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In May 1989, the American Medical Association sponsored
The First International Congress on Peer Review in Biomedi-
cal Publication. This issue of JAMA is dedicated to papers
first presented at that congress, themselves greatly modified
by editorial peer review.

We at JAMA, considering that publication lies at the heart
of the scientific process and that at the heart of publication lies
peer review,' were impressed by the evident lack of research®
into a process that occupies our energies daily and on which
we, as editors, are disposed to rely heavily. We recognized
that the vast majority of papers written about editorial peer
review had been composed in the absence of any data and
were editorial effusions that expressed individual biases. Sci-
entific investigations in this field were woefully lacking, and
we set out to change this state of affairs.’

From the Office of the Deputy Editor (West), JAMA, and the Institute for Health Palicy
Studies, University of Califarnia at San Francisca.

Reprint requests to American Medical Association, 535 N Dearborn St, Chicaga. IL
60610 (Dr Rennig)

JAMA, March 9, 1990 —Vol 263, No. 10

Editorial Peer Review in Biomedical Publication
The First International Congress

papers, and (4) the attendees came fromall over the world and
they came prepared to become involved. It was clear that
they represented a wide spectrum of experiences, disciplines,
and journals, with widely varying ideas about how peer re-
view should function,

Though we certainly believe that we achieved our objec-
tives, it is obvious that we have only begun to scratch the
surface. Such important issues as the blinding of reviewers,
or the registration of trials at inception to prevent bias,
require much more research. Many people who came to the
congress wanted us to come up with consensus statements
and guidelines for peer review procedures. Though my own
bias makes me leery of the consensus process,” and I worry
that we might turn off originality and dissent, it may be that
we should explore this possibility.




Research on Peer Review and Biomedical Publication
Furthering the Quest to Improve the Quality of Reporting

Drummond Rennie, MD; Annette Flanagin, RN, MA

This issue of JAMA includes 3 reports'> first presented at the
Seventh International Congress on Peer Review and Biomedi-
cal Publication in September 2013.# At the first congress, held
in 1989, the most common topic of the presented abstracts was
editorial peer review.> Since then, the research presented and
discussed has substantially broadened to include all aspects
of biomedical publication—from research proposals to shar-
ing data after publication.*

Inthisissue of JAMA, Malickiand colleagues' report their
findings from an analysis of the 614 abstracts presented at the
7 congresses held from 1989 through 2013. Of these abstracts,
overall, 76% were observational studies, 16% were studies of

Related articles pages 1045,
1063 and 1065

interventions aimed at im-
proving peer review and sci-
entificreporting, and 8% were
opinion papers. At the most
recent congress, 27% of the 110 presented studies were inter-
ventional, including 5 randomized trials. The authors also

JAMA March12,2014 Volume 311, Number10 1019

Two other reports from the 2013 congress provide impor-
tant information about the quality of reporting results from
clinical trials. Becker and colleagues” conducted a cross-
sectional analysis of clinical trials with primary results pub-
lished in high-impact journals between July 2010 and June 2011
and compared trial information and results reported in Clini-
calTrials.gov with that reported in peer-reviewed publica-
tions. The authors found that 93 of 96 trials had at least 1 dis-
crepancy, with the highest rates of discordance involving
completion rates (22%) and trial interventions (16%). In addi-
tion, in 91 trials that described 156 primary efficacy end points,
including 132 end points described in both sources, 21 trials
(16%) had discordant end points and 30 end points (23%) could
not be compared. These investigators suggest that further ef-
forts are needed to ensure the accuracy of reporting results of
clinical trials.

Inanotherreport, Kasendaand colleagues? describe a mul-
tinational study that examined 894 clinical trialsinvolving pa-
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The Seventh International Congress on Peer Review and Biomedical
Publication was held Septamber 8-10, 2013, in Chicago, IL. 516 participants
from 32 countries participated and engaged in lively discussion of 47 plenary

session presentations and 63 posters. For more detail see the program below.
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From: Sally Hopewell [mailto:sally.hoj
Sent: Tuesday, April 09, 2013 7:35 PM
Subject: WebCONSORT Project: invitation email

well@csm.ox.oc.uk]

Dear Editor in Chief,

We would like to invite your journal to participate in an exciting new study which aims to help improve the reporting of randomized trials in
medical journal articles. We all know that the reporting of clinical trials is not always optimal, despite the impact of reporting guidelines such as
the CONSORT Statement, and we recognise that it can be a difficult task for editors to try to improve it.

Our study aims to evaluate whether usi

authors of manuscripts to obtain a custo WebCONSORT

pragmatic trial, cluster trial) and/or type]

We are seeking journals willing to collal
onyour part and yet provide a real oppg
direct impact on patients and patient ca

acknowledge all participating journals ir [Sbseeciad

creator.

