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Roles of Scientific Journal

• Building a collective knowledge base

• Communicating information

• Validating the quality of research

• Distributing rewards

• Building scientific communities

David J. Solomon

Volume 10, Issue 1, Winter 2007

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0010.107



Role of Referee System

• '...referees will be asked to judge whether the 

article contributes sufficiently to our knowledge 

and/or understanding of wells...‟

• „sufficiently' is taken to mean that the article is 

of a high enough quality to merit inclusion in 

this one stream, rather than elsewhere in the 

journal

Rich Pederick (©  Living Spring Journal, MCMXCIX) 
Katy Jordan & Rich Pederick
http://people.bath.ac.uk/liskmj/living-spring/journal/reviewgd.htm#editors



Peer Review

• Definition

-Evaluation of work by one or more people of similar 

competence to the producers of the work

• Purpose

-Peer review methods are employed to maintain 

standards of quality, improve performance, and 

provide credibility



Peer Review Process



Internet : the kindling wood

• Peer reviewing process has been greatly 

facilitated by introduction of information 

network

• Reduced cost and effort of conducting peer 

review

• Increased flexibility in method of peer review



Experimental systems for reviewing

• British Medical Journal removed blinding in 

1999

• Many BioMed Central journals provide open 

access to the complete review record

• Nature posted preprints for public comment in 

2006 (for 3 months)

• Public Library of Science One (PLoS One) 

publishes immediately with minimal screening 

and allow for public comment



Open peer review?

• Possible benefits for authors and readers

-Reviewer comments put paper in context which is 

useful additional information for readers 

-Reduces bias among reviewers 

-Peer review examples for young researchers

• Possible benefits for reviewers

-Shows the reviewer‟s informed opinion 

-Demonstrates experience as a reviewer 

• Possible drawbacks

-Reviewer might less likely to volunteer



Guidance on Research Integrity: No Union in Europe

Godecharle, S., et al. The Lancet, 2013; 381 (9872): 1097-1098.
Centre for Biomedical Ethics and Law (SG, KD) and Occupational, Environmental and Insurance

Medicine (BN), Department of Public Health, University of Leuven, 3000 Leuven, Belgium

National framework (law)

National 

framework/equivalent

No national framework

Could not be included



General Suggestions to Reviewers

• Be prompt

• Be objective

• Be specific

• Avoid acrimony

William A. Zellmer, 1977



Reviewer‟s Role 
in Journal Referee System

• Reviewers can do a better job if they know 

what editors expect of them

• The ideal reviewer is a careful reader and 

writer who is thoroughly familiar with the 

standards and requirements of professional-

scientific journals

• Basic responsibility of a reviewer is to advise 

editors on the merits for publication of the 

paper in question

William A. Zellmer 1977



COPE (Committee on Publication Ethics)

• Established in 1997 by a group of UK editors

• 9000 members worldwide

• Provides advice to editors and publishers 



COPE (Committee on Publication Ethics)

• eLearning course for new editors

• Forum to discuss individual cases 

- does not investigate individual cases

• Audit tools to measure compliance with the 

Code of Conduct

• 40 cases reported to COPE annually

• Major publishers have signed up

-Elsevier, Wiley–Blackwell, Springer, Taylor & 

Francis, Palgrave Macmillan and Wolters Kluwer



COPE Case Taxonomy

• Authorship

• Conflict of Interest

• Consent for Publication

• Contributorship

• Copyright

• Correction of the 
Literature

• Data

• Editorial Independence

• Funding/Sponsorship

• Metrics

• Miscellaneous

• Misconduct/Questionabl
e Behavior

• Mistakes

• Peer Review

• Plagiarism

• Questionable/Unethical 
Research

• Redundant/Duplicate 
Publication

• Whistleblowers



Signs indicating authorship problems

• Corresponding author does not respond to 

comments

• Changes are made by somebody not on the 

author list

• Unfeasibly long or short author list

• Role missing from list of contributors

• Industry-funded study with no authors from 

sponsor company



COPE Flowcharts

• Redundant (duplicate) publication

• Plagiarism

• Fabricated data

• Ghost, guest or gift authorship

• Undisclosed conflict of interest

• Ethical problem

• Reviewer has appropriated an author‟s ideas 

or data



Redundant (duplicate) Publication

• Reporting (publishing or attempting to publish) 

substantially the same work more than once, 

without attribution of the original source(s)

-At least one common author

-The same or similar subject or study populations

- Identical methodology or nearly so

-The results and interpretations vary little

The Council of Science Editors

CBE Views 1996;19[4]:76–77



What to do if you suspect redundant (duplicate) publication
(a) in a submitted manuscript

