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IFRJ’s Code of Ethics  
  

International Food Research Journal (IFRJ) accentuates on the quality of the published 

manuscripts to be adhered to specific ethical standards in terms to ensure the scientific and 

editorial integrity.  

It is important that all parties notably authors, peer reviewers, journal editors and journal 

associate editors, supports and respects fully on the standards of expected ethical behaviour 

involved in the publishing. This code of ethics will be the set of guidelines that is expected to be 

adhered by all parties.  
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1 AUTHORS 

1.1 ORIGINALITY 
 

When an author submits a manuscript to IFRJ, the manuscript must be an original work. If the authors 

have used the work/and or words of others, it must be appropriately cited or quoted 

 

If the manuscript contains materials that overlap with work that previously published, that is in press, 

or that is under consideration for publication elsewhere, the Author must cite this work in the 

manuscript. The author must also inform IFRJ’s Editorial Office, addressing it to the Editor-In-Chief, of 

the related work, and if requested, send the manuscript to the Editorial Office.  

 

Authors must withdraw papers that are under review by any other journal, if the paper is submitted 

to IFRJ subsequently.  

 

Authors must explicitly cite their own earlier work and ideas, even when the work or ideas are not 

quoted verbatim or paraphrased in the manuscript. If exact sentences or paragraphs that appear in 

another work by the Author are included in the manuscript, the material should be put in quotation 

marks and appropriately cited in a way that does not compromise the reviewing process.  

 

Authors should avoid excessively citing their earlier works in order to inflate their citation count. 

Authors should also avoid self-citation that might violate the reviewing process. If self-identifying 

information is unavoidable, the Author should include the information in the manuscript’s 

Acknowledgements and inform the Editor-In-Chief 

 

If the Author wishes to submit a revised version of the rejected manuscript of an earlier version, the 

author must obtain consent first from the Editor-In-Chief before submission.  

 

It is strongly suggested that authors wishing to submit manuscripts for intending publication in IFRJ 

should check their manuscripts for possible plagiarisms using any application program such as TurnItIn 

before submitting through the IFRJ’s online manuscript submission system.  

 

1.2 PLAGIARISM AND SELF-PLAGIARISM 
 

All work in the manuscript should be free of any plagiarism, falsification, fabrications, or omission of 

significant material.  

 

Plagiarism takes many forms, from ‘passing off’ another’s paper as the author’s own paper to copying 

or paraphrasing substantial parts of another’s paper (without credit), to claiming results from research 

conducted by others. 
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Plagiarism is the use of others’ published and unpublished ideas or words (or other intellectual 

property) without attribution or permission, and presenting them as new and original rather than 

derived from an existing source. The intent and effect of plagiarism is to mislead the reader as to the 

contributions of the plagiarizer. This applies whether the ideas or words are taken from abstracts, 

research grant applications, Institutional Review Board applications, unpublished or published 

manuscripts in any publication format (print or electronic) 

 

Authors are expected to explicitly cite others’ work and ideas, even if the work or ideas are not quoted 

verbatim or paraphrased. This standard applies whether the previous work is published, unpublished, 

or electronically available.  

 

Self-plagiarism (or “redundancy”) can occur in at least two ways: 

a. Authors recycle portions of their previous writings by using identical or nearly identical 

sentences or paragraphs from earlier writings in subsequent research papers, without 

quotation or acknowledgement; or 

b. Authors create multiple papers that are slight variations of each other, which are submitted 

for publication in different journals but without acknowledgement of the other papers.  

 

Self-plagiarism is widespread and sometimes unintentional, as there are only so many ways to say the 

same thing on many occasions, particularly when writing the Methods section of an article. Although 

this usually violates the copyright that has been usually assigned to the publisher, there is no 

consensus as to whether this is a form of scientific misconduct, or how many of one’s own words one 

can use before it is truly “plagiarism”. Probably for this reason self-plagiarism is not generally regarded 

in the same light as plagiarism of the ideas and words of other individuals. Moreover, since publication 

decisions are influenced by the novelty and innovativeness of manuscripts, such deception is 

inappropriate and unethical. In actual fact, this can minimize or avoided by citing one’s previous 

publications wherever necessary.  