> NPT tiow diagram)

We have attached a short summary proy| (221043

please can you register your interest by | AN
> Glossary
With best wishes

Extension Combination :

Pr Philippe Ravaud and Dr Sally Hopewe| treatments |

(Paris Descartes University, France and

On behalf of the WebCONSORT Steering
Boutron (Paris Descartes University, Fra
Canada), Pr Victor Montori (Mayo Clinc,

This ie a customised CONSORT che|
can download the checklist, record|
tc the journal with your manuseripy
individualised CONSORT flow diagr]
please ses: www.consort-statemen|

» CHECKLIST ITEM

censort

em1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10

WebCONSORT Impact of Using a Web-Based Tool
to Improve the Reporting of Randomized Trials:
A Randomized Controlled Trial

Sally Hopewell, 12 Tsabelle Boutron.? Douglas G. Altman,! David

Moher,? Victor Montori,* Virginia Barbour,? David Schriger,®
Philippe Ravaud?

Objective The CONSORT stalement is an evidence-based
guideline for reporting clinical trials. In addition, a number of
extensions have been developed that specify additional informa-
tion for more complex trials. The aim of this study is to evaluate
if a simple web-based tool (WebCONSORT, which incorporates

This study is supported by the CONSOR
Ethics Committee MSD-IDREC-C1-2012-

Cansort

1a :Ientrication a
b Structured sun

a number of these different extensions) improves the complete-
ness of reporting of randomized trials published in biomedical

Non-inferiority of
equvalence inals

43 Spectication as|

publications.

Honpharmacolegic

Dr Sally Hopewell / Senior Research Fellow / treatments sals

45 :Descipion 3fth|

Tel: 01865 284416 / Fax: 01865 284424 / sally.hd

Design We are conducting a multicenter randomized trial
Journals (n=435) that endorse the CONSORT statement (ie,
referred to in Tnstruction to Authors) but do not actively imple-

Consort

Noninferirity or

cauivaleneo trials
b its choice

2a; Scientific backy
20 speciic abject]
23 Ratonas o us|
2 Hypotiests £

ment it (ie, require authors to submit a completed CONSORT
checklist) have been invited to participate. Authors of partici-
pating journals are requested, at the manuscript revision stage,

to use the web-based tool to improve the reporting of their ran-
domized trial. Authors (n=302) registering to use the tool are
randomized (using centralized computer generated randomiza-
tion) to intervention or control. Authors and journal editors are
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Impact of Spin in the Abstract on the Interpretation of
Randomized Controlled Trials in the Field of Cancer:
A Randomized Controlled Trial

Isabelle Boutron, 1234 Douglas G. Altman,> Sally Hopewell 145
Francisco Vera-Badillo,® Ian Tannock,® Philippe Ravaud®547

Objective Spin is defined as a specific way of reporting to
convince readers that the beneficial effect of the experimental
treatment is greater than is shown by the results. The aim of this
study is to assess the impact of spin in abstracts of randomized
controlled trials (RCTs) with non-statistically significant resulls
in the field of cancer on readers’ interpretation.

to evaluate 1 abstract with spin or 1 abstract without spin. The
primary endpoint is the interpretation of abstract results by the
participants. Afler reading cach abstract participants will answer
the following question: “Based on this abstract, do vou think
treatment A would be beneficial to patients?” (answer: numerical
scale from 0-10)

Design A 2-arm parallel-group RCT comparing the inter-
pretation of results in abstracts with or withoul spin. We
selected from a collection of articles identified in previous
work a sample of reports describing negalive (ie, statistically
nonsignificant primary outcome) RCTs with 2 parallel arms
evaluating treatments in the field of cancer and having spin in
the abstract conclusion. Selected abstracts were rewritten by 2
researchers according to specific guidelines to remove spin. All
abstracts were presented in the same format without the iden-
tifying authors or journal name. The names of treatments were
masked by using generic lerms (eg, experimental treatment
A). Corresponding authors (n=300) of clinical uials indexed in
PubMed and blinded 10 the objectives of our study will be ran-
domized using a centralized computer-generated randomization

Results ‘Three hundred participants were randomized; 150
assessed an abstract with spin and 150 an abstract with no s
Trom abstr: with spin, the experimental treatment was Iz
as being more beneficial (scale 0-10, mean [SD] = 3.6 [2.5
2.9 [2.6]; P=.02), the trial was rated as less rigorous (scale 0-10,
mean [SD] = 4.5 [2.4] vs 5.1 [2.5]; 27 =.04) and parlicipants were
more interested in reading the full-text article (scale 0-10, mean
[SD] = 5.1 [3.2] vs 4.3 [3.0]; 2 =.0311). There was no statistically
significant difference for the importance of the study (scale
0-10, mean [SD] = 4.6 [2.4] vs 1.9 [2.4]; P =17) and the need to
run another trial (scale 0-10, mean [SD] = 4,8 [2.9] vs 4,2 [29]; P
=.00).

Conclusion Spin in abstracts of RCTs in the field of cancer
may have an impact on the interpretation ol these trials.

Editorial Triage: Potential Impact

Deborah Levine,! Alexander Bankier,! Mark Schweitzer,? Albert
de Roos,? David C. Madoff* David Kallmes,> Douglas S. Katz,°
Llkan Ialpern,” Ilerbert Y. Kressel®

Objective Increasing manuscript submissions threaten to over-
whelm a biomedical journal's ability to process manuscripts and
overburden reviewers with manuscripts that have little chance
of acceptance. Our purpose was to evaluate editorial triage.

