 
mentioned some metaheuristics for this purpose but 
failed to explain why a new metaheuristic is needed. 
The related work section is shallow. It is not clear 
what is the problem with current approaches and 
how the proposed metaheuristics solved it. The 
motivation for this work is not clear. “
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles

 In the introduction we start immediately with a 
mathematical* definition of the problem or we are losing 
in unecessary details. Readers/reviewers will quickly 
withdrawn from further reading. 
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles

 We do not mention existing solutions at all (the context of 
our research will be unknown to the reader/reviewer) or 
we quote them superficially (without exact comparison 
between approaches).
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles
 The model/method/algorithm/experiment 

description is not sufficiently detailed, precise and 
does not allow the research to be repeated by 
other researchers.

 The model/method/algorithm/experiment 
description is interwoven with the results section.

 We do not specify limitations of the proposed
approach and/or assumptions.
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles
 Assumptions are unrealistic.

„The results heavily depend on the assumption that 
all these individual MIPNs act independently. The 
paper completely ignores this fundamental aspect, 
but I doubt that this assumption makes sense in real 
world applications.“
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles
 The contribution to science are not clearly written.

„Concerning the proposed method itself, it is entirely 
unclear to me, which parts of the approach are 
adopted from existing Java slicing techniques, which 
parts are actual contributions of this paper and 
which new ideas are pursued here.
…
To summarize, I have reject this manuscript.“



20

Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles
 The novelty is missing.

„The author has tried a lot to make this work more 
understandable by adding more examples.
Now I can say with even more confidence than after 
the first review that : The author of this paper is 
clearly quite inexperienced, and the presented 
ideas are not new.“
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles
 The significance of the work is not shown. 

„Experimental part is weak, and non-state-of-the-art 
metaheuristics were used in the comparison. The 
authors assume that any new metaheuristics are also 
state-of-the-art metaheuristics. Unfortunately, this is 
not so. Being better than some ordinary 
metaheuristics does not mean that approach is 
comparable to the state-of-the-art approaches. The 
significance of this work is not shown.“
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles

 The results are presented in tables/diagrams/figures that 
are not easily understandable. Or, the results are not 
sufficiently explained in the text.
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles

 The data we compare are not comparable.
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles

 We do not compare the results with the already known 
results from theory and practice.

 The results are diverging.
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles
 We do not evaluate the results, interpret it or 

explain sufficiently.
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles
 Do not duplicate results in tables and graphs.



27

Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles

 The conclusions are not based on the presented results 
or derived conclusions are overgeneralized.

“It is found that the proposed SFL-TLBO algorithm outperforms the results of 
genetic algorithm (GA), ant colony optimization (ACO), simulated annealing (SA), 
harmony search (HS), particle swarm optimization (PSO), sheep flock algorithm 
(SFA), artificial bee colony (ABC), biogeography-based optimization
(BBO) and basic shuffled frog leaping (SFL) in optimization.”
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles

 Description is not consistent and does not follow a 
theme.

„Concerning the whole main part, the descriptions are 
often very chaotic and the text constantly jumps 
between different topics, even within the same 
paragraph. In addition, many explanations are redundant 
and repeated several times. This makes the entire 
manuscript very hard to read and to comprehend.“
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles

In the reviewer's opinion, the paper could have been 
more interesting and better organised. In general, 
the overall contribution remains scientifically poor 
and technically questionable. In more detail, the 
paper's title is quite unclear and long, …
The keyword list needs to be improved. They cite 
some references, but it does not provide a 
sufficiently exhaustive overview and critical 
discussion of the state of the art of the related 
literature.  …
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles

…
As further remark, the end of Section 1 should have 
summarised the structure of the manuscript by 
briefly listing the contents of its sections. … the 
effectiveness of the methodology proposed in 
Section 3 remains unclear and questionable. The 
authors should have helped the reader to 
understand the novelty issues of the developed 
scheme. …
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Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles

…
Due to these flaws, the results considered in Section 
4 do not help the reader to understand the 
effectiveness and the efficacy of the proposed 
solutions. The authors reported many pictures and 
tables. However, more effective metrics and 
performance indices should be exploited to assess 
the advantages of the developed techniques. 
…



32

Common mistakes in writing scientific 
articles

…
Finally, Section 5 does not suggest effective open 
problems and future issues that could require 
further investigations. On the other hand, the use of 
acronyms, technical terms and symbols 
should have been avoided also here, as it should 
remain a stand-alone part of the manuscript.
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Useful tips for writing scientific
articles
 Choose a suitable journal (~24,000 scientific journals).
 Computer Science (>500 journals with IF, check

journal rank).
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Useful tips for writing scientific
articles
 Get acquainted with the journal (editorial board, 

articles, average review time, article submission 
process, review form).
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Useful tips for writing scientific
articles
 Pay attention to "unusual" data!
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Useful tips for writing scientific
articles

 Let's show that we really know the topic.
 Reviewer’s comment: “The paper looks like very "primitive", written by 

somebody with no experience in writing papers and/or in presenting results 
to scientific community.”

