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There is 
abundant 
information 
on the 
subject …

86 
entries

"how to 
publish a 
scientific 
paper"

132 000 
entries

"how to 
write and 
publish a 
scientific 
paper"

751 000 
entries

"how to 
write a 
scientific 
paper"
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There is also information specific for 
hydrology …

Both these presentations are very useful to read and are regarded 
“additional material” to this one

� Jeff McDonnell, How to publish, 
http://twws6.vub.ac.be/hydr/download/meetings/09_04_29%20how%
20to%20publish%20review%20(jef).pptx

� Older version: Jeff McDonnell, How to write a journal paper, 
http://www.cof.orst.edu/cof/fe/watershd/fe537/powerpoint_2007/F
E%20How%20to%20PUBLISH%20A%20paPER%20handouts.pdf

� Getachew Mohammed, Jef Dams and Jiri Nossent, How to write and 
publish a scientific paper in hydrology, 
http://twws6.vub.ac.be/hydr/download/meetings/09_04_29%20how%
20to%20write%20and%20publisch%20a%20scientific%20paper%20in
%20hydrology%20(jiri).ppt
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There are books…
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There are journal articles…

Neill, U. S., How to write a scientific masterpiece, J. Clin. Invest., 117:3599–3602, 2007
doi:10.1172/JCI34288
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There are 
web 
sites…

http://abacus.bates.
edu/~ganderso/
biology/resources/w
riting/ HTWtoc.html
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… most of which are very useful and some 
are fun …

Schulman, E. R., How to write a scientific paper, Annals of Improbable Research, 2 (5), 8, 1996, 
http://members.verizon.net/~vze3fs8i/air/airpaper.html
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Some extracts from the last paper…
� 1. Introduction

Scientific papers … are an important—though poorly understood—method 
of publication. They are important because without them scientists cannot 
get money from the government or from universities. They are poorly 
understood because they are not written very well. …

The real purpose of introductions, of course, is to cite your own work…, 
the work of your advisor … or even the work of someone you've never 
met, as long as your name happens to be on the paper…

At the end of the introduction you must summarize the paper by reciting 
the section headings. In this paper, we discuss scientific research (section 
2), scientific writing (section 3), scientific publication (section 4), and draw 
some conclusions (section 5). 

� …

� 5. Conclusions
The conclusion section is very easy to write: all you have to do is to take 
your abstract and change the tense from present to past. 

Schulman, E. R., How to write a scientific paper, Annals of Improbable Research, 2 (5), 8, 1996, 
http://members.verizon.net/~vze3fs8i/air/airpaper.html
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So, what can I add to this inflationary 
information and professional advice?

� Nothing …

� … except some personal views and personal experience…

� … some help in discussing issues you raise ...

� + a discussion of the “Why” question and its implications
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Introducing myself…

� Profession: Civil Engineer specialized 
in hydrology and hydrosystems 

� Affiliation: National Technical University 
of Athens (professor)

� Author: 75  journal papers, 
525 scientific/technical documents

� Reviewer: 270 journal papers (in about 20 journals), 
100 other papers and proposals

� Associate editor: Journal of Hydrology (2000-08), 
Hydrological Sciences Journal (2003-06), Water Resources 
Research (2007-09), Hydrology and Earth System Sciences
(2007-).

� (Co-)Editor, Hydrological Sciences Journal (2006-)
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A note on my critical attitude 
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A note on my transparent attitude: rejections  

http://www.itia.nt
ua.gr/en/documen
ts/?tags=rejected

I have made 
available on line 
“prehistories”
(manuscripts, 
reviews and 
decisions) of my 
papers initially 
rejected
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A note on my contributions on scientific publishing 

http://www.itia.nt
ua.gr/en/documen
ts/?authors=kouts
oyiannis&tags=pe
er_review
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Exploring the landscape: the peer review system

Cartoon copied from 
http://plazamoyua.wordpress.com/2009/11/16/cambio-climatico-450-estudios-peer-reviewed/
http://rogerpielkejr.blogspot.com/2009/11/redefining-peer-review.html