Results ‘Iriage scores, reviewer scores, and final oulcomes are
derailed in Table 5. Of 124 manuscripts scored as low priori
6 (4.8%, Cl 1.8%-10.2%) were ultimately accepted for public
lion (P<,0001, correlation ,26). “Limiled new information” was
the primary reason for a low priority score [or 57/124 (46%)
manuscripts, and 5 manuscripts with low priority score that

Design
scripts submitted to a single biomedical journal for an 8-weck
period beginning July 2012, 329 articles were processed with
our normal procedures as well as with a parallel “background

In a prospective study of original rescarch manu-

triage mode.” The editor in chiel/deputy editor (EIC/DE) rated
on o S-point scale the likelihood of an arlicle being accepted
for publication (with scores of 1 “definitely reject” and 2 “almost
certainly reject” considered “low priority” for publication).
Editors noted reasons for low priority ralings. Manuscripls were
sent for peer review in the typical fashion, with reviewers
chosen by noncditor oflice stafl. There typically were 4 to
8 weeks between initial triage and final decisions (based on
stundard peer review). The EIC who made the final decision
was unaware of triage scores given by DLs; however, there
were articles where the final and triage decisions were made by
the LIC. Spearman correlation was used to correlate final deci-
sions with triage scores and with reviewer mean scorcs.

were ultimately accepted hacd this reason given. Tndividual EIC/
DI triage scores were weikly (0 moderately correlated with
final decision (r=-.1-.45, with overall EIC/DE group correlation
of .24). Reviewer scores were moderately correlated with final
decision (r=.02).

Conclusions Editorial peer review triage identified 38%
(124/329) of submillted manuscripts as low priority, with lack of
new informartion representing the most common reason for such
scoring. Of submitted papers, 1.8% (6/329) would have been
“erronecously” triaged, that is, manuscripts potentially worthy of
acceptance but triaged as low priority. In our journal, editorial
tringe represents an efficient method of diminishing reviewer
burden without a substantial loss of quality papers.

"Beth Isracl Deaconess Medical Center, Department of Radiology.
Boston, MA, 1ISA, dlevine “I'he Ottawa @ospital, Department
of Radiology, Otawa, ON, Canada: *Leiden University Medical Center,
Department of Radiology, Leid uch-11olland, the Netherlands:
“New York-Presbylerian Hosp ill Cornell Medical Center,
Division of Interventional Radiology, New York, NY, USA; *Mayo Clinic,
Department of Radiology, Roches ONinthrop University
Hospital, Department of Radiology, Mineola, D Massachuseltls
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Table 5. Triage Scores and Final Decisions

FINAL DECISION
Reviewer Recommendations Reject-
(% of Reviewers in That Resubmission No. of Main Reason for Low
Triage Score Triage Score Category) Accept Allowed Reject Manuscripts (%) Priority Triage Score
Low priority score — 1 Definitely 39 (72%) reject 1 4 19 24 (7) Limited new infarmatian,
in future would not reject 9 (17%) RR n=82
send for review 6 (11%) accept Qutside area of reader
interest, n=7
Poor description of
methodology, n=4
Inadequate sample size,
n=4
QOther, n=1
2 Almost 131 (59%) reject 5 10 85 100 (30) Limited new information,
certainly 43 (19%) R-R n=50°
reject 48 (22%) accept Qutside area of reader
interest, n=9
Poor description of
methodelegy, n=16
Inadaquate sample size,
n=16%
QOther, n=9
Indeterminate 3 Unsure 131 (40%) reject 17 29 73 119 (36) Not applicable
priority 75 (23%) R-R
124 (37%) accept
High pricrity scores 4 Good 83 (50%) reject 17 12 42 71(21) Not applicable
chance 42 (25%) R-R
of being 40 (24%) accept
accepted
5 Almost 16 (42%) reject 2 6 7 15(5) Not applicable
certainly 9 (24%) R-R
accept 13 (34%) accept

R R indicates reject with resubmission allowed.
a1 utimately accepted.
b4 ultimately accepted.

Too Much of a Good Thing? A Study of Prolific Authors
Llizabeth Wager,! Sanjay Singhvi,? Sahine Kleinert®

Objective Authorship of unfeasibly large numbers of publica-
tions may indicate guest authorship, plagiarism, or fabrication
(eg, the discredited anesthetist Fujii published 30 trials in 1
year). [Towever, it is difficult to accurately assess an individual’s
true publication history in databascs such as MEDLINE using
scarches for author name alone, We therclore used a bespoke,
semiautomated tool, which considers additional author charac-
Leristics, o identify authorship patterns for a descriptive study of
prolific authors.

Design Publications from a S-year period (2008-2012) across 4
topics were selected from MEDLINT to provide a varied sample.
The bespoke ool was used 1o disambiguate individual authors
by analyzing characteristics such as affiliation, past publication
history, and coauthorships, as well as author name. Focusing
on 4 discrete opics also reduced the chance of double-counting
publications from authors with similar names. Type of publica-
lion and authorship position were assessed for the most prolific
authors in each topic.




