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What leads to 
ACCEPTANCE?



Remember !!!



“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



KISS: Keep It Simple and Succinct 

➢Clarity: 
• "Everything should be made as simple as possible, but not simpler” (Einstein) 

➢Objectivity
• Philosophy of scientific method - avoid personal pronouns

➢Accuracy
• Avoid imprecise language (nowadays - currently)

➢Brevity
• Write briefly and to the point using active voice and short sentences



Grammar, spelling, etc. 

• You are encouraged to have an English expert reading 
proof your manuscript. At least you should make use of 
the spelling and grammar checking tool of your word 
processor. 

• Limit the use of unfamiliar words or phrases. Do not just 
rely on electronic dictionaries or translating software, 
which may bring out ridiculous results. You should 
understand the meaning of every single word you type in 
the manuscript. 

• US or UK spelling should be used consistently 
throughout a paper



Academic writing: key conventions

• Do not use contractions or slang

• Use the terminology of your field

• Avoid the first (l') and second person ('you')

• Define key terms you use in a particular way

• Include only ideas that are relevant to your argument and subject

• Limit ideas to one per sentence/single point for each paragraph

• Be kind to your reader - give reader clues (transition words, summaries) to let them 

know where they are in your argument

• Use subheadings and sections





Phrases that add 
nothing to the 
information 
communicated

• “It has been observed that…”

• “Research has shown that…”

• “Analysis was conducted by ______-ing…”

• “Researchers determined that…”

• “This study showed that…”

• “This proves that…”

• “This shows that…”

• “Data were then processed by…”

• “Data were then analyzed by…”

• “key biological parameters like…”

• “this has implications for…”

• “further study by the authors shows that…”

• “found to be…” 

• “in a relative sense…”

• “These factors may or may not be related.”

• “Individuals were placed into either a control group or 
an experimental group.” 

• “The treatment may have had an effect.”



Wordiness

• “experienced shrinking in size” → shrank

• “substantially increased by over 100%” → more than 
doubled

• “significantly affected by the occurrence of the 
process” → happened

• “Incorporated data that was measured by” → 
measured

• “presenting a severe limitation” → limiting

• “Integrating datasets that consisted of” → combined

• “that were able to be measured from” → available

• “controversial and largely unresolved” → unresolved

• “conducted an analysis” → analyzed 

• “oval-shaped” → oval

• “presents a triangular shape” → triangular

• “nearly unique” → rare

• “diagnosed by a unique combination of primitive and 
derived characters” → diagnosed by

• “can be considered” → is

• “is not uniform” → varies

• “can be thought of as” → is

• “divided into four groups based on X” → four [state name 
of group]s. examples: 

•       divided into four groups based on phylogeny → four 
clades

•       divided into groups based on sex” → sexes

•       separated into classes based on geographic location 
→ populations

•       separated into groups based on whether or not 
treatment was administered → control vs experimental 
groups



Unspecified or vague 
modifiers:
_____ than what? ___ 
relative to what? ___ 
in what way?

• “The results of the second trial were greater.”

• “The data indicate that the relationship is 
stronger.”

• “The difference in these individuals is that they are 
more fecund.”

• “The new species suggests an earlier dispersal 
and diversification.”

• “The species only reached 5 meters.”

• “The population was higher than normal.”

• “The concentration was lower than normal.”

• “The results had a 73% likelihood.”

• “The difference between the two is that OLS is 
dependent and that PGLS is independent.”



Repetitive attempts to sound extraordinary 

• “appeared by the Early Jurassic, if not sooner”

• “exceeded the gestation time of any known bird, 
extinct or extant”



Qualifiers for 
binary things:

• “highly significant”

• “highly diagnostic”

• “nearly significant”

• “very unique”

• “nearly unique”

• “highly unresolved”

• “highly consistent”

• “nearly consistent”

• “completely mislabelled”

• “inorganic crystals”

• “organic hydrocarbons”

• “truly three-dimensional”

• “very fundamental”

• “detectable pattern”



Ascribing actions to 
inanimate things 
(results, data, 
analysis)

• “Results conclude…” 

• “Results prove…”

• “Data conclude…”

• “The bone shows breakage”

• “The telomeres reveal damage”

• “The analysis shows that…”

• “Data show that…”

• “Results show that…”

• “The preliminary results hypothesize that…”



Improperly formatted 
Latin names 
(always italicize, no 
hyphens, capitalize 
genera but not 
species)

• “Drosophila Melanogaster” → “Drosophila 
melanogaster” or “D. melanogaster”

• “drosophila melanogaster” → “Drosophila 
melanogaster” or “D. melanogaster”

• “T-rex” → “Tyrannosaurus rex” or “T. rex”

• “Homo Sapiens” → “Homo sapiens” or “H. 
sapiens”

• “Arabidopsis Thaliana” → “Arabidopsis thaliana”



Confusing 
in-text 
citations

• all citations for a multi-clause sentence at the end, 
not placed after each claim:

• “Sensitivity to the drug was found in all populations, 
though the correlation was strongest in the elderly, so 
it may not be universally beneficial (Heyl, 2010; 
Foellmer, 2011).” → 

• “Sensitivity to the drug was found in all populations 
(Foellmer, 2011), , though the correlation was 
strongest in the elderly, so it may not be universally 
beneficial (Heyl, 2010).”



Unnecessary 
suspense

• “The concentration was measured at five specific 
times over the course of the reaction. These times 
were 15, 30, 45, 60, and 75 minutes.” → “The 
concentration was measured at 15, 30, 45, 60, 
and 75 minutes.”

