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randomized clinical trials,
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 Articles
» Pros
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Articles by Editors  oiereisrsraxizzolsols @
produced by

pective study

uced by multi-centered study

> ranc

omized clinical trial

» cohort study by long-term observation
> large scale study
« Representative study of certain groups

e Articles

dealing hot issues




Articles with Impact

« Major issues
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pal i1ssues
I-designed research

l-written manuscript

e Cited more
« Famous authors?
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« CFQ SHAlALGl: complete story (purpose-
results-conclusion)
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Armen Y. Gasparyan J Korean Med Sci 29(2): 161-163, 2014.




Armen Y. Gasparyan J Korean Med Sci 2013 28(7): 970
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* Open
 Single blind
« Double blind
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« Originality: =22| =%, =/
« Scientific importance

o Structure;: =& F NN QAQ} b T

« Adequacy of methods and design

« Adequacy of interpretation

 Brevity and clarity

« Language

e Ethical issues: &2, ZLEIKFE| =0 E
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AN

o A
T T

ENT FROM THE EDITOR:

ONE ADDITIONAL MINOR ITEM NEEDS TO BE ADDRESSED. THE PUNCTUATION WITH REGARD TO THE AUTHOR
CITATION IN THE BODY OF THE MANUSCRIPT NEEDS TO BE CHANGED TO CONFORM TO THE PARASITOLOGY
RESEARCH FORMAT. FOR THIS I WILL SEND, IN A SEPARATE EMAIL, A PAGE FROM PARASITOLOGY RESEARCH FOR
AN EXAMPLE. PLEASE MAKE THE CHANGES THROUGHOUT THE MANUSCRIPT

Reviewer (s)' Comments to Author:

Reviewer: 1
Comments to the Author

Identification of two beta-tubulin isotypes of Clonorchis sinensis
Shunyu Li, Sung-Jong Hong, Min-Ho Choi and Sung-Tae Hong

This article reports on two beta-tubulin isotypes expressed in adult Clonorchis sinensis. As yet
few trematode beta-tubulin sequences have been reported and thus their work will be of interest
to some parasitologists, although the new data presented is limited. There are a substantial
number of gqueries and issues that need to be addressed before the work can be published.

General comments.

In some parts of the article CsTB1 and CsTB2 refer to the cDNA nucleotide sequence (eg in the
abstract) in others the the tubulin isotypes that are encoded by them (eg page 7, line 16). This
should be clarified and corrected throughout the article
Queries and Comments

Specific comments

Abstract

Page 2

L2; Was it not a PCR product synthesized using degenerate primers that was used for screening
the c¢DNA library and identified clones that encoded the two tubulin isotypes, CsTB1l and CsTB22.
In addition the fact that the c¢DNA library was generated from adult C. sinensis shoul e
included

L10: ohvlogenetic analvsis of selected seguences.
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College Board Search

THE CHRONICLE OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Nowember 13, 200

Home m Global Opinion & ldeas Facts & Figures Blogs Advice Forums Search The Chronicle

Publishing

Featured job from

September 30,2012

Fake Peer Reviews, the Latest Form of
Scientific Fraud, Fool Journals

By Josh Fischman

CHRONICLE CAREERS

Scientists appear to have figured out a new
International Teaching

way to avoid any bad prepublication reviews
Y Y prep Fellow Program

that dissuade journals from publishing their

articles: Write positive reviews themselves,
Most Popular

under other people's names.
| L} 1

This content is available exclusively to Chronicle subscribers
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Retraction Watch

South Korean plant compound researcher faked email addresses so
he could review his own studies

with 48 comments

Scientists frustrated by the so-called “third reviewer” — the one always asking for
additional experiments before recommending acceptance — might be forgiven for
having fantasies of being able to review their own papers.

But one Korean scientist, Hyung-In Moon, managed to do just that, through what must
have seemed like clever subterfuge at the time. And he got away with it for a while —
until he didn’t, as witnessed by this retraction notice for “Larvicidal activity of 4-
hydroxycoumarin derivatives against Aedes aegypti,” published in Pharmaceutical Biology,

an Informa Healthcare title:

The peer-review process for the above article was found to have been
compromised and inappropriately influenced by the corresponding author,
Professor HI Moon. As a result the findings and conclusions of these articles

cannot be relied upon.

The corresponding author and the publisher wish to retract these papers to
preserve the integrity of material published in the journal. The publisher
acknowledges that the integrity of the peer review process should have been
subject to more rigorous verification to ensure the reviews provided were
genuine and impartial. The publisher apologizes for any inconvenience

ing retractions as a window into the scientific

Pages
About Adam Marcus
About lvan Oransky

The Retraction Watch FAQ,
including comments policy
The Retraction Watch Store
The Retraction Watch
Transparency Index
Upcoming Retraction
Watch appearances

What people are saying about
Retraction Watch

RSS - Posts
RSS - Camments

Email Subscription

Enter your email address to
subscribe to this blog and
receive notifications of new
posts by email.