 The literature used should be contemporary and 
complete.

 The contribution and the significance of the work should 
be evident.

 The title of the article and the abstract are written at the 
end when the majority of the article is already written.
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Useful tips for writing scientific
articles

 Every part of the article is essential in its own 
way. Like the reader, after an uninteresting 
introduction, it stops with further reading, so the 
reviewer also creates the main opinion already in 
the introduction. If the opinion is negative, it 
rarely changes (the reverse is more often).
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Useful tips for writing scientific
articles
 Cite relevant articles. In any case, you do not 

want to receive a review in which the reviewer 
believes that you do not know the areas well 
enough from the literature used. 

 The journal editor will most likely select a
reviewer on the basis of his own knowledge of 
the field, the literature used, or with the help of 
search engines.
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Useful tips for writing scientific
articles
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Useful tips for writing scientific
articles
 For each sentence in the article, consider whether 

the reader can misunderstood it and how to write 
it better.

 Give the article to your colleagues (including 
those who do not work in this area). Ask them for 
comments.

 Do not repeat the text literally again in the article.
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Useful tips for writing scientific
articles
 Do a proofreading of the article.
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Useful tips for writing scientific
articles
 Be aware of misleading information about the

journals or predatory journals.
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Useful tips for writing scientific
articles
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Dear Researcher
Based upon your other valuable publications in International indexes, we herby invite you to 
submit your current scientific manuscript to multidisciplinary journal of WULFENIA (ISI 
Indexed-Impact Factor: 0.267).
The review team aims to make decision on rejection or possible acceptance of submitted 
papers in a 10-days time.
Submission URL:
http://multidisciplinarywulfenia.org/submit/index.html
Regards
Editor in Chief:
Prof. Dr. Vienna S. Franz
Wulfenia Journal
http://multidisciplinarywulfenia.org/contact/index.html 
MUSEUMGASSE 2, KLAGENFURT, AUSTRIA, A-9021
Tel: +4346353630576 

Useful tips for writing scientific
articles
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Predatory journals
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Predatory journals
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Predatory journals
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Reviewer/Editor prospective

 A reviewer first checks whether the article is written 
according to the rules for writing articles:
 appropriate title, 
 an adequate abstract (a brief description of the problem, 

the proposed solution and the conclusions),
 appropriate introduction (problem description, 

motivation, related solutions, clearly visible 
contributions),

 an appropriate description of the solution and the results,
 appropriate conclusion (conclusions that are based on the 

presented results).
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Reviewer/Editor prospective

 The reviewer will concentrate on your core contribution 
(model/method/algorithm/experiment) and the results 
and try to determine if there is any error (incorrect 
assumption/derivation, incorrect comparison, error in 
the algorithm, results that do not support the described 
procedure).

 However, other parts of the article should also be 
written in perfect manner:
 good English, 
 interesting introduction,
 strong conclusions.
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Reviewer/Editor prospective
 The reviewer then attempts to assess the contribution, 

originality and importance of this contribution
(significance).

 On the basis of the collected information he writes a 
review and proposes acceptance (accept, minor/major 
revision) or article rejection.

 The reviewer's task is to explain why the article is not 
accepted in case of rejection, and in case of 
acceptance, to give instructions how to improve the 
article.
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Reviewer/Editor prospective
This paper should be rejected due to scientific dishonesty 
shown by its authors in this and many previous publications. 
… I suggest to blacklist the authors (if such a thing exists).