If 
publishing 
a paper is 
so 
important, 
the 
procedure 
must 
make it 
appear as 
a deed...
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The peer 
review 
system (2)

... and, 
thus, 
rejection 
should be 
very 
common



D. Koutsoyiannis, Why (and how) to write and publish a scientific paper 16

� The system exhibits 
several pathologies

� Some of them are 
related to the 
anonymous 
transactions, which 
are the most 
common

� The peer review 
system is related to, 
and interacts with, 
the ethics of the 
scientific community

The peer review 
system (3)
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Diagnosis of pathologies
� Ioannidis (2005) on published research findings:

1. False findings may be the majority or even the vast majority of 
published research claims

2. The greater the financial and other interests and prejudices in a 
scientific field, the less likely the research findings are to be true

3. The hotter a scientific field (with more scientific teams involved), 
the less likely the research findings are to be true 

� Horrobin (2001) states that peer review:

1. is a non-validated charade whose processes generate results little 
better than does chance

2. is a crucial determinant of what sees the light of day in a 
particular journal. Fortunately, it is less effective in blocking 
publication completely; there are so many journals that most 
even modestly competent studies will be published provided that
the authors are determined enough

Ioannidis, J. P. A., Why most published research findings are false, PLoS Med., 2(8), 124. 2005.

Horrobin, D., 2001, "Something Rotten at the Core of Science?" Trends in Pharmacological 
Sciences, 22(2), 2001 (http://post.queensu.ca/~forsdyke/peerrev4.htm)
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Quality, Q
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Poor Excellent

An attempt for probalitization
� Peer review captures the poorest papers, but also tends to convict 

(reject) the excellent (e.g. breakthrough) papers

� Here is a Bayesian probabilistic analysis of quality (Q) and rejection 
(R), assuming a modest “prior” for a specific author, i.e.,

� the probability of producing a poor paper is highest and that of
producing an excellent paper is zero p(Q) ~ (Qexcellent – Q)

� Modest papers 
have lowest 
probability of 
rejection

� When I receive a 
rejection, the 
most probable  
possibility is that 
my paper is poor

� The second most 
probable is that it 
is excellent
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An older perspective (1963)

Letter published in Science in 1963 
h/t: Younes Alila

...

...

...
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From 1963...
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...to 2009
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From a recipe-based to a scientific approach

� A good paper is not a brick identical with other bricks

� A good paper is original and unique

� There cannot be a recipe for originality

� Reading other good papers is much more useful than 
reading guidelines about how to write and publish papers

� Writing a good paper presupposes good understanding of 
the subject studied

� Publishing the paper presupposes good understanding of 
how the peer review process works

All guidelines that follow should, thus, be treated with 
caution and sceptical attitude
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The main pathology of papers 
� Schulman’s diagnosis

Scientific papers … are poorly understood because they are 
not written very well

� Koutsoyiannis’s addition
They are not written very well because the scientific topic 
is poorly understood by the author

Schulman, E. R., How to write a scientific paper, Annals of Improbable Research, 2 (5), 8, 1996, 
http://members.verizon.net/~vze3fs8i/air/airpaper.html



Why to write and publish a scientific 
paper in hydrology?

Answer 1: Because I want to strengthen my CV

Explanation: It is my only portable currency; a key 
prerequisite for getting a job; and the main factor in 
promotion and tenure decisions 
(see also “additional material”)
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Guidelines pertaining to “Answer 1”

Armstrong’s (1982) hexalogue to increase the likelihood 
and speed of acceptance of a paper

1. Do not pick an important problem

2. Do not challenge existing beliefs

3. Do not obtain surprising results

4. Do not use simple methods

5. Do not provide full disclosure

6. Do not write clearly 

Armstrong, J. S., Barriers to scientific contributions: the author’s formula, Behavioral and Brain 
Sci., 5(2), 197–199, 1982.
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Additional guidelines when targeting high 
impact magazines
1. Be extraordinarily concise

2. Give emphasis to the title and abstract

3. Dramatize as much as possible

4. Be consistent with the political aims of the magazine

Note: These are just hypotheses and interpretations from reading papers of other authors and 
from a personal negative experience (I have no paper published in glorious journals)
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Antisocial practice to avoid: 
recycling of papers ...
� ... otherwise known as plagiarism

� It appears in different forms, from copying (parts of) papers of other 
authors (with or without citing the original paper) to iterating (parts 
of) own papers (“self-stealer” type of plagiarism)

� This practice is damaging even from an egoistic point of view—
because sooner or later it will be revealed (even after publication)



Why to write and publish a scientific 
paper in hydrology?

