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e Australian NHMRC Senior Fellow

e Professor, UNSW Medicine; Visiting Professor in Thailand,
USA, Vietnam (Hanoi Medical University)

e Group leader, Osteoporosis Genetics, Garvan Institute of
Medical Research

e More than 200 publications in leading journals, including
Nature, Science, New England Journal of Medicine, Lancet,
JAMA, Ann Int Med , BMJ, etc. H index = 59

e Editorial board: JBMR, JCEM, OlI, Bone, JCD
e Associate Editor: BMC Musculoskel Dis, BMC Endo

e Expert reviewer for >20 journals, professorship applications,
fellowship applications worldwide
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Why publication ?
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Science and publication

Without publication, science is dead

Gerard Piel
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Why publication ?

e |deal

— Advancement of knowledge with the hope of
improvement in healthcare

— Share research with colleagues around the world

e Practical
— to get funding
— to get promoted

—to getajob and ... to keep a job!
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More personal reasons ...
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However, editors, reviewers, and research community
don’t consider these reasons when assessing your work.
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Vietham's

Scientific Productivity
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Number of papers published in IS| journals

between 1966 and 2011
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Changes in research areas

Area of research 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-11
Biomedical science 6,7 31,9 27,6
Mathematics 33,2 24 4 13,6
Physics 25,6 21,6 15,2
Chemistry 10,1 6,2 8,2
Engineering, 12,6 15,5 12,5

mechanics, material
science, computer
science

Ti trong (%) bai bao khoa hoc phan chia theo nganh nghién ctru
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International collaboration (%)
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Countries collaborated with Vietham
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Ten leading areas of research
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Country

Vietham
Thailand
Malaysia
Indonesia
Philippines

Singapore

Quality of research

Total
of papers . .
2000- citations
2001 2001-2006
675 6576

2.590 23.550
1.810 11.681
954 9036
717 6.688
7.605 70.393

Average
citation
per paper

9,74
9,09
6,45
9,47
9,33
9,26
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33
50
37
36
32
75

© Tuan V. Nguyen



Citation by area of research

No. Of Number of citations (% of total)
Area of research papers 1996-

2005 0 citation 1-5 citations 6+ citations
Biomedical science 1149 17,8 39,9 42,2
Mathematics 452 43,8 43,8 12,4
Physics 450 30,9 46,7 22,4
Engineering 406 43,8 38,4 17,7
Agriculture 406 31,3 43,6 25,1
Chemistry 385 17,4 43,9 38,7
Material science 288 28,8 50,7 20,5
Environmental science 228 25,9 50,4 23,7
Economics 141 31,9 52,5 15,6
Biotechnology 67 26,9 38,8 34,3
Social sciences 69 21,7 58,0 20,3
All areas of research 3456 23,1 44,5 32,4

Khu Céng Nghé Cao * TP H6 Chi Minh * 27/12/2012 © Tuan V. Nguyen



World ranking

Discipline Vietnam Thailand Malaysia Indonesia Philippines Singapore
All areas (n=236) 68 42 43 64 70 32
H index 62 39 54 58 56 31
Biomedicine (n=224) 70 36 46 68 71 35
H index 50 38 63 69 56 35
Mathematics (n=183) 56 53 49 75 81 33
H index 50 60 67 86 82 25
Physics (n=187) 64 55 40 73 78 31
H index 59 61 67 71 86 33
Engineering (n=207) 74 43 38 66 79 18
H index 70 44 41 68 78 17
Social Sci (n=220) 69 43 41 57 50 29
H index 65 40 55 51 67 24
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M0/2012, 18:56 (GMT+7) Tin m&i nhan: Hﬂmney:ﬂhiéndi{:htranhc&cﬂaﬂbama“ténﬂﬂng nha

oC

y2110/2012, 11:33 (GMT+7)

n clru KH tai VN: Tiép tuc tut hang

eo cbng bd mé&i nhét cia Vién SCimago (Tay Ban Nha - mit td chirc c6 uy tin
| danh gid khoa hoc), v| tri cla céc vién, trwérng dai hoc clia Viét Nam tiép tuc:
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Céap nhat 22102012 07:00:51 PM ({GMT+T)

Khoa hoc 3/7/2012 08:00 | [=] (= |
Hon 9.000 gido sur sao khong c6 bang sang ché?