 

Authors should therefore minimize recycling of previous writings. If recycling is unavoidable, the 

author should inform the Editor-In-Chief at the time of submission and reference the previous writings 

in the manuscript. Such self-referencing should be worded carefully so as to avoid compromising 

reviewing process.  

 

If exact sentences or paragraphs that appear in another work by the author are included in the 

manuscript, the material must be put in quotation marks and appropriately cited.  

 

Plagiarism is scientific misconduct and in all its forms constitutes unethical publishing behavior which 

is unacceptable.  
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1.3 MULTIPLE SUBMISSIONS 
 

Multiple, Redundant or Concurrent Publication: An author should not in general publish manuscripts 

describing essentially the same research in more than one journal or primary publication. Submitting 

the same manuscript to more than one journal concurrently constitutes unethical publishing 

behaviours and is unacceptable.  

 

Authors must not submit to IFRJ the same work, in whole or in part, to two places of publication at 

the same time, or at any time while the manuscript is under review, or has been previously published. 

It is also improper for an Author to submit a manuscript describing essentially the same research to 

more than one place of publication, unless it is a resubmission of a manuscript rejected for, or 

withdrawn from publication. Thus, an author may neither submit to IFRJ, a work that is in whole or in 

part under review elsewhere, nor submit to another publication outlet a work that is in whole or in 

part under review at IFRJ.  

 

The manuscript must not have been previously published or accepted for publication elsewhere, 

either in whole (including book chapters) or in part (including paragraphs of text or exhibits), whether 

in English or another language 

 

1.4 POLICY ON CONFERENCE PROCEEDING PAPERS 
 

IFRJ does not accept any submission of papers that have been published in full in a conference 

proceeding as novelty is an important criterion in the selection of papers. However, to encourage 

interdisciplinary contributions, IFRJ may consider unpublished work that has been submitted or 

presented in part in a forum, particularly if it is unlikely to have been seen by more than a few 

members of a conference or where the circulation of the proceeding is limited. The author, however, 

TIPS FOR AVOIDING PLAGIARISM  

 CITE ALL YOUR SOURCES, WHETHER YOU HAVE READ OR HEARD THEM,  

 KEEP FULL RECORDS OF EVERY SOURCE OF INFORMATION YOU USE INCLUDING THE 

DATE YOU ACCESSED ELECTRONIC RESOURCES 

 PLACE QUOTATION MARKS AROUND ANY WORDS YOU COPY VERBATIM AND CREDIT THE 

SOURCE 

 USE YOUR OWN WORDS WHEN SUMMARIZING OR PARAPHRASING SOMEONE ELSE’S 

WORDS-BUT DO NOT FORGET- YOU WILL STILL NEED TO CITE IT! 

 MAKE SURE YOU CHECK WITH YOUR JOURNAL’S STAFF WHICH REFERENCING SYSTEM 

THEY WANT YOU TO USE. 
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must specify the dual submission and certifies that the journal submission contains significant 

materials that is not included in the proceeding submission.  

 

1.5 CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 
 

Authors should avoid conflicts of interest or the appearance of conflicts of interest throughout the 

research process. A conflict of interest is some fact known to a participant in the publication process 

that if revealed later, would make a reasonable reader feel misled or deceived (or an Author, Reviewer, 

or Editor feel defensive). Conflicts of interest may influence the judgment of Authors, Reviewers, and 

Editors. Possible conflicts often are not immediately apparent to others. They may be personal, 

commercial, political, academic, or financial. Financial interests may include employment, research 

funding (received or pending), stock of share ownership, patents, payment for lectures or travel, 

consultancies, non-financial support, or any fiduciary interest in the company. The perception of a 

conflict of interest is nearly as important as an actual conflict, since both erode trust. Any queries 

about possible conflicts of interest should be addressed to the Editor-In-Chief. 