Answer 2: Because I wish to be part of the scientific 
community
Explanation: A paper published may be discussed by other 
scientists, may become known to editors (e.g. via web 
searches), who may invite the author to review other 
papers, and may create an avalanche or links with the 
community
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Guidelines pertaining to “Answer 2”
� Understand that authors, reviewers and editors are different and

switching roles of the same people (including you and me)

� Understand that, for a typical person who is part of the scientific 
community, the ratio of papers authored to papers reviewed is ≈1:3

� Understand that, if one wants to be treated well by others, one 
should treat others equally well

� Be sure that you know very well the subject of any paper you 
(co)author

� It is embarrassing to reply “not my field” when invited to 
review a paper on the same field as this paper

� Try to be the first and the corresponding author 

� People usually contact the first author and/or the 
corresponding author 

� Try to publish papers on a broad area of topics than on a very 
specialized topic

� This increases the probability and speed of getting more 
involved in the scientific community
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The Reviewer

� A busy scientist with too many demands on 
her/his time.

� Will compare yours with the 2 or 3 others that 
they are currently reviewing

� Will read it in 60 min or less

� Will compose her review in less than 30 min

Therefore, the paper must be extraordinarily 

well written

From Don Siegel

This slide is a verbatim copy from Jeff McDonnell (cf. the “additional material”)
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Some remarks on “The Reviewer”

This is not a very social behaviour (only a superman 
can understand, assimilate and provide advice for 
improvement in 60 min or less)

Will read it in 60 min or 
less

This is not what a reviewer is expected to do; rather he 
is expected (a) to help the editor to decide whether the 
paper is publishable, and (b) to help the author to 
improve the paper

Will compare yours with 
the 2 or 3 others that 
they are currently 
reviewing

The paper should indeed be well written—but we 
should have in mind the reader, not the reviewer

Therefore, the paper 
must be extraordinarily 
well written

It takes me hours or even a working day (in some 
cases more) to compose my review

Will compose her review 
in less than 30 min

The reviewer is just one of usA busy scientist with too 
many demands on 
her/his time.

We, individuals, have good and bad sides. A system is 
good if it activates the good sides of individuals and 
discourages the bad ones

The reviewer as a devil

My remarkOriginal “thesis”
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On the origin of antisocial behaviours in reviewing

I'm The Referee 

David J. Pannell* 

You've posted in your paper 

To a journal of repute 

And you're hoping that the referees 

Won’t send you down the chute 

You'd better not build up a sense of 

False security 

I've just received your manuscript and 

I'm the referee 

This power's a revelation 

I'm so glad it's come to me 

I can be a total bastard with 

Complete impunity 

I used to be a psychopath 

But never more will be 

I can deal with my frustrations now that 

I'm a referee

* from: Pannell, D. J., Prose, psychopaths and persistence: personal perspectives on publishing. 
Can. J. Agric. Economics, 50(2), 101–116 (2002)
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Antisocial practices to avoid as a reviewer
� Do not confuse reviewing with having “power”

� Do not confuse peer review with authoritarianism

� Sometimes editors trust reviewers that are “authorities” in a field, 
but this is not what exactly is meant by “peer”

� Do not assume “complete impunity” due to secrecy

� Anonymity and secrecy are corruptible—and corruptive (e.g. I know 
who most of the anonymous reviewers of my papers are)

� Do not practise censorship

� Disagreement with author’s opinions and style of writing is not a 
reason to suggest rejection; it is just censorship