$#axt - Tir niim 2006 — 2010, Viét Nam chi c6 5 biing sdng ché dwgrc
diing ky tai M¥, trung binh mdi nim c6 1 béing séng ché. Trong khi dé,
nam 2011, chiang ta Khong co hﬁng sang ché nao duwrge dang Ky.

Khéng biing sing ché la chuyén... binh thwréng?!

_
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\ HEE BN
FEREREREEST R T

DIEN BAN CDA HOI LIEN HIEP THANH NIEN VIET NAM

# Chinhtri-Xahdl Quécphong Thégioitré NOGLRCE Thé gi¢i Vannghé Gidodyc Congnghé Khoa hoc

Choi thoa thich, ngam say mé vao mua dé

'
i;_‘;.' HONG KONG TOURISM BOARD

Thir hal, 22/10/2012, 23:00:56 GMT+7 < Dat bao m% Quing cdo ‘@ Dwing diy néng B Newsletter ﬂ Patlam trang

Kinh té Cochlr: A-A A+

Viét Nam tut hang nang lwc canh tranh
12/09/2012 3:15

Trong bang xép hang ning lwc canh tranh toan ciu 2012 do Dién dan Kinh té thé giél (WEF) céng b, Viét Nam da bj tut
hang.

Dé&u thang nay, WEF vira cong bd ban bao cédo day du vé n&ng Iyc canh tranh toan ciu cla cac nén kinh té trong n&m
2012 Then A4 Vit Nam A3 tit diina 10 h&e e hann AR trana n&m 2N11 yildnn thie 768 VUi kdt niid nAv Viat Nam heen dieeee
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Knowledge economy index

Country KEI KI Innov Edu ICT

Vietnam (104) 3.40 3.60 2.75 2.99 5.05
Thailand (66) 5.21 5.25 5.95 4.23 5.55
Malaysia (48) 6.10 6.25 6.91 5.22 6.61
Indonesia (108) 3.11 2.99 3.24 3.20 2.52
Philippines (92) 3.94 3.81 3.77 4.64 3.03
Singapore (23) 8.26 7.79 9.49 5.09 8.78

KEI Knowledge economy index; KI Knowledge index; Innov Innovation index; Edu
Education index; ICT Information and communication technology.
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Viethamese universities in the SC/mago list

University

PHQG HCM
DHQG HN
Chulalongkorn
Mahidol
Malaya
Indonesia
Philippines
NUS

Output

720
492
6880
6217
6755
846
779
27089

Int.
collab.

50.0
64.4
35.0
42.3
34.8
53.9
47.5
44.3

Quality
index
(%)
26.9
31.7
37.8
47.7
26.9
36.3
21.9

60.6

Impact
index

1.3
0.9
0.9
1.0
1.3
0.7
0.7
1.6

Speciati
on
index

0.9
0.8
0.6
0.7
0.9
0.7
0.6
0.5
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ence rship

index index
(%) (%)

16.1 60
8.8 45
8.9 68
9.9 55
16.1 60
7.8 51
7.2 73
19.7 61
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Why manuscripts are
rejected ?
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POI TUGNG VA PHUGNG PHAP NGHIEN
cUU
Thiét k& nghién cdu:
Tién ctiu, cat ngang mo ta cé phan tich.
Doi tuong nghién ciu:
Déan sé nghiéen cttu:

Tré tir so sinh dén 15 tudi, diéu tri tai khoa hoi
stic cap cttu bénh vién Nhi Pong 1. Thoi gian nghién
ctu: tir 01/04/2003 den 30/05/2004.

Tieu chi chon bénh:

Lam sang: Coé triéu chiing NTH: it nhat 2 trong 4
trieu ching sau:

Nhiét d6 >38°C hay <36°C.

Nhip tim nhanh so véi tudi.

