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Number of journals  

Agriculture and Biological Sciences 1903 (all subject) 

Subject category Number of journals  

Ecology, Evolution, Behavior and Systematics 537 

Plant Science 398 

Animal Science and Zoology 356 

Agronomy and Crop Science 304 

Food Science 255 

Aquatic Science 198 

Insect Science 130 

Forestry 129 

Soil Science 105 

Horticulture 71 

Miscellaneous 203 
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Rank      Institution Papers Citations Citations 

Per 

Paper 

1 Tufts University, USA 392 7,089 18.08 

2 Institute of Food Research, UK 471 6,912 14.68 

3 University of Helsinki, Finland 779 9,905 12.72 

4 Cornell University, USA 1,557 17,096 10.98 

5 University of Wisconsin, USA 1,428 14,326 10.03 

6 University of California, Davis, USA 1,954 19,454 9.96 

7 Royal Veterinary and Agricultural University, Denmark 1,013 9,842 9.72 

8 University of Reading, UK 846 8,211 9.71 

9 French National Institute for Agricultural Research (IN

RA), France 

3,230 31,215 9.66 

10 Oregon State University, USA 725 6,985 9.63 

11 Danish Institute of Agricultural Sciences, Denmark 603 5,794 9.61 

12 Wageningen University, The Netherlands 2,443 23,351 9.56 

13 University College Cork, Ireland 794 7,580 9.55 

14 Rutgers State University, USA 585 5,440 9.3 

15 University of Massachusetts, USA 634 5,740 9.05 

16 Penn State University, USA 984 8,727 8.87 

17 University of Nebraska, USA 1,081 9,576 8.86 

18 Michigan State University, USA 952 8,397 8.82 

19 University of Illinois, USA 1,287 11,328 8.8 

20 U.S. Food and Drug Administration, USA 818 7,155 8.75 

SOURCE: Thomson Reuters's Essential Science Indicators SM  database,  

BASED ON CITATIONS PER 

PAPER AMONG INSTITUTIONS 

WITH 5,000 OR MORE CITATIONS  
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Institutional Rankings in Environment and 

Ecology 
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BASED ON CITATIONS PER 

PAPER AMONG 

INSTITUTIONS WITH 10,000 

OR MORE CITATIONS  

Rank      Institution Papers Citations Citations 

Per 

Paper 

1 Stanford University, Stanford, CA, USA 1,020 21,318 20.90 

2 University of California, Santa Barbara, CA, USA 823 16,099 19.56 

3 Princeton University, Princeton, NJ, USA 555 10,852 19.55 

4 Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC, USA 939 17,964 19.13 

5 University of California, Santa Cruz, CA, USA 583 10,965 18.81 

6 University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh, Scotland 663 12,411 18.72 

7 University of Sheffield, Sheffield, England 789 14,357 18.20 

8 University of Oxford, Oxford, England 699 12,655 18.10 

9 University of Alaska, Fairbanks and other campuses, AK, USA 657 11,706 17.82 

10 Max Planck Society, various locations, Germany 1,008 17,861 17.72 

11 Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI, USA 1,124 19,482 17.33 

12 Duke University, Durham, NC, USA 1,136 19,560 17.22 

13 Umea University, Umea, Sweden 641 10,979 17.13 

14 University of London Imperial College of Science, Technology & 

Medicine, London, England 
986 16,790 17.03 

15 Harvard University, Cambridge, MA, USA 1,134 19,172 16.91 

16 University of Minnesota, St. Paul, MN, USA 1,488 24,620 16.55 

17 University of Maryland, College Park, MD, USA 1,157 18,605 16.08 

18 Arizona State University, Tempe, AZ, USA 687 10,827 15.76 

19 University of Wisconsin, Madison and other campuses, WI, USA 1,801 28,372 15.75 

20 Swiss Federal Institute of Environmental Science and Technology

, Duebendorf, Switzerland 
697 10,974 15.74 

SOURCE: Thomson Reuters's Essential Science 

Indicators SM  database 
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Trends in publishing  

Rapid conversion from “print” to “electronic” 
 1997: print only 

 2009: 55% for e-only (mostly e-collections), 25% for print, only 

20% for print + electronic 

 2014: 95+% e-only (in life sciences field over 99%) 

 2018: ???  

Changing role of “journals” due to e-access  

Increased usage of articles: more downloads   

Cost per article: less (???)   

