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EDITORIAL

Editor in Chief

• International Journal of Quality and Innovation (Inderscience) Switzerland

Associate Editor

• Journal of Strategic Marketing (Routledge) (A-ranked) United Kingdom

Guest Editor

• International Journal of Consumer Studies (Wiley) (A-ranked) United States

Section Editor

• Australasian Journal of Information Systems (Australian Computer Society) (A-ranked) Australia

Advisory Board

• The TQM Journal (Emerald) (Scopus Q1) United Kingdom

Editorial Board

• Journal of Consumer Behaviour (Wiley) (A-ranked) United States

• Journal of Consumer Marketing (Emerald) (A-ranked) United Kingdom

• Journal of Computer Information Systems (Taylor and Francis) (A-ranked) United Kingdom



REVIEWER

REVIEWER

Marketing

• European Journal of Marketing (A*-ranked)

• International Journal of Consumer Studies (A-ranked)

• Journal of Business Research (A-ranked)

• Journal of Brand Management (A-ranked)

• Journal of Consumer Behaviour (A-ranked)

• Journal of Consumer Marketing (A-ranked)

• Journal of Marketing Management (A-ranked)

• Journal of Services Marketing (A-ranked)

• Journal of Strategic Marketing (A-ranked)

• Marketing Intelligence and Planning (A-ranked)

• Marketing Theory (A-ranked)

Information Systems

• Australasian Journal of Information Systems (A-ranked)

• Communication Research (A-ranked)

• Computers and Education (A-ranked)

• Electronic Commerce Research (A*-ranked)

• Electronic Markets (A-ranked)

• Journal of Computer Information Systems (A-ranked)

• Information Systems Journal (A*-ranked)

• Information Technology and People (A-ranked)

• Internet Research (A-ranked)

REVIEWER (CONT.)

Hospitality and Tourism

• Current Issues in Tourism (A-ranked)

• International Journal of Hospitality Management (A*-ranked)

• Journal of Hospitality Marketing and Management (A-ranked)

• Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management (A-ranked)

• Tourism Management (A*-ranked)



AUTHOR

AT A GLANCE

> 100 publications

• 50 papers in “A*”, “A”, and “Q1” journals (2012–present)

• 11 papers in “B” journals (last in 2014)

• 9 papers in “C” journals (last in 2013)

• 12 papers in non-ranked ERA or Scopus journals (last in 2013)

• 22 papers in conference proceedings (last in 2016)

> 1,000 citations

• > 20 papers with more than 20 citations (h-index)

• > 30 papers with more than 10 citations (i10-index)
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JOURNEY OF A PAPER SUBMITTED TO A JOURNAL (CONT.)



JOURNEY OF A PAPER SUBMITTED TO A JOURNAL (CONT.)





KEY STATISTICS

Why? 

• High submission … increasing number of PhD holders (e.g. ± 23,000 (2016) → 60,000 (2023) in Malaysia).

• High submission … increasing competition among research-intensive universities (e.g. publish or perish).

• High submission … shift from teaching- to research-intensive universities (e.g. China, India, Malaysia).

• High rejection … prestige of the journal (i.e. only the best of the best gets published).

• High rejection … limited space permitted by publishers (e.g. pages, volumes, issues).

• High rejection … not what journal editors are looking for (e.g. see next slide).

AT A GLANCE

Most “A” journals …

• … receive between 500 to 5,000 submissions a year (depending on coverage and number of journals in the area; 

e.g. business vs. marketing vs. industrial marketing).

• … publish between 50 to 250 papers a year (depending on publisher; Emerald, Elsevier—More; Others—Less).

• … have an acceptance rate of ≤ 15%.

• … have a rejection rate of ≥ 85% (e.g. even in regional A-ranked journals such as Asia Pacific Journal of Management).

https://www.nst.com.my/opinion/letters/2019/03/473522/set-realistic-phd-targets#:~:text=THERE%20were%20an%20estimated%2023%2C000,an%20NST%20report%20in%202016.
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10490-012-9315-7


KEY STATISTICS (CONT.)

AT A GLANCE (CONT.)

What about other, legitimate “non-A” journals (e.g. Emerald, Inderscience, Routledge, Sage, Springer, Taylor and Francis)?

• … receive ≤ 350 submissions a year.

• … publish up to 250 papers a year (Note: Maximum like “A” journals, but often much less due to low submissions).

• … have an acceptance rate of ≥ 25%.

• … have a rejection rate of ≤ 75%.

What about other “predatory” journals (e.g. Allied Academies, OMICS Publishing Group)? 

• + point … acceptance within 14 days.

• + point … acceptance rate of up to 100%.

• + point … rejection rate of up to 0%.

• – point … poorer by at least US$100 or RM450.

• – point … wasted paper (i.e. cannot be published in a legitimate journal → if not, self-plagiarism → misconduct → no career).