� Accept that scientific progress is fully dependent on the debate of 
opposite ideas

� Counterexample from Climategate emails: “The skeptics appear to 
have staged a ‘coup’ at ‘Climate Research’ … Perhaps we should 
encourage our colleagues in the climate research community to no
longer submit to, or cite papers in, this journal”
(http://www.eastangliaemails.com/emails.php?eid=295) 
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Improving peer review: Eponymous reviewing 
� Eponymous reviewing (allowed by most hydrological journals) 

has strong advantages over anonymous reviewing, on grounds:

� ethical 
(more fair, 
equitable and 
courageous) 

� social 
(more cooperative, 
productive
and accountable)

� political 
(more open,
democratic 
and responsible)

� esthetical

?

Adapted from: Kundzewicz, Z. W., and D. Koutsoyiannis, The peer review system revisited, Hydrology Journal Editors Meeting, 
Vienna, Advances in Water Resources, Hydrological Processes, Hydrological Sciences Journal, Hydrology and Earth Systems Sciences, 
Journal of Hydrology, Journal of River Basin Management, Nordic Hydrology, Water Resources Research, 2006.



Why to write and publish a scientific 
paper in hydrology?

Answer 3: Because I wish to contribute to science and 
publicize my research results and my opinions

Explanation: While this answer supposedly represents the 
rule in scientific publishing, sadly it is the exception
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Guidelines pertinent to “Answer 3”
� Develop a broad and coherent background in science, scientific 

method and philosophy
� Read about the specific theme of the paper very well

� Try to get rid of overloading of information: locate and read 
only papers compatible with “Answer 3”

� Try to read critically: locate errors and misleading analyses 
and results in the literature—they abound

� Try to read old books and papers: they are better quality than 
modern ones; in particular try to reach and read the original 
“benchmark” papers in the field

� Understand very well
� Write very well and clearly—but avoid being over-didactic
� Pay particular attention in terminology, notation, and the 

coherence and consistency of the mathematical part
� Use an iterative approach: reread and improve the paper and, if 

necessary, redo some analyses—but avoid perfectionism
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Guidelines pertinent to “Answer 3” (post review)
� View the review comments as part of the iterative approach
� Take the review comments seriously

� Counterexample from a review I received as an AE of WRR
“From the Authors responses to my comments in the first review 
round I understand that I mistakenly believed that I could treat this 
manuscript as one of the many others I had the chance to review 
for WRR. Instead, your response revealed that this was not the 
case. In fact, once recognised this paper as belonging to the 
'intrinsically perfect paper' (i.p.p.) category, all my previous 
concerns suddenly vanished.... 
I am sorry for not being able to immediately recognize the signs of 
perfection. … I am very sorry to have forced the Authors to 
lowering themselves in putting obvious explanations in the response 
letter.”

� In resubmissions give detailed replies to review comments
� In rejections persist

� Challenge incorrect review comments and false editor decision
� Resubmit the paper in another journal, along with the earlier 

correspondence (rejection and reviews of the first submission)



D. Koutsoyiannis, Why (and how) to write and publish a scientific paper 38

Antisocial practices to avoid
� Resist to practices dictated by the “publish or perish” syndrome

� Avoid multiple submissions of similar papers to different journals (“salami”
publishing); if necessary submit related papers to the same journal

� Do not mix ideology/politics with science 

� Scientific research is a process for the pursuit of the truth, not a  “servant”
other interests

� Counterexample 1—reminder of yesterday's Great Debate: “Thank God” for 
mixing science with politics

� Counterexample 2 from Climategate emails: 
“I tried hard to balance the needs of the science and the IPCC, which were 
not always the same.”
(http://www.eastangliaemails.com/emails.php?eid=794) 