 

When submitting a manuscript to IFRJ, the Corresponding Author has the opportunity to recommend 

at least four possible potential Reviewers for the manuscript. The suggested reviewers must not be 

the Co-Authors listed in this manuscript and have not seen the manuscript before. The editors and 

associate editors are not, however, bound by these suggestions.  

 

Authors should avoid any possible conflict of interest, or appearance of conflict of interest, in selecting 

Reviewers. Such conflicts of interest apply not only to the Corresponding Author but to any Co-

Authors on the manuscript.  

 

Examples of possible conflicts of interest include: 

 One of the Authors is at the same institution as the nominated Editor or Reviewer; 

 One of the Authors was a member of the Journal’s Editorial Board; or 

 One of the Authors, and the Editor or Reviewer, is currently Co-Authors on another 

manuscript.  

 

Authors should not nominate individuals whom they know have already read and provided comments 

on the manuscript or a previous version of the manuscript since such knowledge would automatically 

violate the reviewing process.  

 

1.6 CO-AUTHORSHIP 
 

All Co-Authors of the papers should have made significant contributions to the work and share 

accountability for the results. Authorship and credit should be shared in proportion to the various 

parties’ contributions. Authors should take responsibility and credit, including authorship credit, only 
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for work they have actually performed or to which they have contributed. Other contributions should 

be cited in the manuscript’s Acknowledgements or an Endnote. Authors should normally list a student 

as the principal Co-Author on multiple-authored publications that substantially derive from the 

student’s dissertation or thesis.  

 

Authors who analyze data from others should explicitly acknowledge the contribution of the initial 

researchers.  

 

The Corresponding Author who submits a manuscript to IFRJ should have sent all living Co-Authors a 

draft and obtained their assent to submission and publication.  

 

1.7 TIMELINESS 
 

Authors should be prompt with their manuscript revisions. If an Author cannot meet the deadline 

given, the Author should contact the Editorial Office to request for an extension. If there is no request, 

IFRJ will withdraw the manuscript from the review process.  

 

1.8 MANUSCRIPT WITHDRAWAL 
 

Authors may write to the Editorial Office requesting for a withdrawal of a manuscript that has been 

previously submitted for intended publication in IFRJ. If the author withdraws his/her manuscript after 

the peer-review process has begun, IFRJ has the right to reject the paper without taking into account 

the status of the referee’s evaluation.  
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2 REVIEWERS AND EDITORS 

2.1 RECIPROCITY 
 

Reviewing for journals is a professional activity that provides value for the professions as a whole, and 

should be encouraged. Scholars who submit manuscripts to IFRJ are normally expected to reciprocate 

by accepting an invitation to review for the Journal 

 

2.2 SINGLE-BLIND PEER-REVIEW 
 

IFRJ practices single-blind peer review process is as follows whereby authors do not know reviewers. 

Peer review is fundamental to the scientific publication process and the dissemination of sound 

science. Peer reviewers are experts chosen by journal editors to provide written assessment of the 

strengths and weaknesses of written research, with the aim of improving the reporting of research 

and identifying the most appropriate and highest quality material for the journal.  

 

Authors should respect the confidentiality of the review process. Authors should not post their 

submitted manuscript (including working papers and prior drafts) on websites where it could be easily 

discovered by potential Reviewers. Authors should not nominate as Reviewer individuals whom they 

know have already read and provided comments on the manuscript or a previous version of the 

manuscript since such knowledge would automatically violate the reviewing process.  

 

Regular reviewers selected for the journal should be required to meet minimum standards regarding 

their background in original research, publication of articles, formal training, and previous critical 

appraisals of manuscripts 

 

Peer reviewers should be experts in the scientific topic addressed in the articles they review, and 

should be selected for their objectivity and scientific knowledge. Individuals who do not have such 

expertise cannot be reviewers, and there is no role for review or articles by individuals who have a 

major competing interest in the subject of the article (e.g. Those working for a company whose 

product was tested, its competitors, those with ideological agendas, etc.) 