A review of 14 journal publications about new algorithms 
for solving CMOPs that share at least two authors with this 
paper and are not older than 2 years shows a clear pattern. 
Each paper presents a new algorithm, let us call it ALG, for 
solving CMOPs. ALG is then compared to a number of other 
algorithms (usually between 8 and 11) using the PlatEMO
platform. The results show that ALG outperforms all the 
algorithms in the comparison.
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Reviewer/Editor prospective
The algorithms that are most often included in the 
comparisons are MOEA/D-DAE, ToP, CMOEA-MS, DCNSGA-
II, PPS, NSGA-II-ToR and TiGE-2, which are always among 
the worst performing ones. This, of course, makes ALG 
stand out. Other existing algorithms that perform well in a 
particular comparison are then rarely used in subsequent 
publications. Most importantly, the well-performing ALGs 
from the previous publications by the same group of 
authors are never (!) included in any of the comparisons. 
Why is that? Are the authors not trying to improve on the 
state of the art?
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Reviewer/Editor prospective
 An example of bad review:
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Reviewer/Editor prospective

 1. Are the title, abstract, and keywords appropriate?
 2. Does the introduction state the objectives of the 

submission in terms that encourage the reader to 
read on?

 3. How relevant is this submission to the readers of 
this journal? The target audience of the journal are 
practitioners and researchers from industry and 
academia with a vested interest in high quality 
modeling practices and research. Indicate the extent 
that the paper will be relevant to this target 
audience.
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Reviewer/Editor prospective

 4. How does this submission advance the field of 
software and system modeling research and 
practice? Comment on any novel contributions or 
significant insights gained. The journal aims to 
publish papers that deepen understanding of 
modeling practices and techniques or contribute 
significant new ideas that revolutionize or 
incrementally advance the field.
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Reviewer/Editor prospective

 5. Is the submission technically sound? For example, 
comment on (1) adherence to standards if standard 
notations/techniques/methods are used, (2) 
soundness of mathematical expressions, and (3) 
soundness of conclusions drawn from objective 
premises.

 6. Does the submission contain sufficient and 
appropriate references? Indicate important missing 
references, if any. Also indicate if references are 
excessive.
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Reviewer/Editor prospective

 7. Comment on the organization of the submission. 
Is it focused? Is the length appropriate for the topic?

 8. Please comment on the readability of this 
submission. Please comment on the degree of effort 
required to read and understand this paper. 
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Reviewer/Editor prospective

 The review is only a recommendation that the journal
editor takes into account or not.

 Normally 3-5 reviews per article. A better journal
usually also means more reviews. 

 Several reviewers mean that it is also harder to satisfy 
all reviewers.

 Views of reviewers can be very different, also 
diametrically opposite.

 Greater weight has a more detailed review (usually 
negative).
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Reviewer/Editor prospective
 The editor monitors what kind of reviews he receives 

from the given reviewer (always reject/accept)
 Do not let negative reviews to stop your research. 

Carefully study and improve your approach or correct 
the presentation. 

 Winston Churchill: „Success is not final, failure is not 
fatal: it is the courage to continue that counts.”
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Reviewer/Editor prospective
 Revision log
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Reviewer/Editor prospective
 An example of bad revision log:
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Reviewer/Editor prospective
 An example of good revision log:



64

Reviewer/Editor prospective
What happens to rejected articles? The below data is for Elsevier.



65

Reviewer/Editor prospective
 Pay attention to the editor's letter. Example:
„The reviewers have commented on your above paper. 
They indicated that it is not acceptable for publication in 
its present form. However, if you feel that you can 
suitably address the reviewers' comments (included 
below), I invite you to revise and resubmit your 
manuscript. Please carefully address the issues raised in 
the comments.”
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Reviewer/Editor prospective
 Jay Liebowitz. Life as a Journal Editor. Expert Systems 

with Applications 41 (2014) 1552
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Reviewer/Editor prospective



68

Reviewer/Editor prospective



69

Reviewer/Editor prospective
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Reviewer/Editor prospective
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Reviewer/Editor prospective
 Jay Liebowitz. Life as a Journal Editor. Expert Systems 

with Applications 41 (2014) 1552
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Reviewer/Editor prospective
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Reviewer/Editor prospective
 Jay Liebowitz. Life as a Journal Editor. Expert Systems 

with Applications 41 (2014) 1552
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Reviewer/Editor prospective
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Reviewer/Editor prospective
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Reviewer/Editor prospective
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Personal stories

 IET Software 2009 (after the second round of 
positive reviews, the guest editor decided to reject
the article).

 SoSym 2012 (conflict of interests with a reviewer).
 IEEE Transactions on Evolutionary Algorithms (after

a negative review, the authors correct the errors 
and re-send the contribution to the same journal, 
the contribution is then accepted).
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Discussion