Electronic submission: increased manuscript inflow  

2017-10-12 20 CASE 2017, HoChiMinh 



WHY and WHAT to publish? 
WHY publish? 

Publishing is one of the important steps embedded 
in the scientific research process. During the career 
progression, it is essential for the graduation and 
(often) promotion. 

What to publish: New and original results or 
methods; Reviews 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 conclusion.  
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Peer-review in scientific publication  

Peer review in scientific journals is the 
evaluation of manuscripts, usually before the 
publication by people familiar with the 
content of the manuscript (scientists for the 
scientific paper).  
 

It is a type of quality control that helps 
maintain standards, improve the quality of 
publications and increase the credibility of 
published article.  

2017-10-12 22 CASE 2017, HoChiMinh 



2017-10-12 23 CASE 2017, HoChiMinh 



What peer-review system is facing .. .. 

The pressure to publish pushes down the 

quality .. ..  
 

Scientists must publish less, otherwise a 

good research will be swamped by the 

ever-increasing volume of poor work.  

2017-10-12 24 

[Daniel Sarewitz, Nature, vol. 533, 2016] 
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What peer-review system is facing .. .. 

Is more publication good?  

Number of publications continues to 

grow exponentially; it was already 

approaching two million per year by 

2012 (2.5 M, 2016). 

2017-10-12 25 

Resulting a poor-quality science  
 

Poor journal suffers from a good review 
process because of a lacking of good 
reviewers 
 

[Daniel Sarewitz, Nature, vol. 533, 2016] 
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Peer-review system is NOT perfect 

• Slow 

• Expensive 

• Subjective 

• (sometimes) Biased 

• Open to abuse (unfairness?) 

• Poor in detecting errors & fraud: 
introducing new detection tools  
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Value of Peer-review system  

The value of peer review is not about 
filtering poor manuscripts;  
 

Instead, peer review is valuable as a 
means of enhancing the quality of what 
is published (David J. Solomon, 2007).  
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Type of Peer-review (method) 

• Single blind: reviewer information is 
not disclosed 

• Double blind: reviewer and author 
information is not disclosed 

• Open review: reviewer and author 
information is open 

• Post-publication review: review after 
publication 
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Type of Peer-review (step) 

1. Preliminary/in-house review: EiC, 
editors screen out without (or before) 
external peer-review. 

2. Peer-review: External group of reviewers 
(expert).  

3. Review after revision: External expert 
group of (the same) reviewers or editors.  
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General aspects of Peer-review 

1. Role of peer reviewers: advisor [NOT decider]. 

2. Peer review is imperfect, inconsistent, incomplete but 
often provides the best (and maybe the only) pre-
publication advice to the editors.  

 Review as much in-house as possible before peer review: 
iThenticate/CrossCheck plagiarism check; screen for data 
and image manipulation; make sure necessary elements 
(eg, ethics, guidelines checklist, protocol, supplementary 
material, journal requirements, data) are present. 

 Only the Editor is accountable and responsible for what 
is published.  
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In-house Review 

• Most journals adopt this system. 

• Editors decide whether a given MS will be subjected 
to peer-review or not. 

• Why necessary? 
 Being increased submission of MS 

 Limited number of reviewers. 

 To screen poor MS (in reality, many poor MS survive even 
after the peer-review process). 

 Need to reduce MS numbers per reviewer for more efficient, 
accurate, and thorough MS evaluation.   
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• Rejection at this stage can be as high as 

90%. 

• Rejection criteria: scope, originality, merit, 

methods (esp., statistics), proficiency of 

English. 

• Authors may request reconsideration on 

rejection at this stage, but very few cases 

are granted. 
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In-house Review 
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 HOW TO MAINTAIN A 
GOOD REVIEW SYSTEM? 
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Value peer-reviewers’ efforts 
Reviewers are (often) unpaid, overworked, under-rewarded, 
and therefore .. 

 Do not ask to review too often (e.g., no more than once a 
month and not if already reviewing). 

 Reviewers should receive editor’s decision (perhaps together 
with the other reviewers’ comments).  

 Editors may ask reviewers if they’re willing to re-review the 
paper (Note: re-review only if necessary).  

 Reviewers may not be paid, but (somehow) be 
acknowledged by the journal.  