• “Counts of individuals were made in four harbors 
over five months. Localities were Hempstead 
Harbor, Jamaica Bay, Cold Spring Harbor, and 
Peconic Bay. Counts were made on March 1, April 
3, May 1, June 2, and July 1.” → “Counts of 
individuals were made around the start month 
between March and July in Hempstead and Cold 
Spring Harbors and Jamaica and Peconic Bays 
(Table 1).”



Improper degree of 
confidence

• Be thoughtful and careful with the following terms. 
When in doubt, go with the weaker term.

• Positives: prove, show, support, indicate, 
uphold, favor, suggest

• Negatives: disprove, refute, contradict, 
suggest



Issues with Tense

• Write methods sections in the past tense (“sequences 
were aligned using…”)

• Think carefully about past vs. present tense for results. 
Distinguish between things that are (“three genes are 
expressed in the forelimb…” vs. things that happened 
“three of six of the examined genes were expressed in 
the forelimb…”). Things that you discover should be 
described in the present tense (“X is significantly 
related to Y”, not “X was significantly related to Y”).



Why revision is important and necessary?

Which procedure do you prefer?

• Send out a sloppily prepared manuscript => get rejected after 4-6 
months => send out again only a few days later => get rejected again… 
=> sink into despair

• Take 3-4 months to prepare the manuscript => get the first decision 
after 4 months => revise carefully within time limitation…accepted

Please cherish your own achievements!



Who moved your manuscript?

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


Many journals adopt the system of initial editorial review 

Editors may reject a manuscript without sending it for review

Why? 

• The peer-review system is grossly overloaded and editors wish to use reviewers only for 
those papers with a good probability of acceptance.

• It is a disservice to ask reviewers to spend time on work that has clearly evident 
deficiencies. 





Revision before submission – checklist

Reasons for early rejection: content (aims and 
scope)

• Paper is of limited interest /covers local issues only 
(sample type, geography, specific product, etc.).

• Paper is a routine application of well-known 
methods

• Paper presents an incremental advance or is 
limited in scope

• Novelty and significance are not immediately 
evident or sufficiently well-justified

What should you check?

• Does your work have any interest for an international 
audience? Is it necessary to let the international readers 
know the results?

• Have you added any significant values to an exist method 
or explored remarkable extensions of its application?

• Did you provide a perspective consistent with the nature 
of journal? Are the right conclusions drawn from the 
results?

• Does your work add to the existing body of knowledge? – 
Just because it has not been done before is no 
justification for doing it now. And just because you have 
done the study does not mean that is very important!



Revision before submission – checklist
Reasons for early rejection: Preparation

• Failure to meet submission requirements

• Incomplete coverage of literature 

• Unacceptably poor English

What should you check?

• Read the Guide for Authors again! Check your manuscript 
point by point. Make sure every aspect of the manuscript 
is in accordance with the guidelines. (Word count, layout 
of the text and illustrations, format of the references and 
in-text citations, etc.)

• Are there too many self-citations, or references that are 
difficult for the international reader to access?

• Did the first readers of your manuscript easily grasp the 
essence? Correct all the grammatical and spelling 
mistakes. 





• Consider reviewing a procedure that several peers 
discuss your work. Learn their comments and join the 
discussion.  

• Nearly every article requires revision. 

• Bear in mind that editors and reviewers mean to help you 
improve your article

➢  Do not take offence. 

• Minor revision does NOT guarantee acceptance after 
revision.

➢  Do not count on acceptance before you carefully 
study the comment

• Revise the whole manuscript 

➢  not just the parts the reviewers point out



• A further review of the revised manuscript is common. Cherish 
the chance of discussing your work directly with other scientists 
in your community. Please prepare a detailed letter of response. 

• Cut and paste each comment by the reviewer. Answer it directly 
below. Do not miss any point. State specifically what changes (if 
any) you have made to the manuscript. Identify the page and 
line number. A typical problem – Discussion is provided but it is 
not clear what changes have been made. 

• Provide a scientific response to the comment you accept; or a 
convincing, solid and polite rebuttal to the point you think the 
reviewer is wrong. 

• Write in a way that your responses can be given to the reviewer. 



Be very self-critical when 
you submit a paper rejected 
after review!



• Everyone has papers rejected – do not take rejection 
personally.

• Try to understand why the paper was rejected.

• Note that you have received the benefit of the editors 
and reviewers’ time; take their advice serious!

• Re-evaluate your work and decide whether it is 
appropriate to submit the paper elsewhere.

• If so, begin as if you are going to write a new article. 
Read the Guide for Authors of the new journal, again and 
again.



What leads to ACCEPTANCE ?
• Attention to details

• Check and double check your work

• Consider the reviewers’ comments

• English must be as good as possible

• Presentation is important

• Take your time with revision

• Acknowledge those who have helped you

• New, original and previously unpublished

• Critically evaluate your own manuscript

• Ethical rules must be obeyed

        – Nigel John Cook

       Editor-in-Chief, Ore Geology Reviews



Homeworks

- Review all the definitions and ideas to prepare for the Proposal.

- Next week we will discuss some of the Proposal ideas. Prepare a note for what is needed and 
present it to your classmates.

- Complete revisions to last week's assignment and resubmit. 



~ ~ ~ The end ~ ~ ~
Email me: huong.nguyen@ttu.edu.vn
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