 

2.3 REVIEW QUALITY 
 

Manuscripts judged to be of potential interest to our readership are sent for review, typically to three 

or four reviewers, but sometimes more if special advice is needed (for example on statistics or a 

particular technique where an expert in that particular technique is needed to evaluate it). Authors 

may request that certain Reviewers not be used, but this decision should be left to the Editor, 

Associate Editor or the Editor-In-Chief’s discretion.  
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The Editor should routinely assess all reviews for quality. In rare circumstances, an Editor may edit a 

review before sending it to an Author (for example, to remove a phrase that would identify the 

Reviewer) or not send the review to the Author if is not constructive or appropriate.  

 

Ratings of review quality and other performance characteristics are periodically assessed by the Editor 

to assure optimal journal performance. These ratings also contribute to decisions on reappointment 

to the IFRJ Editorial Board and to ongoing review requests. Individual performance data on Reviewers 

is available to the Editors but otherwise kept confidential.  

 

Reviewers are expected to be professional, honest, courteous, prompt, and constructive. The desired 

major elements of a high-quality review is as follows: 

 The reviewer should have identified and commented on major strengths and weaknesses of 

the study design and methodology.  

 The reviewer should comment accurately and constructively upon the quality of the author’s 

interpretation of the data, including acknowledgement of its limitations.  

 The reviewer should comment on major strengths and weaknesses of the manuscript as a 

written communication, independent of the design, methodology, results and interpretation 

of the study. 

 The reviewer should comment on any ethical concerns raised by the study, or any possible 

evidence of low standards of scientific conduct.  

 The reviewers should provide the author with useful suggestions for improvement of the 

manuscript. 

 The reviewer’s comments to the author should be constructive and professional 

 The review should provide the editor the proper context and perspective to make a decision 

on acceptance (and/or revision) of the manuscript.  

 

The editors then make a decision based on the reviewers’ advice usually at least two, from among 

several possibilities: 

 Accept – with or without editorial revisions; 

 Minor revision – only minor changes to be made by the author 

 Major revision – author should revise the manuscript thoroughly 

 Reject – typically on grounds of specialist interest, lack of novelty, insufficient conceptual 

advance or major technical and/or interpretational problem. 

 

Reviewers are welcome to recommend a particular course of action, but they should bear in mind 

that the other reviewers of a particular paper may have different technical expertise and/or views, 

and the editors may have to make a decision based on conflicting advice. The most useful reports, 

therefore, provide the editors with the information on which a decision should be based. Setting out 

the arguments for and against publication is often more helpful to the editors than a direct 

recommendation one way or the other.  

 

All reviewers are informed of the journal’s expectations, and editors should make an effort to educate 

them and suggest educational materials (such as articles on how to peer review): 
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 The editors should routinely assess all reviews for quality.  

 They may also edit reviews before sending them to authors, or simply not send them if they 

feel they are not constructive or appropriate. 

 Ratings of review quality and other performance characteristics of reviewers should be 

periodically assessed to assure optimal journal performance, and must contribute to decisions 

on reappointment or ongoing review requests (for journals that do not formally appoint 

reviewers). 

 Individual performance data must be kept confidential 

 Performance measures such as review completion times should be used to assess changes in 

process that might improve journal performance.  

 

2.4 WHAT IS EXPECTED OF REVIEWERS? 
 

The submitted manuscript is a privileged communication; reviewers must treat it as confidential. It 

should not be retained or copied. Also, reviewers must not share the manuscript with any colleagues 

without the explicit permission of the Editors. Reviewers and editors must not make any personal or 

professional use of the data, arguments, or interpretations (other than those directly involved in its 

peer review) prior to publication unless they have the authors’ specific permission or are writing an 

editorial or commentary to accompany the article.  

 

If reviewers suspect misconduct, they should notify the Editor in confidence, and should not share 

their concerns with other parties unless officially notified by the journal that they may do so.  