 Reviewers can (should) be rated by editors to track 
turnaround times for improving the quality of reviewer pool. 
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AJAS (Asian-Australasian Journal of Animal Sciences)  
https://www.ajas.info/  
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How to establish a good 
review system? 

• Large reviewer pool. 

• Invite young reviewers (screening 
process). 

• Compose of global reviewers. 

• Develop proper rewarding program. 

• Listen to both reviewers and authors 

• Use reviewer performance record. 
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Reviewer selection 

 Reviewers should be (criteria):  

 An expert in the field  

 No conflict of interest  

 Be able to complete a thorough and timely review 

 Reviewer selection 

 2-3 (reviewers) per manuscript (plus stats reviewer) 

 Excluding the reviewer from the same institution 

 Authors may recommend reviewers to choose or to avoid  

 Author-recommended reviewers’ contact (email) new to 
the editor should be verified (by the reviewer’s institution) 
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How to perform peer-review?  
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No Bias! 

• Author-related 

Prestige (author/institute) 

Gender 

Place of work done 
 

• Paper-related 

Positive results  

English proficiency  
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As a reviewer;  

• Is the MS within your field of expertise? 

• Am I happy with review process/policy 
of the journal? 

• Do I have enough time to review the 
MS? 

– Can I make it to the deadline? 

• Do I have any COI? 
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Good Reviewer 

• Give a constructive and scientific opinion. 

• Unbiased contribution. 

• Clear & detailed comments. 

• Useful and acceptable comments (to authors).  

• Polite expression. 

• Positive attitude toward reviewing MS as a 
scientist. 

• Review within requested timeline.  
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Poor Reviewer 

• Insincerity, insulting, impolite  

• Subjective 

• Biased 

• Vague and unclear comments 

• Show off  
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Items to be checked 

• Importance of studied area: value/merit 

• Originality 

• Completeness 

• Ethics 

• Structure 

• Language 

• (if needed) Previous research 
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 Originality? 

• New theory, fact, materials … 

• New methodology 

• New application 

• Test existing theory, fact, materials … 

• Advancing current theory, knowledge or 

technology  
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Check for Misconduct  

• Data fabrication and falsification  

• Plagiarism  

• Redundant publication 

• Inappropriate authorship 

2017-10-12 47 

We are in need of  intensive education 

and discussion together with a proper 

understanding of  the regulation (at both 

institution and publisher).  
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How to prepare reviewer report 

• Provide a short summary on the MS including main 
impression on the quality of MS: interesting points, 
novelty, new findings.   

• Composition of the Report: General comments  
Major comments  Minor comments  Specific 
comments  

• Any ethical concern? 

• Provide the verdict (recommendation for reject, accept, 
major or minor revision) to editor, not to authors  

• (will be helpful) Advice on proficiency of language 
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FRONTIERS .. ..  

Frontiers  
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To submit 
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To review 
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Conclusion: Peer Review Principles 
(from COPE) 

• Only agree to review manuscripts for which you 
have the subject expertise required to carry out a 
proper assessment and which you can assess in a 
timely manner. 

• Respect the confidentiality of peer review and do 
not reveal any details of a manuscript or its review, 
during or after the peer-review process, beyond 
those that are released by the journal.  

• Do not use information obtained during the peer-
review process for your own or another person’s or 
organization’s advantage, or to disadvantage or 
discredit others. 
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• Declare potential conflicting interests, seek advice 
from a journal if you are unsure whether something 
constitutes a conflicting interest. 

• Do not allow reviews to be influenced by a nature 
and origin of manuscripts; by the nationality, 
religious or political beliefs, gender or other 
characteristics of the authors; or by commercial 
considerations.  

• Be objective and constructive in your reviews, 
refrain from being hostile and from making 

derogatory personal comments.  
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• Acknowledge that peer review is a reciprocal endeavor 
and carry out your fair share of reviewing and in a 
timely manner. 

• Provide journals with personal and professional 
information that is accurate and a true 
representation of your expertise. 

• Recognize that impersonation of another individual 
during the review process is considered serious 

misconduct.  
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Conclusion: Peer Review Principles 
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Thank you very much for your 
attention  
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WHO’s the boss?  

• OPEN SCIENCE PROJECTS (Open access policy, Jeong-
Wook SEO, 2017) 

 Open Research Agenda  

 Open Research Infrastructure  

 

WHO should we care and WHY?  

• Equality vs. Equity  

[Open Access to  

Open data and Open science]  