� Counterexample 3 from Climategate emails: 
“I can’t see either of these papers being in the next IPCC report. Kevin and 
I will keep them out somehow – even if we have to redefine what the peer-
review literature is !”
(http://www.eastangliaemails.com/emails.php?eid=419)

cf. Koutsoyiannis, D., Beware saviors!, Climate Science (weblog by Roger Pielke Sr.), 2009 
(http://pielkeclimatesci.wordpress.com/2009/11/24/beware-saviors-by-demetris-koutsoyiannis/) 
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Antisocial practices to avoid (2)
� Accept erring as a possibility and correct errors in future publications

� Encouraging story:
Even Henri Poincare has erred in his award-winning essay on the 
problem of three bodies (soon later he corrected the error, thus
becoming “the father of chaos”…)

� Do not fabricate data or results to comply with a priori hypotheses

� Do not stick to favourite hypotheses

� Counterexample from Climategate emails: 
“If anything, I would like to see the climate change happen, so the 
science could be proved right, regardless of the consequences”
(http://www.anelegantchaos.org/cru/emails.php?eid=544) 

cf. Koutsoyiannis, D., Beware saviors!, Climate Science (weblog by Roger Pielke Sr.), 2009 
(http://pielkeclimatesci.wordpress.com/2009/11/24/beware-saviors-by-demetris-koutsoyiannis/) 
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Out-of-body guidelines: Who are the authors?

� “I disapprove of the practice common, for example, in Canada and the 
USA, to include among a paper’s authors the names of professors, 
office chiefs, and other persons who did not contribute to its scientific 
content and provided only financial or logistical help; the proper—and 
obvious—place for such acknowledgement is the Acknowledgements 
section.”

� “I also disapprove of the common (in my days, anyway) European 
university practice, where a professor gave only a one-line 
acknowledgement for ‘help’ to his assistants and graduate students, 
who often were genuine coauthors of his books—and sometimes even 
that was missing as once happened to me: instead, I received a copy 
of the book with a dedication ‘To dear comrade Klemeš with thanks for 
help’.”

Quoted from: Klemes, V., Apocrypha, or "things that are hidden" - personal experience with 
"hidden" impacts over the past 50 years - Discussion of "Editorial - Quantifying the impact of 
hydrological studies", Hydrological Sciences Journal, 53(2), 488-494, 2008.
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Out-of-body guidelines: Who to acknowledge?
� Acknowledge all people who have directly or indirectly helped in the 

research and in the specific paper—but not more than those 
� Never forget to acknowledge the reviewers: in many cases some 

reviewers worked more on a paper than some of the authors did
� Try to find reasons to acknowledge even the negative reviewers

� Example from a paper (of mine, under review) with strongly 
negative reviewers: “We wish to thank the three anonymous 
reviewers, whose both strongly positive and strongly negative 
comments were important to us: the former for encouraging us and
the latter for making us more confident that we did not err, as well 
as for forcing us to improve the presentation significantly.”

� Be careful in the way you acknowledge: do not imply that the 
acknowledged person agrees with the paper if he does not
� Counterexample (quoation from Klemes, fully cited in next slide): 

“In my office after the lecture, [the author] asked my advice for the 
best place to publish his findings. I pointed to my waste basket and 
changed the topic. To my surprise, I later saw his ‘findings’
published in a paper, with an acknowledgement of my ‘valuable 
advice’. I have reasons to believe that the acknowledgement should 
have hinted that I had refereed, and approved of, the paper.”
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Out-of-body guidelines: Who to acknowledge? (2)
� Acknowledge the reviewers by name if they are eponymous

� In open-review journals like HESS, if a reviewer’s contribution is 
important, make an explicit reference (citation) to the review rather 
than just acknowledging it

� Counterexample from an email exchange with an author of a HESS 
paper
� Dear professor Koutsoyiannis, 

I am working on the paper submitted to HESS and am a little puzzled. 
Your suggestion of improvement of the proposed demonstration is very 
good and you suggested to include it in the revised version of the 
paper. But it is your idea and I have some scrupels to resubmit it under 
my name. Do you know how we could do. 

� Dear xxx, 
... 
Well, the public character of the review process of this journal probably 
may help to find an optimal (both for you and me) solution for the 
particular case. That is, in your revised paper you can make a reference 
to my review. 