Nhip thé nhanh so véi tuoi.

Bach cau: BC > 12000/ml hoac < 4000/ml hoic
>10%Band neutrophil.

* C6 0 nhiém tring

Phuong phap phan tich théong ké

- Nhép liéu va phan tich véi phan mém Epi—info
2002.

- Thong ké mo ta: tinh ty 1 cla cac triéu chiing
lAm sang va can lam sang ¢ 2 nhom soc va khong
soc, co dap (ing diéu tri va khong dap (ng dieu tri.

- Thong ké phén tich: so sanh céc ty & 1am sang
va can lam sang trén 2 nhém bang kiém dinh 2, st
dung do tin cay 95%.

- Phan tich hoi quy logistic dé danh gia dong thoi
cac yeu to tién luong.

Khu Céng Nghé Cao ¢ TP H6 Chi Minh ¢ 27/12/2012
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KET QUA NGHIEN CUU VA BAN LUAN
Dac diém dan sé nghién ciu:

L6 n/c ¢o6 60 bn phin 2 nhom: soc 19 ca
(31,67%) va khong soc 41 ca (68,33%).

Giot tinh

Co 38 tre nam (63,33%) va 22 tré nitt (36,67%),
ty 1&é nam/nt: 1.72/1.

Ty 1& nay: LB. Chau (2001): 1,41%, PN.T.
Nouyén (2003): 12719 LTT. Huong (2003):
1,9/1%. Theo Jerome do kha ning téng hop I
mmunoglobuline chong lai nhiém tring nam trén
gen NST gidi tinh X, nam c6 1 NST X, nit c6 2 NST X

—> kha ning chéng lai nhiém tring & nir cao hon"?,
Stephan Stapczynsky thi ty 1é nam> nit phan anh
can thiép thd thuat é nam nhiéu hon nu''?.

Tuoi

Bdng 1: Tuéi va moi lién quan véi séc va fui vong:

Tudi Téng s& séc Khéng sfc| Tu vong Séng
(TuBi/ty 18)|(n=19/718)|(n=41/1718)|(n=21/t718)|(n=39t718)
S?ngh 27(45,0%) | 7(36,84) |20(48,78) | 9(42,86) | 19(48.72)
tﬁéi 18(30,0%) | 7(36,84) |11(26,83) | 5(23,81) |13(383,33)
| 46.67%) | 1(5.26) | 3(7.32) | 2(9.52) | 2(5,13)
=
e [11(18,33%)| 4(21,05) | 7(17,07) | 5(23,81) | 6(15,38)
X *=1.0394; P=0.792 X?=1,369 : P= 0,713

100 68.4
80 -

60-
40
20-

19.5

O Séng

Sée Khéng séc B ¢ vong

Bdng 5. Tinh hoi quy logistic gitia cac yéu to tién
luong ndng va séc

Saisb | | P lreo59

sB0 OR chudn value

Da ndi béng [16,396| 14,91 |3,08| 0,002 | 2,758 |97,459

Tieu d. mau [11,028| 11,664 |2,27| 0,023 | 1,387 |87,606

0 * TP HO Chi Minh « 27/12/2012
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PAT VAN DE

Trai qua hon 5 thip ky ké tir khi Kunlin [an dau
tien thuc hién, phau thuat cau néi PM van con la vi
khi hiéu qua nhat trong diéu tri bénh Iy tic mach. Tai
nhiéu trung tAim mach mau trén thé gidi, bén canh
cac biép phap can thiép noi mach méi phat trién,
phéu thuét cau noi da va dang mang lai nhiéu ket qua
to 16n, tang kha ning bao ton chi, giam dang ké ty 1é
doan chi, cai thién tot chat luong cudc song.