Join 5,335 other followers

y—
IW Follow

Fake Reviewer




Written by ivanoransky Posted in elsevier, faked emails, freely available, iran retractions, | geometry
September 24, 2012 at 10:30 am physics, | math analysis app, math retractions

Retraction count grows to 35 for scientist who faked emails to do
his own peer review

with 9 comments

Hyung-In Moon, the South Korean plant compound researcher who made up email
addresses so he could do his own peer review, is now up to 35 retractions.

The four new retractions are of the papers in the journal of Enzyme infibition and
Medicinal Chemisiry that initially led to suspicions when all the reviews came back
within 24 hours. Here’'s the notice, which includes the same language as Moon's 24
other retractions of studies published in Informa Healthcare journals: Read the rest of

this entry »

Written by ivanoransky Posted in cell biology, faked emails, freely available, hyung-in moon, informa
September 17, 2012 at 8:30 am healthcare, j enzyme inh med chem, korea retractions

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 fmmunopharmacology and Immunataxicology, which

) . ; . Immunepharmacelogy
retracted 20 of Moon’s papers, stepped down earlier this year in the wake of the and Immunotoxicology:
case, Retraction Watch has learned.

Here's a note the publisher posted on the journal’s site on June 15 Bead the rest of

this entry =
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Who's Afraid of Peer Review?

A spoof paper concocted by Science reveals little or no scrutiny at many open-access journals

Downloaded from www.sciencemag.org on October 9, 2013

On 4 July, good news arrived in the inbox of Ocorrafoo Cobange, a  subscriptions. Most of the players are murky. The identity and
biologist at the Wassee Institute of Medicine in Asmara. It was the offi-  location of the journals” editors, as well as the financial work-

SCIENCE 4 October 2013 vol 342: 60-65.

Ghost Reviewer? Fake Journal? ‘
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Unethical trial for editors

Submission of a bogus manuscript to 304 Open
Access journals by a bogus name and institution
255 under review process

157 accepted, 98 rejected, 49 no response

60% with no sign of review

India-based journals: 64 accepted, 15 rejected
US-based journals: 29 accepted, 26 rejected
Korean journals: 2 accepted, 4 rejected, 1 dead
One journal was shut down.

DV N



Tangled web.The location of a journal's publisher, editor, and bank account are often continents

apart.

Follow the money

Accepted * Bank
Rejected > Editor o
O Publisher

J Bohannon Science 2013;342:60-65

Published by AAAS

Al AAAS




Conclusion of the Sting cgroisteranigeiols

« Predatory journals are many among Open Access
journals
 Editor is responsible for adequate review
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AJR 2005; [184:
1731

Kliewer MA et al.

Reviewing the Reviewers:
Comparison of Review Quality and
Reviewer Characteristics at the
American Journal of Roentgenology

OBJECTIVE. The purpose of our study was to determine which manuscript reviewer char-
acteristics are most strongly associated with reviewer performance as judged by editors of the
American Journal of Roentgenclogy (AJR).

MATERIALS AND METHODS. At the AJR, manuscript reviews are rated by the jour-
nal editors on a subjective scale from 1 (lowest) to 4, on the basis of the value, thoroughness
and punctuality of the critique. We obtained all scores for AJR reviewers and determined the
average score for each reviewer. We also sent a questionnaire to 989 reviewers requesting spe-
cific information regarding the age, sex, radiology subspecialty, number of vears serving as a
reviewer, academic rank, and practice type of the reviewer. The demographic profiles were cor-
related with the average quality score for each reviewer. Statistical analysis included correla-
tion analysis and analysis of variance modeling. Reviswer quality scores were also correlated
with the scoring of individual reviews and ultimate disposition of 196 manuscripts sent to the
AJR during the same period.

RESULTS. Responses to the questionnaire were obtained from 821 reviewers (33.0%), for
whom quality scores were available for 714 (87.0%). Correlation analysis shows that the qual-
ity score of reviewers strongly correlated with younger age (p = 0.001). A statistically signifi-
cant correlation between quality score and practice type was seen (p = 0.003), with reviewers
from academic institutions receiving higher scores. No significant correlation was found be-
tween quality score ﬂnd sex (p=0.72), vears DfrE.'l iewing (p =0.26), academic rank (p =0.10),
o the ultimate dis n =040 _The guality score of the reviewsrs
N0 variation L'I‘_‘.’ subspecialty (p = 0.99).