 

High-quality review is important, but equally important is that readers are able to readily determine 

which contents of the journal are peer-reviewed. The journal should describe which types of articles 

are peer reviewed, and by whom (i.e. Only by editorial board members, by outside expert reviewers, 

or both). 

 

IFRJ would publish annual audits of acceptance rates, publication intervals, percentage of submissions 

sent out for external peer review, and other performance data as applicable. 

 

2.5 TIMELINESS 
 

Reviewers should be prompt with their reviews. If a Reviewer cannot meet the deadline given, the 

Reviewer should contact the Editorial Office and Editor as soon as possible to request for extension. 

The maximum extension period given will be 2 weeks. If the Reviewer does not respond, the reviewer 

is automatically unassigned by the Editor and a new Reviewer will be chosen. Typically, the time given 

to the reviewer to complete the review is 2 weeks.  
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2.6 DECISION QUALITY 
 

The Editor has a responsibility to provide the Author with an explanation of the editorial decision on 

a manuscript. Editors should write high-quality editorial letters that integrate reviewers’ comments 

and offer additional suggestions to the Author. Editors should not send a decision letter, without 

explanation, attached to a set of reviewers’ comments.  

 

2.7 SUBMISSION BY EDITORIAL BOARD MEMBERS 
 

Publishing work from a journal’s own Editorial Board member: 

All manuscripts submitted to IFRJ undergo the rigid single-blind peer review process. In addition, when 

making editorial decisions about peer-reviewed articles where an editor is an author or is 

acknowledged as a contributor, IFRJ ensures that the affected editors or editorial team staff members 

exclude themselves and are not involved in the publication decision.  

 

When editors are presented with papers where their own interests may impair their ability to make 

an unbiased editorial decision, they should deputize decisions about the paper to a suitable qualified 

individual. In such cases, the Editor-In-Chief would evaluate manuscripts objectively, fairly and 

professionally and personal biases would be avoided in their comments and judgements.  

However, too many or frequent submissions of manuscripts from the Journal’s own Editorial Board 

should be avoided due to ethical issues.  

 

2.8 PUBLISHABLE AMENDMENTS 
 

These are usually requested by the authors of the publication and are represented by a formal printed 

and online notice in the journal because they affect the publication record and/or the scientific 

accuracy of published information. Where these amendments concern peer-reviewed material, they 

fall into one of the four categories: erratum, corrigendum, retraction or addendum, described here.  

2.8.1  Erratum  

Notification of an important error made by the journal that affects the publication record or the 

scientific integrity of the paper, or the reputation of the authors, or of the journal. 

2.8.2  Corrigendum 

Notification of an important error made by the author (s) that affects the publication record or the 

scientific integrity of the paper, or the reputation of the authors or the journal. All authors must sign 

corrigenda submitted for publication. In cases where Co-Authors disagree, the editors will take advice 

from independent peer-reviewers and impose the appropriate amendment, noting the dissenting 

author (s) in the text of the published version.  
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2.8.3  Retraction 

Notification of invalid results. All co-authors must sign a retraction specifying the error and stating 

briefly how the conclusions are affected, and submit it for publication. In cases where Co-Authors 

disagree, the editors will seek advice from independent peer-reviewers and impose the type of 

amendment that seems most appropriate, noting the dissenting author (s) in the text of the published 

version.  

 

Retractions are judged according to whether the main conclusion of the paper no longer holds or is 

seriously undermined as a result of subsequent information coming to light, of which the authors 

were not aware at the time of publication. In the case of experimental papers, this can include further 

experiments by the authors or by others that do not confirm the main experimental conclusion of the 

original publication.  

 

Readers wishing to draw the editors’ attention to published work requiring retraction should first 

contact the authors of the original paper and then write to the journal, including copies of the 

correspondence with the authors (whether or not the correspondence has been answered). The 

editors will seek advice from reviewers if they judge that the information is likely to draw into question 

the main conclusions of the published paper. 