Check degree of overlap

Major overlap Minor overlap No significant overlap

Proceed with reviewContact author and ask 

to remove overlapping 

material

Reviewer informs editor

Inform reviewer of 

outcome

Contact corresponding 

author with documentary 

evidence of redundant 

publication

Author responds No response

Admits guilt Satisfactory explanation

Reject submission and 

consider informing 

author‟s governance

Inform reviewer of 

outcome

Reject submission

Contact author‟s 

institution

If no response, keep 

contacting every 3-6 

months

COMMITTEE ON PUBLICATION ETHICS

http://publicationethics.org



What to do if you suspect redundant (duplicate) publication
(b) in a published manuscript

Check degree of overlap

Major overlap Minor overlap

Contact author and 

discuss publishing 

correction

Reader informs editor

Inform reader of 

outcome

Author responds No response

Admits guilt Satisfactory explanation

Consider publishing 

statement of redundant 

publication or retraction

Inform reader of 

outcome

Write to author 

explaining position and 

expected future 

behavior

Contact author‟s 

institution

If no response, keep 

contacting every 3-6 

months

COMMITTEE ON PUBLICATION ETHICS

http://publicationethics.org

Contact corresponding 

author with documentary 

evidence of redundant 

publication



Plagiarism

• “the deliberate or reckless representation of 

another‟s words, thoughts, or ideas as one‟s 

own without attribution in connection with 

submission of academic work, whether graded 

or otherwise”

Instrument of Student Judicial Governance, Section II.B.1.

The University of North Carolina

http://writingcenter.unc.edu/handouts/plagiarism/



What to do if you suspect plagiarism (a) in a submitted manuscript

Check degree of copying

Clear plagiarism Minor copying Redundancy -

See redundancy 

flowchartsContact author and ask 

to rephrase or include 

as quotations

Reader informs editor

Author responds No response

Admits guilt Satisfactory explanation

Reject submission and 

consider informing 

author‟s governance

Inform reviewer of 

outcome

Reject submission

Contact author‟s 

institution

If no response, keep 

contacting every 3-6 

months.

If no resolution, consider 

contacting other 

authorities

COMMITTEE ON PUBLICATION ETHICS

http://publicationethics.org

Contact corresponding 

author with 

documentary evidence 

of plagiarism

No problem

Discuss with 

reviewer



What to do if you suspect plagiarism (b) in a published manuscript

Clear plagiarism Minor copying

Contact author and 

discuss publishing 

correction

Author responds No response

Admits guilt Satisfactory explanation

Consider informing 

author‟s governance 

and publishing retraction

Inform readers and 

victims of outcome

Write to author 

explaining position and 

expected future 

behavior

Contact author‟s 

institution

If no response, keep 

contacting every 3-6 

months.

If no resolution, consider 

contacting other 

authorities

COMMITTEE ON PUBLICATION ETHICS

http://publicationethics.org

Contact corresponding 

author with 

documentary evidence 

of plagiarism

Check degree of copying

Reader informs editor

Inform reader of 

journal actions





Ghost Authorship

• A ghostwriter is a writer who writes papers that 

are officially credited to another person



Gift (guest, honorary) Authorship

• Gift authorship is granted to those who played 

no significant role in the work





Ethical responsibilities of reviewers

• Confidentiality

• Constructive critique

• Competence

• Impartiality and integrity

• Disclosure of conflict of interest

• Timeliness and responsiveness

Council of Science Editors

http://www.councilscienceeditors.org/resource-library/editorial-policies/white-paper-on-publication-

ethics/2-3-reviewer-roles-and-responsibilities/
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Timeliness

• A handling editor should make a 

recommendation within 3 months (6 weeks for 

short papers) from the date that the paper is 

received from the authors. 

• The handling editor should normally allow 6 

weeks (3 weeks for short papers) for each 

reviewer to respond.

Guidelines for Members of Editorial Board

Knowledge and Information Systems

An International Journal, Springer

http://www.cs.uvm.edu/~kais/gd-eb.shtml



Peer Reviewers Should Have:

• Expertise

• Confidentiality

• No conflicting interests

• Being objective and constructive

• Timeliness

• Courtesy

COPE Ethical Guidelines for Peer Reviewers

Committee on Publication Ethics

March 2013, v.1



Advise to Reviewers from COPE

• Peer review is largely a reciprocal endeavor

• Do not contact the authors directly (without the 

permission of the journal)

• It is the authors‟ paper and do not attempt to 

rewrite it

• Confidential comments to the editor should not 

be a place for denigration or false accusation



Expertise

Morality Courtesy