Table 1. Total Number of MEDLINE Publications per Individual for
2008-2012 for Selected Topics

No. of Publications, 2008-2012 (N, %)
Topic 1-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 >50 Max
Epilepsy 63,866 (99.7) | 141 (0.2) | 34 (0.05) | 11 (0.02) 118

Rheumatoid | 33,953 (98.8) | 124 (0.4) | 66 (0.2) [30(0.08)| 41 (0.1) | 149
arthritis

Renal 38,575 (99.1) | 201 0.5) | 6210.2) | 34 0.1) | 38 0.1) | 123
transplant
Liver 26,350 (98.7) | 174 0.7) | 90.3) | 360.1) | 56 (0.2) [ 128
transplant

Results The number of publications per topic are shown in

Table 1. Distinct publication patterns could be identified (eg,

individuals who were often first author [max 56%] or last author

[max 8§9%)). The maximum number of publications per year

was 43 (for any type) and 15 (for trials). Of the 10 most prolific

authors for each opic, 24/40 were listed on =1 publication per

10 working days in a single year. Conclusions Analytical software may be uselul to identily
prolific authors from public databases with greater accuracy
than simple name scarches. Although such findings always
need careful interpretation, these techniques might be usetful to
journal editors and research institutions in cases of suspected
misconduct or o screen for potential problems (eg, prolific last
authors might be guest authors). When measuring productivity,
institutions and funders should be alert not only to unproduc-
tive researchers but also to unfeasibly prolific ones.

Publication of Research Reports After Rejection by the New
England Journal of Medicine in 2 Time Periods

Authors Michael Bretthauer, Pam Miller, Edward W. Campion, and Jeff Drazen

Setting Data were obtained for both 1995 and 2003.
Design PubMed searches
Results Eventual Publication by Other Journals After Initial Rejection

Type of Journal No. of Reports {%) No. of Reports (%)
General medical 205 (16.1) 189 (18.2)
General pediatric 46 (3.6) 33(3.2)
Basic science 39(3.2) 21(2.0)
Specialty 146 (11.5) 101 (9.6)
Subspecialty 837 (65.8) 696 {66.9)
Total 1273 (100) 1040 (100)
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home LT video | editors and eras | best of nature

» Timeline

1960 The 1960s -
1961 J The genetic code for protemns .
1965 - Editor Jack Brimble dies g o ’”;‘
1966 - John Maddox is appointed new Editor ||
1967 < Aformal peer-review system . > 7?
ADR8 popes Maddox's first job was to tackle the backlog of 2,300

unpublished manuscripts. Some scientists complained
that during Brimble's editorship the choice of

y ;_ uﬁ!‘-:"”“"‘“" o= printworthy pieces seemed “arbitrary” and "not up to
:ﬁ standard” and that "valuable material was missed"
2 1s 14 A_rt- 'l-' wyung  (Pictured are minor points from roundtable discussions
w =n ,. with scientists. Note point 4: "Nature retains a very
it Victorian air"). The receipt date of manuscripts was not
:S 111 romsing it adttortal recorded. The 5,001st issue in 1965 had thirty Letters
&‘.&\.ﬁ'j‘: é.r mﬂ; to the Editor detailing scientific discoveries, in addition

B e to two sections of Articles. Legend has it that the
E.wﬁ*za.r:““t.“-.‘a.. system used to track papers submitted by scientists
Py ARG b under Brimble was a particularly wide windowsill, with
manuscripts piled high by month — a visible 'histogram’
of how much had still to be done. The only solution was a comprehensive refereeing system,
which also meant that the referees themselves had to be refereed. It was eighteen months
before the backlog of manuscripts was cleared. Image from archives of Macmillan Publishers.

1969 1 100 years of Nature |

http://www.nature.com/nature/history/timeline_1960s.html

Peer Review Things

« Journal PR is just a step in the scientific process
* Popular only since 1960s
 Largely unstudied till 1990s

» Traditional PR models are single blind PR &
double blind PR

* Online publishing & open access have changed
the publishing landscape

*PR, peer review




Type of What form of peer review
do you prefer?

FEVIEIW (as of 17 December 2013)
Single free from influence by the withheld submission of the review
blind author
unnecessarily critical or harsh 18.9% (166 responses)
Double prevents any reviewer bias ever truly be ‘blind’ —especially in
blind specialty ‘niche’ areas
n content of their papers, 57.5% (505 responses)
rather than on the author’s
reputation
Open prevent reviewers from less honest process in which
drawing upon their own politeness or fear of retribution
‘agenda’ & malicious may cause a reviewer to withhold 16.6% (146 responses)
comments, & encourage or tone down criticism

open, honest reviewing

6.9% (61 responses): no
preference

http://www.elsevier.com/reviewers
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What do editors want from papers?

* |Importance

* Originality

* Relevance to readers

» Usefulness to readers and, ultimately, to patients
* Truth

* Excitement/ “wow” factor

* Clear and engaging writing

http://www.bmj.com/about-bmj/resources-reviewers/training-materials

Editors/Peer Reviewers look for

1. Appropriateness for the journal
* |sthe topic relevant to the journal?
* |sthe topic timely, significant?
* Is the study unique? If so, How?