0 nuéc ta hién nay, phiau thuit cau néi mach
mau diéeu tri tic mach man chi chua phé bién nhiéu
via méi chi duge thuc hién rdi ric véi so luong han
ché tai mot so it cac bénh vién 16n. Tai bénh vién Chg
Réay hién nay, diéu kién co s6 vat chat (phuong tién
chan doan, dung cu phau thuat, vat liéu thay thé,
phong mé...) va tay nghé phau thuit vien mach mau
hoi da kha niang dé tien hanh loai phiau thuat nay.
Thiéu thén chd véu cta ching ta la kinh nghiém
thuc tién do chua lam nhiéu va chua cé nhiéu nghién
ctiu hé thong ve loai phau thuat nay.

Vi vay, viéc bit tay vao thuc hién loai phau thuét
nay la nhiing buéc quan trong dé tim hiéu ré hon dac
diém bénh Iy cta chinh cac BN nuéc ta, dé danh gia
chinh xac hon vé hiéu qua sau phau thuat, dong thai
rat kinh nghiém dé tiép tuc phat trién tng dung loai
phau thuat nay.

POI TUONG VA PHUONG PHAP NGHIEN
cUuU

D61 tuong

Tat ca cac bénh nhan cé tic mach man tinh chi
dudi duge thuc hién phau thuit cau noi tai khoa 7B1
BV Cho Ray, thoi gian tir thang 05/2004 déen 12/2004.

Phuong phap nghién civa
-Mbo ta tién cau.

Léam sang

BN dugc tham kham va chan doan, phan do theo
bang Leriche - Fontaine. Ghi nhin cac dac diém ve
do tudi, gisi tinh, dau cach hei, khi nghi hay co6 loét
hoai t& chi. Chi nhian cac yéu té nguy co nhu cao
huyét ap, tieu duong, roi loan lipid mau, bénh mach
vanh, hat thuéc 14, tai bién mach mau nao. ..

Can Idm sang

Doppler dong mach va chup phim DSA, xac dinh
vi tri va mic do tic nghén, tinh trang tuan hoin biang
hé va sy tai hiéen dau xa.

-Thuc hién phau thuat cau noi, bic cau qua cho
hep tic, sit dung vat liéu tu than hoiac nhan tao.

-Ghi nhin su cai thién triéu chtmg co nang (dau
nhtic) va thuc thé (véet loét, bit mach) sau mé trong
30 ngay bang tham kham va Doppler kiém tra tai hau
phau va tai kham moi 02 tuan.

-Ghi nhin cac truong hop that bai, bién chimg,
tic cau ndi, doan chi.

-Két qua kha tot khi co cai thién va gitr duge chi,
xau khi tic cau noi, doan chi hay bien ching niang.

-Xtr Iy s0 ligu thong ké v6i phan mem SPSS.




KET QUA

Dac diém chung
-Téng s6 BN: 21 BN
-Ty 1é nam/nit: 19 /02
-P6 tudi trung binh:
Lén nhat: 78
Nho nhat: 36
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Bdng 1: Cdc yéu to nguy co ghi nhan:

Y&u t6 nguy co Sd BN %
bai thao dudng 03 14,3
Cao huygt ap 09 42.8
B&nh mach vanh 4] 23,8
Hut thudc 1a 15 1,4
Bdng 2: Triéu chung lam sang:
Triéu chiing Sd BN %
bau céch hdi 01 4.7
bau khi nghi 16 76,2
Loét hoai i chi 12 a7 1
Bdng 3: Phan do theo Leriche-Fontaine:
Phan dd S BN %
o 1l 01 4.7
po 1l 08 38
b IV 12 a7 1
Bdng 4: Vi tri tdc nghén (phan loai theo Haimovinci®
Vi tri tdc nghén S6 ligng %
Poan chi-chau 11 52,4
Bloan dui-khoeo 17 a1
Bloan chay-mac 04 19

Trong so6 nay, tic hep tai mot doan c6 10 BN
chiem 48%, tic hep tai nhiéu doan ¢6 11 BN chiém

khoang 52%.