• – point … not recognized (i.e. damaged reputation, not counted for appraisal or promotion → waste of time and effort).





WHAT ARE JOURNAL EDITORS LOOKING FOR?

WHAT GOES ON IN THE JOURNAL EDITOR’S HEAD?

Reasons to PROGRESS the submission into the review process (PART 1) …

• Courageous: High levels of originality in conceptualization or methodological design.

✓ Big, bold, new ideas, generating substantive “new” knowledge; 

✘ NOT another study “associating” factors to intention, satisfaction, and loyalty.

• Credible: Highest level of methodological rigor—Conclusions must be verifiable and trustworthy.

✓ Research instrument and sources declared and justified (e.g. questionnaire, interview guide).

✓ Sampling method and procedure are declared and justified. Beyond student sample. Sampling bias mitigated.

✓ Quantitative: (a) content, face, discriminant, and convergent validity; (b) internal consistency or reliability; (c) effect size; 

(d) mean, standard deviation, standard error; (e) common method bias; (f) model fit indices; (g) post-hoc correction tests; etc.

✓ Qualitative: trustworthiness via (a) credibility; (b) dependability; (c) conformability; (d) transferability; and (e) authenticity.

✓ Experimental: (a) random assignment; (b) control group; (c) manipulation check; (d) confound(ation) check; etc.

✓ Systematic review: (a) review protocol (PRISMA); (b) trustworthiness (see qualitative); etc.



WHAT ARE JOURNAL EDITORS LOOKING FOR (CONT.)?

WHAT GOES ON IN THE JOURNAL EDITOR’S HEAD (CONT.)?

Reasons to PROGRESS the submission into the review process (PART 2) …

• Relevant: Speaks to journal aims and scope. Communities of interest are defined for high impact research. 

• Readability: Clearest language possible. Highest standards of English language expression, grammar, and syntax.

• Well Illustrated: Figures and tables are used to communicate complex content and key findings.

• Transferability: Data and methods made available (i.e. open access—e.g. Dataverse, Mendeley).

• Reputation: … *controversial* … as editors (rarely admit that they) are likely to favor highly-cited and well-known authors.

• Progress to the Next Round of Review … Reviewers recommend a “revision” decision (e.g. major, minor).



WHAT GOES ON IN THE JOURNAL EDITOR’S HEAD (CONT.)?

Reasons NOT TO PROGRESS the submission into the review process … 

• High similarity index (i.e. indication of plagiarism—e.g. ≥ 20% on iThenticate, Turnitin).

• Negative (co)author reputation (e.g. history of abusive language, plagiarism, un-invited resubmissions, “lottery-like” submissions).

• Weak research questions (novelty), topic outside journal aims and scope, inaccessible to a broad 
audience (e.g. poor language; highly technical language; etc.), and other missing elements in “reasons to progress”.

• Failing to situate the paper in past literature (e.g. “theoretical gap” poorly articulated or missing; overreliance on “context”).

• Applied research (i.e. research focusing on the “practical need” for making an informed decision in specific real-world contexts). 

(i.e. not “knowledge discovery-oriented research” relating to “why things are and how they work the way they do”).

• Ignoring key developments (e.g. COVID-19; disruptors in the sharing economy; etc.).

• NOT TO PROGRESS to the Next Round of Review: Reviewer recommends a “reject” decision.

• NOT TO PROGRESS to the Next Round of Review: No “point-by-point response” to reviewer comments.

• NOT TO PROGRESS to the Next Round of Review: Grossly above page or word limits.

WHAT ARE JOURNAL EDITORS LOOKING FOR (CONT.)?





KEY TAKEAWAYS

• Know the rules of the game before playing the game (e.g. author guidelines; journal aims and scope).

• Be an “agile perfectionist” (i.e. do not procrastinate + work persistently + submit only when you are truly satisfied).

• Focus on theory (i.e. primary narrative) as the context is simply a case for validation (i.e. secondary narrative).

• Ensure that your methodology is rigorous and transparently declared + justified.

• Every sentence must be thoroughly proofread to ensure clarity, readability, and purpose.

• Ask yourself – Is this the best you can do? … because once you submit to a journal and get a rejection, you cannot resubmit to 

the same journal again (unless a resubmission is invited).

• If you cannot do any of the above well, then COLLABORATE! Time is essence, the longer you wait, the tougher it becomes 

to get published in “A” journals. Nothing in life gets easier—it only gets tougher (e.g. journal publication, promotion, buying property, etc.). 

Also, people become better over time, and more people = more competition. So start early, as early as in your Master or PhD!

P/S: No guarantee that the standard of “B” and “C” today will remain the same tomorrow—maybe today’s “A” is tomorrow’s “B” and “C”!

Conclusion: Start early, do it right, and do it well—make every piece of work that you do counts for as much as possible!





THANK YOU