2. What type of research is it? How is it structured?
» Randomized controlled, meta-analysis?
» Retrospective?

» Case series or single case

http://www.elsevier.com/reviewers




Editors/Peer Reviewers look for

Did the author follow the instructions of the journal?

1. Correct number of authors?
Conflict of Interest/Disclosure statement?
Copyright release signed?

Informed consent (if applicable)/Ethics considerations

e W

Is the article format correct?
. Structured abstract?

. Correct article format (Abstract, Introduction, Methods, Results,
Discussion, Conclusion, Refs?)

. Are References in correct format?

http://www.elsevier.com/reviewers

Editors/Peer Reviewers look for tech aspects

1. Research structure
*  Correctly described and performed?
2. Statistics
. Correct analysis, accurate interpretation, & clear interpretation?
3. Tables & Figures
. Accurate & clear structure, presentation, & presentation?
. Do the numbers add up?
. Are the data consistent with the body of the paper?
4. Abstract & Body of paper

. Do number of patients, other data match?
. Conclusions consistent?

http://www.elsevier.com/reviewers
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What we know about Peer Review?

OCCASIONAL NOTES

JOURNAL PEER REVIEW
The Need for a Research Agenda

JOurNAL peer review is a remote and mysterious
business lor many research investigators. Four para-
digms seem to capture much current opinion about
peer review of scientific works submitted for journal
publication: the sieve (peer review screens worthy
from unworthy submissions), the switch (a persistent
author can eventually get anything published, but
peer review determines where), the smithy (papers are
pounded into new and better shapes between the ham-
mer of peer review and the anvil of editorial stand-
ards), and_the shot in the dark (peer review is essen-
tially unpredictable and unreproducible and hence,
in effect, random). How well do these paradigms, sep-
arately or together, capture the real nature of peer

review?
N EnglJ Med 1985;312(10}:654-7

Some problems of Peer Review

» Different things at different journals
* Slow

* Expensive

* Inconsistent, subjective

* Biased, nepotistic (K EF)

* QOpento abuse

* Poor at detecting errors

» Almost useless at detecting fraud

- 101 -




Is Peer Review reliable?

Peer review in biomedical publication (Ingelfinger. Am ] Med 1974)
e Rates of agreement only “moderately better than chance” (k = 0.26)
* Agreement greater for rejection than acceptance

How reliable is peer review in grant review
* Real vs sham panel, agreed on 75% of decisions (Cole et a!. Science 1981)

* Two real panels reviewing the same grants, 73% agreement (Hodgson. J Clin
Epidemiol 1997)

Are two reviewers enough?

* Need at least six reviewers to yield a stats significant conclusion {p<0.05) (Fletcher
and Fletcher. Peer review in health Sciences. 1999)

Crude and understudied, but indispensable

* Peer review decisions are like diagnostic tests: false (+) & false (-} are inevitable
{Kassirer and Campion. JAMA 1994)

http://www.bmj.com/about-bmj/resources-reviewers/training-materials

Bias

Author-related

* Prestige (author/institution)
*  Gender

*  Where they live and work

Paper-related

* Positive results
* English language

http://www.bmj.com/about-bmj/resources-reviewers/training-materials
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Peering Into Peer Review

Why don't proposals given better scores by the National Institutes of Health
lead to more important research outcomes?

No Advantage

Number of publications per grant

=0 2 4 6 8 10

Citations per million dollars

0 200 400 60O 800

Citations for most noted paper

0 3 6 9 12 15

Number | Average
of | percentile
grants score
Top tier 487 57
Middle tier | 574 145
Bottomtier | 431 243

Science 2014;343(6171):596-8

INFOCUS |

BY DAVID CYRANOSKI

O ne of the biggest purges of the scientific
literature in history is finally getling
under way. After more than a decade
of suspicion about the work of anaesthesiolo-
gist Yoshitaka Fujii, formerly of Toho Univer-
sity in Tokyo, investigations by journals and
universities have concluded that he fabri-
cated data on an epic scale. At least half of the
roughly 200 papers he authored on responses
to drugs after surgery are in line for retraction
in the coming months.

Like many cases of fraud, this one has raised
questions about how the misconduct went
undetected for solong. But the scopeand dura-
tion of Fujii’s deception have shaken multiple
journals and the entire field of anaesthesiology,
which has seen other high-profile frauds in the
past few years.

Fujii, who could not be contacted for this
article, was dismissed from Toho University
in February because he lacked proper ethics
approval for clinical studies that were detailed
in eight papers. But suspicions about his entire
20-year publication record had been growing
since 2000, when Peter Kranke, an anaesthe-
siologist at University Hospital Wiirzburg in
Germany, first started (o question Fujii's super-
human publication rate.

Breathe deeply:

well placed to trials with relatively lttle oversight.

Retraction record
rocks community

Anaesthesiology tries to move on after fraud investigations.