Bdng 7: Vi tri dau trén cau noi

Vi tri S6 lvdng %
BM chil nguc 04 15
BM chi bung 02 7
BM chau chung 02 {
PM dui chung 13 a0
BM dii nong 05 21
Téng s6 26 100%
Bdng 8: Vi tri ddu duoi cau noéi
Vi tri S6 lugng %
bM dui chung 10 32
DM dui ndng 8 26
DM khoeo trén g0 6 19
DM khoeo duGi g0 2 §
PM chay sau 1/3 trén 4 12
bM dui sdu 1 3
Téng s6 31 100%
Badng 9: Vit liéu su dung
Loai vét liéu So lugng %
Dacron 07 27
PTFE 12 46
Vein 05 19
PTFE+vein 02 8
Téng sb 26 100%

Tat ca cac truong hop st dung vat lieu tu than
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Inside a journal’ s office

Manuscript@

4

_ _ _ One week
Editor-in-Chief
Associate Editor 1-3 months
Descion / 2-3 Reviewers \
1-3 months
Accept with no revision

Accept with minor revision

\I) Authors Accept with major revision
Edltlng Revisise ms Reject

Productlon \ /
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Rules of thumbs

e Bad research is almost always rejected

e Sensational research usually accepted — ven if
badly written!

e Most papers are neither — gray zone

e Therefore, little things can matter
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Rejection is part of scientific life

e BMJ: 1000 papers received each year
e Rejection rate: 70 —95%

e Papers are rejected at 3 stages
— Editorial (no review): 50%
— After review: 45%

— After review and revision: 5%
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Reasons for rejection determined by editors

e Relevance
— Paper is of limited interest to the journal

— Covers local issues only (sample type, geography,
specific product, etc.).

e Novelty
— Does not offer anything new
— Significance not immediately evident
e Format/Style/Language
— Failure to meet submission requirements
— Unacceptably poor English
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Common Reasons for Rejecting Manuscripts at Medical
Journals: A Survey of Editors and Peer Reviewers

Daniel

Reasons for Rejection of
Manuscripts Submitted to
AJR by International Authors

Shigeru Ehara' OBJECTIVE. The objective of this study was to promote publication by international au-
Kei Takahashi? thors in AJR by analyzing the reasons for rejection of manuscripts.

MATERIALS AND METHODS. Data available through the electronic system for re-
view of submitted manuscripts were analyzed over a 2-year period with regard to country of
origin, type of the manuscript, decision of the editors, and reason for rejection. Countries with
more than 50 submitted manuscripts were selected, and rejection rates and reasons for rejection
oo "' itors were compared.

WHY REFEREES REJECT
MANUSCRIPTS

10 Reasons Why Manuscripts

ot Accepted for Publication

Bob McKercher
Rob Law . .
Karin Weber  Tav9d J Pierson MD FAARC
Haiyan Song
Cathy Hsu
The Hong Kong Polytechnic University

This article presents the results of content analysis of 373 referees” reports of manuscripls
submitted to 35 hospitality and tourism journals where rejection or major revision was rec-
ommended. Failed manuscripts had multiple shortcomings, with referees identifving an
average of 6.2 deficiencies per article. The most common areas where referees found fault
with manuscripts were methodology (74% of papers), failure to elucidate significance
effectively (60%), poor writing stvle (58%) and a weak literature review (50%). The study
concluded that communications’ problems were more common than technical flaws.
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The most common reasons

e Importance of the topic
e Study design and methodology
e Overall presentation of study and findings

e Interpretation of the findings
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Reason 1 - Importance of topic

e Rehash of established facts

* Insignificant research question
e |rrelevant or unimportant topic
e Low reader interest

e Little clinical relevance

e Not generalizable
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Reason 2 - Study design and methodology

e Poor experimental design

e Vague/inadequate method description
e Methods lack sufficient rigor

e Failure to account for confounders

e No control or improper control

e No hypothesis

e Biased protocol

e Small sample size

e |nappropriate statistical methods, or statistics not applied
properly
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Reason 3 - Presentation of results

e Poor organization

e Too long and verbose

e Failure to communicate clearly

e Poor grammar, syntax, or spelling
e Excessively self-promotional

e Poorly written abstract
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Reason 4 - Interpretation of findings