� Outcome: Acknowledgements. The author thanks... as well as Demetris 
Koutsoyiannis who suggested ...
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Out-of-body guidelines: Who to cite?
� Citations are much more that a recognition of (and credit to) others’ work

� Proper citations enhance the value of the paper, by making it more 
convincing and by providing the links to existing literature

� Also, they help make the paper more concise by avoiding repetition of stuff 
appearing elsewhere

� The help the reader to easily locate further/original information on the issue
� If the paper is good, the author may himself become a reader after 

some time (so they may also help himself)
� Citing should be accurate

� Counterexample from a recent email exchange

Date: Sat, 13 Feb 2010 11:29:58 +0100
From: xxx
To: Demetris Koutsoyiannis 
Dear Demetris, she is xxxx. I trying to get the paper to ascertain whether, indeed, IPCC cited it wrongly. 
One more thing to say students: never cite papers if you did not read them.... It's not easy, in our 
very fast world and academia....

Demetris Koutsoyiannis wrote:
> Dear xxx,
> I have seen many references to my own works that have incorrect citations and, even worse, they
> interpret what I say in their own way, which may be just the opposite from what I said. But I haven't
> raised any issue any time. I think it is not a big deal. But if the author asks it I guess you have to
> satisfy him. Who is this author?
> Ciao,
> Demetris
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Out-of-body guidelines: Who to cite? (2)
� Second counterexample from a “snail” correspondence in 

2003 (Vit Klemes to a colleague, copied to me)

Not only was the problem fixed, 
but the gain for this mistake 
was unbelievable (including 
continuation of fascinating 
discussions with Vit Klemes)

(The text on the left is from 
Koutsoyiannis, D., Hydrologic persistence 
and the Hurst phenomenon, Water 
Encyclopedia, Vol. 4, Surface and 
Agricultural Water, edited by J. H. Lehr 
and J. Keeley, 210–221, Wiley, New York, 
2005).
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Vit Klemes as a model 
for young* scientists
In addition to qualifying as an 
excellent and influential 
hydrologist (recipient of the 
1994 International Hydrology 
Prize) and a fascinating 
author:

� He adopts a pragmatic 
engineering approach

� He is as courageous as to 
use common sense 
(instead, e.g., of trying to 
be politically correct)

� He suggests that being 
heretic in science is a 
positive qualification

His definition of “young” from his talk fully 
cited in next slide: Everybody under 60.
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Additional skills: Knows about—and enjoys—wine 

Extract slide from his recent talk: Klemes, V., 20 years later: What has changed - and what hasn't, XXIV 
General Assembly of the International Union of Geodesy and Geophysics, Perugia, International Union of 
Geodesy and Geophysics, International Association of Hydrological Sciences, 2007 
(http://www.itia.ntua.gr/en/docinfo/831/)
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Additional skills: Sense of humour

Extract slide from his recent talk: Klemes, V., An unorthodox physically-based stochastic treatment of 
tree rings, XXIV General Assembly of the International Union of Geodesy and Geophysics, Perugia, 
International Union of Geodesy and Geophysics, International Association of Hydrological Sciences, 2007 
(http://www.itia.ntua.gr/en/docinfo/723/)
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Bibliometric data of Vit Klemes speaking... 

All highly cited papers 
are in hydrological 
journals—and some are 
in books



D. Koutsoyiannis, Why (and how) to write and publish a scientific paper 49

Lessons from Vit Klemes to young hydrologists

“I shall close with a plea to all of you, hydrologists and other water 
professionals, to stand up for water, hydrology and water resource 
engineering, to restore their good name, unmask the demagoguery 
hiding behind the various ‘green’ slogans. As in any sphere of 
human activity, errors with adverse effects were and will be made 
in our profession as well (think of the human toll of errors made in 
the medical profession – and nobody is vilifying hospitals and 
advocating tearing down medical clinics). But, on the whole, our
profession has nothing to be ashamed of – from the times of the 
ancient Mesopotamia, Greece and Rome to the present, it has 
done more good for mankind than all its critics combined. This is 
not a revelation: this is a historical fact. So, be brave, be proud, be 
heretics if necessary, and above all, use your common sense”

Extract slide from his recent talk: Klemes, V., 20 years later: What has changed - and what hasn't, XXIV 
General Assembly of the International Union of Geodesy and Geophysics, Perugia, International Union of 
Geodesy and Geophysics, International Association of Hydrological Sciences, 2007 
(http://www.itia.ntua.gr/en/docinfo/831/)
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A success story
Keith Beven, Lancaster Univ

� Why is he the world’s most cited hydrologist?