Dr. Fuji
Fraudster's
8 Principles
of Scientific

Fraud

\

e

In some years, Fujii published more than
adozen randomized clinical trials that pur-
ported to test the efficacy and side effects of
drugs such as graniselron, given Lo reduce nau-
seaand vomiting after surgery. “It’'s impossible
to publish so many,” says Kranke. “If you just
look at mere output, everybody who has per-
formed at least one clinical trial should have
some suspicion.”

Fujii’s data were also “too perfect’, he says.
Kranke analysed 47 of Fujii’s articles on grani-
setron, published between 1994 and 1999, and
found that the frequency of headaches — a
common side effect of the drug — was iden-
tical or nearly identical in a suspiciously high
number of groups involved in the trials'.

Al the time, Fujii responded merely by
saying that he stood by hisdata’, which seemed
to show that granisetron had fewer side effects
than other anti-emetic drugs. “We were dis-
appointed that the journal accepted that, says
Kranke. “Editors and peer reviewers advised
us to pursue more worthwhile endeavours,
rather than whistle-blowing. But it wasi't just
whistle-blowing — we wanted people to know
that” granisetron wasn't

necessarily better than D NATURE.COM

alternatives, Read more ahouta
In the following years,  surgeinretractions:

similar doubts emerged  gomature.com/cyBatp

Nature 2012;489(7416):346-7
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Retraction Watch

Journal editor resigned in wake of retractions for fake email

addresses that enabled self-peer review

with 16 comments

The case of Hyung-In Moon — the researcher who faked email addresses for
potential peer reviewers so he could do his own peer review — has already led to

one resignation.

Emilio lirillo, the editor of immunopharmacology and immunotoxicology, which
retracted 20 of Moon’s papers, stepped down earlier this year in the wake of the
case, Retraction Watch has learned.

Here’s a note the publisher posted on the journal's site on |une 15

We are sorry to announce that Prof. Emilio Jirillo is stepping down as
Editor in Chief of Immunopharmacology and Immunotoxicology, effective

15 June 2012.

20111F 1.829

The editorial office is currently looking for a new editor. In the interim, the Associate Editors and the

editorial board will strive to handle the editorial process in a timely and efficient manner.

We understand that in a message to the journal’s editorial board, Jirillo said that with misconduct on the rise,
editors in chief were under increasing burdens. They could no longer take “noble artitudes” — trust, respect,
and loyalty — for granted. Jirillo said he didn’t want to spend his time preventing misconduct rather than
encouraging high-quality submissions, and preferred to step down.

Moon's was not the only misconduct case that Jirillo has recently policed. There was also this one, involving

fraud and plagiarism.

retractionwatch.com/category/by-reason-for-retraction/faked-emails/, Cited Sep. 5, 2012
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What makes a good reviewer?

* Aged under 40
* Good institution
* Methodological training (statistics & epidemiology)

http://www.bmj.com/about-bmj/resources-reviewers/training-materials

What might improve the quality of reviews?

* Reward/credit/acknowledgement?

* Careful selection?

* Training?

* Greater accountability (open review on web)?

* Interaction between author and reviewer (real-time open
review)?

http://www.bmj.com/about-bmj/resources-reviewers/training-materials
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Publishing peer review documents:
pre-publication history

G’:/I\C Search | BMC Ganser * for [ co | |

Cancer
BMC search | BIC Carcer v or [ ]
o

Cancer Reviewer's report

aricles  NEGTES eviewars | About this jour
Top m -- ! Title:Salvage Cytoreductive Surgery for Patients with Recurrent Endometrial
Abstract

Cancer: a Retrospective Study

Pre-publication history .
- = Version:2Date:9 December 2013
Salvage cytoreductive surgery for patients
a retrospective study Reviewer:Joyce Barlin
Yillan Ren, Baer Shan, Daren Shi nd Hitaying Wang™
Reviewer's report:
* Corssonding suthors Huaying Wang husving wonaByshos.com

Thank you to the authors for submission of their manuscript and for the

BWC Cancer 2014, 14:135  doit1).1186/1471-2407-14-135 opportanity to review it.

Pre-publication versions of this article and reviewers'| Major compulsory ravisions:

1. Given the numerous studies that have demonstrated a centinuum of improved
survival as you approach complete gress resection, including a meta-analysis of
retrospective studies on surgical cytoreduction in advanced or racurrent
endemetrial cancer that demonstrated a survival benefit from complete surgical
cytoreductlon, the zuthors should be wary of suggesting a definition of optimal
cytoreduction of <1cm in the setting of recurrent endometrial cancer.

Original Submission - Version 1
Resubmissinn - Version 7

Reviewer's Reprt

Reviewer's Repart

i Reviewer's Report

Minor essential revisions:

Racubmission - Varsion 3

“Antibodies Resubmission - Version ¢ 1. The English is generally well-written, but there are some stylistic points that
e would allow the manuscript to read better. For instance, the first sentence of the

Validated — sbmissien Versien ® background starts: Salvage cytoreductive surgery has been to improve the

I am surprised il survival of cancer patients. An altemative would be: Salvage cytoreductive

that nobody Publizked surgery has been shown to imorove survival.

thought of it L 2. The follov/-up time is toc short. Recurrence was definad as regrewth at least 3

sooner." and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly months after the complation of primary tharapy, but follow-up is reported as short

Kenneth Stedmar, #h.0. Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver (http://creativecommons.or} as 2 months. The minimum follow-up should e at least 3 months to determine if

Portiand Stote University applies to the data made available in this article, unless otherwise state a pa"ent has recurred.