2.8.4  Addendum 

Notification of a peer-reviewed addition of information to a paper, usually in response to readers; 

request for clarification. Addenda are published only rarely and only when the editors decide that the 

addendum is crucial to the reader’s understanding of a significant part of the published contribution.  

 

2.9 COPYRIGHT LAW 
 

Authors should check their manuscripts for possible breaches of copyright law (e.g., Where 

permissions are needed for quotations, artwork or tables taken from other publications) and secure 

the necessary permissions before submission.  

 

Authors should avoid anything in the text of the manuscript that might be actionable, such as 

defamation. Authors should avoid using sexist and biased language that could be interpreted as 

denigrating to ethnic or other groups; for example, plural rather than single pronouns (“they” rather 

than “he”) are recommended.  
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3 PENALTIES 

Plagiarism is scientific misconduct and is an unacceptable violation of publication ethics. It will be 

dealt promptly. 

 

The Editor-In-Chief and the respective Editorial Board, and the Reviewers are the primary means of 

detecting plagiarism in manuscripts submitted to IFRJ.  

 

Given the serious nature of a charge of plagiarism, it is required that confidentiality be maintained 

throughout the process. The charge of plagiarism, supporting materials and the outcome is only to be 

made known to those persons who are involved in the review process.  

 

Due process and confidentiality are important in all cases of alleged plagiarism, falsification and other 

unethical conduct. Such cases will be handled according to the Code of Ethics of IFRJ Publication 

Working Committee and University Publications Committee. 

 

In instances where the Editor deems as “major” unethical conduct, the paper will be rejected and the 

authors may be barred from submitting to IFRJ for a period of time (one to three years) depending on 

the nature of the unethical conduct.  

 

IFRJ reserves the right to evaluate issues of unethical conduct such as plagiarism and redundancy, etc. 

on a case-by-case basis.  

 

3.1 PENALTIES (BY THE PUBLICATION WORKING COMMITTEE ON IFRJ) 
 

Any work in the manuscript that has been proven to contain any form of plagiarism, falsification, 

fabrications, or omission of significant material constitutes unethical publishing behavior and is 

unacceptable. Such cases will be handled according to the practices of the Publication Working 

Committee on IFRJ. 

 

When making editorial decisions about peer reviewed articles submitted to IFRJ where the Editorial 

Board member is an author or is acknowledged as a contributor, the affected Editorial Board member 

or staff members should exclude themselves in the publication decision of such articles. The 

complainants shall bring cases of suspected member’s misconduct to the attention of the Editor-In-

Chief who shall ensure that the relevant documentation substantiating an unacceptable violation of 

publication ethics is made available to the Publication Working Committee of IFRJ for a suitable action 

below. 

 

Too many or frequent submissions of manuscripts from the Journal’s own Editorial Board members 

should be avoided due to ethical issues.  
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 Notice to the author(s) involved; 

 Rejection of manuscript; 

 Sanctions would typically include a ban from submission to IFRJ journals for a period of time, 

normally up to 3 years.  

 Additionally, it is required that where an author found guilty of plagiarism, or any other 

unethical conduct who holds an editorial office at IFRJ will be dismissed from that office. The 

Publication Working Committee has the sole responsibility and authority to determine the 

sanction. Sanctions may be applied unevenly in the case of multiple authors.  

 

NOTES 
IFRJ’s Code of Ethics was adopted from the Code of Ethics of UPM’s Journal.  
The Code of Ethics of UPM’s journal was approved by Professor Abu Bakar Salleh, Deputy Vice Chancellor 
(Research & Innovation) and Chairman, University Publications Committee. It was developed with the research 
assistance of Professor Mohd. Zamri Saad, Professor Tan Soon Guan, Professor Shamsher Mohama, Professor 
Mohd Ali Hassan and Ms. Erica Kwan Lee Yin. Helpful comments were received from Professor Aini Ideris. 
 
Prepared by Dr. Nayan KANWAL 
Executive Editor, Pertanika Journals 
 
Edited by (For IFRJ’s Code of Ethics) New Chia Yeung 
Administrator, International Food Research Journal  