� when there are so many other brilliant hydrologists 
out there?

� Writing clarity (and very compelling)

� Knows literature better than anyone 

� Writing theme(s) and core area

� Uncanny knack to read where the field is headed

� Pushes the field in new directions

� Intellectual trailblazer

This slide is a verbatim copy from Jeff McDonnell (cf. the “additional material”)
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Additional activities

From his web page: 
He also still likes to try and find time 
to take some photographs 
(see www.mallerstangmagic.co.uk)

Nab from Angelholme, UK. Carboniferous 
Dales limestone pavement in the foreground. 
Photograph by Keith Beven
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Lessons from Keith Beven to young hydrologists

“The encouragement to all the young hydrologists here is that the 1979 paper 
was originally rejected by the Journal of Hydrology. Eamonn Nash, the editor who 
dealt with it, thought that the enormous effort of the topographic analysis 
required – which in the 1970s essentially had to be done manually – would mean 
that it would only ever be of local interest. This was rather important to me at the 
time as it was only the second paper I had submitted. Fortunately, the paper was 
later accepted by the IAHS Hydrological Sciences Bulletin – clearly far more 
forward thinking at that time – and it is now one of their most highly cited papers. 
So, there are three lessons here for young hydrologists. The first is to make sure 
you publish in the IAHS Hydrological Sciences Journal, it leads to great things. 
The second lesson is to look forward to what might be possible in the future, even 
if it is not now. The third is not to get downhearted if your first paper is rejected, 
it may yet become a very highly cited paper and you may yet get to receive the 
International Hydrology Prize. In fact do not even get downhearted if you have 
five papers in a row rejected by Water Resources Research. When that happened 
I wrote to the editor at the time asking what the world record for successive 
rejections in WRR was because having got to five I really wanted to go for it. He 
wrote back saying they did not keep such records but would still be happy to 
receive any of my future papers for consideration!!”

Extract from his recent talk; see IAHS Newsletter 95, December 2009, pp. 10-12: 
“The 2009 International Hydrology Prize is awarded to Keith Beven”
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Bibliometric data of Keith Beven speaking 

REJECTED-Jo
H

All highly cited papers 
are in hydrological 
journals—not in highly 
cited interdisciplinary 
journals (e.g. Nature, 
Science)
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Self assessment of my experience in scientific 
publishing
� As an author

� Overall the peer review system helped me …
… to improve my knowledge and my papers 
… and to build courage and self-confidence 

… because I had to fight to publish my papers
� As a reviewer

� Overall I developed the positive feeling of participating in one of the most 
significant functions of the scientific community

� I learned some things but not in proportion to the time I devoted
� I took the opportunity to disseminate my own works and ideas

� Yes, I suggested the authors to read papers of mine (if they were 
related to the subject of the paper) and I am not embarrassed for this: 
I want to disseminate my ideas and I am always eponymous

� I am happy that my work was voluntary
… but I regret that it was not accountable

� As an editor
� I understood the narrow domain of an editor’s possible moves
� I understood the randomness in the outcomes the review process
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Concluding remarks
� There are no recipes or secrets about how to write a good 

paper 

� It is important to decide which answer to the “Why”
question to put in first priority

� The answers may not be mutually exclusive or 
antagonistic

� Such a decision is personal and not necessarily static 

� Personal decisions and personal examples matter and 
reflect on the entire community

� In science and in scientific procedures and behaviours, 
small improvements by personal contributions are 
important and build infrastructure for larger improvements 