3. The authors should comment further on the primary staging and cytoreductive
surgery. From the results, only 41% of patients had some type of lymph node
evaluation at initial staging surgery. How was the decision made 1o proceed with
lymphadenectomy? For patients requiring primary cytoreductive surgery, what
was the extent of cytoreduction required?

4. On survival analysis, continucus variakles such as age, pregression-free

ize» BIOLOGY DIRECT Search BiologyDret ¥ |for

rves the life science research community
peer-reviewed online journal, providing authors and reade
alternative to the traditional model of peer review. Bio
original research articles, hypof comments, discovery notes and reviews
in subject areas currently identified as those most conducive to the open
review approach, primarily those with a significant non-experimental
compenent.

Editors-in-Chief

Eugene Koonin, NCBI, NLM, NIH
Laura Landweber, Princeton University
David Lipman, NCBI, NLM, NIH

Editorial Board | Instructior authors | EAQ
Unique model of peer
Articles raviavy
=
Review making the peer-review p

than anonym nd making the reviewers'

A survey of motif finding Web tools for detecting binding site
motifs in ChIP-Seq data

Tran NT and Huang CH

Biolagy Direct 2014, 9:4 (20 February 2014)

, thus increasing the
of the referees and elim
buse in the refereeing p

The

* The author suggests suitable reviewers from the journal’s Editorial Board
* An article is rejected if three Editorial Board Members do not agree to review it

* Ifthree EBMs formally agree (after initial skim-reading), authors can pursue
publication {w/ or w/o revision), Editor-in-Chief has final word on publication.

* Reviewers’ comments and authors’ responses are published.
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PubIQEd,l

v Publed

US Nationl Library of

Medicine National Insiutes of EJRSS  Save search Advanced
Hesitn

Display Settings: (%) Abstract

See 1 citation found by title matching your search:
Biol Direct, 2012 Jun 11,7:13. doi 10.1186/1745-6150-7-13

v ||A novel virus genome discovered in an extreme environment suggests recombination bety|

BACKGROUND: Viruses are known to be the most abundant organisms on earth, yet litle i
history. With exceptionally high rates of genetic mutation and mosaicism. it is not currently
known major virus groups. Metagenomics offers a potential means of establishing a more ¢

new sequence data becomes available for comparative analysis

RESULTS: analysis of viral m derived from a hot, acidi

virus encoding a major capsid protein similar to those found only in single-stranded RNA viry
complete virus genome was confirmed by inverse PCR amplification from native DNA extrac
the result of a RNA-DNA recombination event bstween two ostensibly unrslated virus groups)
homologous genes arranged in similar configurations and three similar putative virus genom

indicates the existence of a widespread but previously undetected group of viruses

CONCLUSIONS: This unique viral genome carries implications for theories of virus emergen
recombination has yet been identified. and only scant evidence exists that genetic exchang

REVIEWERS: This article was reviewed by EK, MK (nominated by PF) and AM. For the full

A novel virus genome discovered in an extreme environment sugg 1 groups
of RNA and DNA viruses.

Diemer GS', Stedman KM

Author information v
Abstract

Authors’ contributions

GSD drafted the manuscript, initiated investigation of the BSL RDHV data,
prepared the BSL metagenomic sample, performed experiments and
analyses, and prepared figures. KMS peformed separate corroborative
analyses, initizted and oversaw the project, abtained all necessary grants,
permits and rescurces, and edited the manuscript. All authors read and
approved the final draft of the manuscript prior to submission.

Reviewers' reports
Reviewer's report 1: Dr Eugene Koonin (National Center for Biotechnology
Information, USA)

This is a truly exciting paper that reports the discovery of a completely
unexpected entity, an apparent hybrid between a ssDNA virus related to
circoviruses and an RNA virus related to tombousviruses. This finding is of
great interest on two levels. First, to my knowledge, such a chimera between
RNA and DNA viruses — not only of these particular families but in

general - has never been observed before. Of course, there are many
examples of mixing and matching in the virus world, but somehow they so
far have been canfined to the same type of nucleic acic. Second, this work
highlights the new route to discovery in virology — the metagenomic path.
This is literally a fishing expedition, with all its advantages and drawbacks.
The main edvantage is the capacity Lo discover essentialy everything that is
‘out there’, even at low abundance, without the need for the laborious and
biased procedures of virus and host growth. But, here is also the severe

Nobel winner declares boycott of top

science journals
Randy Schekman says his lab will no longer send papers to
Nature, Cell and Science as they distort scientific process