Erroneous or unsupported conclusions
Conclusions disproportionate to results

Study design does not support inferences made
Inadequate link of findings to practice
Uncritical acceptance of statistical results
Failure to consider alternative explanations
Unexplained inconsistencies

Inflation of the importance of the findings
Interpretation not concordant with the data

Inadequate discussion

Khu Cong Nghé Cao * TP Hb Chi Minh ¢ 27/12/2012
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WHY REFEREES REJECT
MANUSCRIPTS

Bob McKercher

Rob Law

Karin Weber

Haiyan Song

Cathy Hsu

The Hong Kong Polytechnic University

This article presents the results of content analysis of 373 referees’ reports of manuscripis
submitted to 35 hospitality and tourism journals where rejection or major revision was rec-
ommended. Failed manuscripts had multiple shortcomings, with referees identifving an
average of 6.2 deficiencies per article. The most common areas where referees found fault
with manuscripts were methodology (74% of papers), failure to elucidate significance
effectively (60%), poor writing style (58%) and a weak literature review (50%). The study
concluded that communications’ problems were more common than technical flaws.
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Table 1
Rank Order of Deficiencies Cited in Manuscripts (% of manuscripts reviewed)

Category % of Manuscripts
Methodology 74.3
Significance / “so what” 60.3
Writing style 58.4
Literature review section of paper 50.9
Data analysis section of paper 42 1
Organization 34.6
Quality and rigor 30.0
Sampling 29.2
Conclusions section of paper 27 .6
Discussions section of paper 25.2
Reference section of paper 23.6
Appropriateness of the paper for the journal 16.1
Failure to follow journal guidelines 14.2
Introduction section of paper 14.2
Manuscript is incomplete (sections missing) 7.0
Abstract section of the paper 3.2
Paper plagiarized or published elsewhere .8
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Rate of rejection by country

N Rate of rejection (%)
USA 2252 28
Germany 263 32
Canada 198 39
UK 174 32
France 153 38
Italy 152 41
Australia 60 45
Japan 578 42
Korea 457 35
Taiwan 131 54
China 123 42
Switzerland 110 25
India 79 73

Source: Ehara S, Takahashi K. Am J Roentgen 2007;188:W113-6
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Reasons for major revision or rejection of

Taiwanese papers

8 Faulty methodology
B Inadequate references

O Poor quality supporting figures
16%

O Outside the scope of journal

. : 7%
B Not enough contribution to field 204

B Authors did not follow manuscript instructions 30/
0

B Poor writing style and use of English English E

O Title not representative of study

B Subject of little novel interest or not generally

I applicable I




Manuscript deficiencies

57 articles evaluated to Emerg Med—28
accepted, 29 rejected/ pending of these 29:

Ambiguous methods 77%
Ambiguous results 68%
Conclusions not warranted by 72%
data

Poor referencing 56%
Inadequate study design 51%
description

Unclear tables 49%
Overly long discussion 49%
Inadequate definition of terms | 49%

“Deficiencies in manuscript preparation are more frequent than
mistakes in study design and execution. Specific training...in
manuscript preparation is indicated. ”

Taylor and Brown, Emerg Med 13(4):444-50, 2001
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Top 10 reasons for rejection: Pediatrics

Reason for rejection Percentage

1. Absence of a message 54.5

2. Poor originality 43.5 —Novelty
3. Poor methodology 28.2

4. Notrelevant to journal 25.4 Relevance
5. Ovwer-interpretation of results 25.4

6. Inappropriate writing style/grammar 24.2

7. Inaccurate/inconsistent data 17.0

8. Poor statistical analysis 0.8

9. Insufficient data 8.0

10. Unsatisfactory illustrations/tables 5.2

More than one reason might be operating for a given
Manuscript.
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Summary
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Why publication?

e Modest presence of Vietham in international
science arena

e |deal: knowledge advancement, knowledge
sharing

e Practical: funding, promotion, job
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Why manuscripts rejected?

e Importance and relevance
e Study design and methodology
e Findings and interpretation

e Writing
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e Australian National Health and Medical
Research Council

e Ban quan li khu cong nghé cao TPHCM
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