How journals like Nature, Cell and
Science are damaging science

The incentives offered by top journals distort science, just as big
bonuses distort banking

ce correspondent

lan Sumpl
0 1, Monday 9 December 2013 19.42 GMT

The

Randy Schekman

E The Guardian, Monday o Decernber 2013 16.30 GMI

Randy Schekman, centre, at

Press/Corbis

Leading academic journals are distorting the scientific process and represent a "tyranny”
that must be braken, according to a Nohel prize winner whoe has declared a boycott on

the publications,

Randy Schekman, a US biologist who won the Nobel prize in physiology or medicine this
year and reecives his prize in Stockholin on Tuesday, said his lub would no longer

research papers tothe top-tier journals, Nature, Cell and Science.

http:/fwww theguardian.com/science/2013/ dec/09/nobel-winner-boycott-science-
journals

T'hejournal Sci
violenca, Phategraph: Alamy/

vine Wiedel

1 Nobel prize ceremony in Stockholm. Photograph: Rob Scheenbaum /Zuma

Tam a scienlisl. Mine is a professional world Lhal achieves greal Uhings for humanily.
But it is disfigured by inappropriate incentives. The prevailing structures of personal
reputation and earcer advancement mean the higgest rewards often follow the flaghiest

work, nol the besL. Those of us who follow Lhese incenlives are being entircly rational - T
have followed them myself — but we do not always best serve our profession's interests,
let alone those of humanity and society.

send
W all know whal dislorling incenlives have done Lo finance and banking, The incenlives

my calleagues face are not huge bonuses, but the professional rewards that accompany
publication in prestigions journals — chiefly Nature, Cell and Science.

http:ffwww.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2013/decf09/how-journals-nature-science-cell-
damage-science
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Review Process

N

eLife returns decisions on important papers quickly. Cur peer-review
pracess is rigorous, but decisive, constructive, and fast. About the journal

3 DAYS 42.5 DAYS Aims and scope
|— Initial submission to initial decision { Time spent on revision and re-evaluation

Editorial leadership

I‘ 34 DAYS = 40 DAYS
Initial decision to post-review decision Acceptance to publication Reviewing editors
[ T T
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 Enhanced content
Article Processing Times (median through September 2013)

Open access

Rﬂg:’/?ls?é g’; DAYS Publishing fees

SPENT ON
® September 2013 REV]SIONS

Macian, thecugh Septembser 2011

Author guide

At eLife, we've taken a fresh approach to peer reviewto save you time, and to provide clear For the press

direction and constructive input.

htip/elfe elfescisnces orgh e process "

A new approach to the editorial process

THE

Cover letter

el e Streamlined submission process prior to triage EMBO

JOURNAL

Swift triage

T Limit submissions entering peer review BM l
Senior Editors

- Authors upload source files, including rich media
Ul and source data files where relevant

BRE member
plus external
reviewer(s)

Consultation amongst reviewers before decision

The end result el Single set of instructions — focused revisio

peer review
> A constructive process

> Reduced times from submission Revision o .
to acceptance Pl Limit rounds of revision

BRE member

*BRE, board of reviewing editors

http://elife.elifesciences.org/resources
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Re-review opt-out

BMC Biology

Search BNC

v for

Re-review opt-out In response to widespread frustration with delays to
publication through iterative reviewing, we give our authors a choice

information).

Editor

Miranda Robertson, BioMed Central

Editorial Board | Editorial Team | Instructions for

gy is the flagship biology journal of the

pics of special or topical interest.

0 series, publishing Metabolism, Diet and Disease
viewed research and methodology articles of special importance and
broad interest in any area of biclogy, as well as commissioned reviews,

opinion pieces, comment and Q&As on to

Cancer & Metabolism

Interviews with speakers:
Lewis Cantley on cancer,
metabolism and sugar addiction

Elio Riboll on cancer and
obesity - What do we know?

28-30 May 2014

‘Washington DC, USA

( BioMed Central
The Open Access Publisher

Authors can opt out of re-review; if the editors judge the revision sufficient,
the article is published, often accompanied by a critical Commentary.

BMC Biology 2013;11:18

Published April 30. 2012

Editarial

Minimizing the “Re” in Review

Elizabeth H. Williams,' Pumela A. Carpentier,? and Tom Misteli®

TExacutve Editor, “Assecicte Editor, and *Editorin-Chiet, The journal of Cefl Biokogy

There is a troubling frend in scientific
publishing for manuseripts to undergo
multiple, often lengthy, rounds of review,
resulting in significant delays to publica-
tion. JCB is announcing new procedures
fo streamline its editorial process and
eliminate unnecessary delays.

JCB 2012;197:345-346
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Separating interest from soundness

* Whatever the model, peer review aims to establish

— Whether the research & its description/interpretation is
sound

— Level of interest

* The importance of interest levels & extent of advance is
different depending on the editorial goals of the journal

» Separating soundness from interest level: BMC series, new
‘Mega journals’

Ask only whether the data are adequate to support the conclusions

www.slideshare.net/Maria_Kowalczuk/future-of-peer-review

Journals publishing all sound science

* PLoS ONE

* BMC Research Notes

* SpringerPlus

 Biology Open (BiO)
 Scientific Reports (NPG)
* Peer)

e F1000 Research
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which are subjective judgments and lead to decisions which are frustrating

and delay the publication of your work.
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papers that are judged to be technically sound. Judgments about the
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