CONCLUSION. The highest-rated AJR reviewers tended to be young and from academi
igstitutions. The quﬂlm of peer review did not correlate with the sex, academic rank,

specialty o



Scoring Peer Review, ICMJE EH*._fBItrt.*%III.[j’.:I?_IE.EIEI'
1 unacceptable effort and content
2 unacceptable effort or content
3 acceptable
4 commendable
5 exceptional, hard to improve
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(2 Electronic manuscript man... *
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JKMS

No.(%) of scored reviews by year

2009 2013 2014
N = 1009 N = 685 N = 650
5 2 (0.2%) 4(0.6%) 7(1.1%)
4 240(23.8%) 107(15.6%) 119(18.3%)
3 615(61.1%) 411(60.0%) 405(62.3%)
2 130(12.9%) 159(23.2%) 115(17.7%)
1 21(2.1%) 4(0.6%) 4(0.6%)
Decline invitation 736/1905(38.6%)
No review after 341/1350(25.3%)

accept
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« Quality of peer reviews in JKMS
. an acceptable degree

« Young age of peer reviewers
. a better response rate
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Sung-Tae Hong

Seoul National University,

College of Medical Sciences,

Department of Parasitology and Tropical Medicine,
Seoul 110-799.

South Korea

Dear Dr Sung-Tae

| am delighted to recognise the contribution you have made to “Parasitology International” and
enclose your certificate as a Top Reviewer in 2011

Reviewers play an essential part in science and in scholarly publishing. For more than 300 years,
scientists and scholars have relied upon peer review to validate research, engage other specialists in
the support of submitted work, and increase networking possibilities within specific specialist
communities.

Elsevier, like most scientific publishing companies, relies on effective peer review processes to uphold
not only the quality and validity of individual articles, but also the overall integrity of the journals we
publish.

Did you know...?

Every time you review a paper for an Elsevier journal, you are entitled to 30 days’ access to Scopus.
With it, you can find related articles, references, papers by the same author, and more, all from the
Scopus search bar located directly in EES. Find out more at http://www.elsevier.com/reviewers.

Thank you for your continued support.

Yours sincerely,

bt e

Dale Seaton,
Publisher, Elsevier

P.S. You can register for the latest Elsevier Reviewers' Update at http://www.elsevier.com/reviewers

Elsevier Limited The Boulevard, Langford Lane, Kidlington, Oxford OX5 1GB, UK
Tel +44 ( 0)1865 843000 | Fax +44 (0)1865 843010 | www.elsevier.com

red in England, reg. no. 1982084 | vat no. 494 6272 12
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RASITOLOGY
NTERNATIONAL

Journal of Parasitology International
Top Reviewer in 2011

Awarded to:

Sung-7ae Hong

For Exceptional Contribution to the Quality of
Parasitology International

Ol fcfar

Dale Seaton,
FExecutive Publisher, Flsevier




Advice from Elsevier Journals  cistoststaxmzorsols §
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* Be critical

« Justify all criticisms by references
« Check ‘Aims and Scope’

e (Clear recommendation

« Number your comments

« Be specific: page, line

« Be careful not to identify yourself




Advice from Am J Int Med chstojstatax|mEolsiofs)

Korean Association of Medical Journal Editors

« Professional honor

« Ensure the subject is within your purview of
expertise

« Read the abstract first

 Original? Reproduced?

« Examine tables and figures

« Statistical analysis: sufficient number

« Methods: reliable laboratory supports

« Discussion makes sense: unnecessary conjecture,
redundant statement, unfounded conclusion

P’ N



Advice from Am J Int Med chstojstatax|mEolsiofs)

Korean Association of Medical Journal Editors

« Manuscript: concise, well-organized

« See quality of figures or photos

« Following the ‘Instructions to Authors'’

« Not blinded: reputation of institution, potential
conflicts of interest

« Documentation of IRB & informed consent,
IACUC

« Typographical errors / mistakes in references?

 Believe or suspect? Any scientific fraud or
duplicated?




Checklist of Peer Review cistofstsaxmzoIziols
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1. Did the reviewer discuss the importance of the
research question?

2. Did the reviewer discuss the originality of the
paper?

3. Did the reviewer clearly identify the strengths
and weaknesses of the method (study design,
data colletion and data analysis)?




Checklist of Peer Review Chstolststa KHEoIso)s| §
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4. Did the reviewer make specific useful comments
on the writing, organization, tables and figures
of the manuscript?

5. Were the reviewer’'s comments constructive?

6. Did the reviewer supply appropriate evidence
using examples to substantiate their comments?
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7. Did the reviewer comment on the author’s
interpretation of the results?

8. How would you rate the quality of this review
overall?
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Journal of Korsan Medical ... |

. http:/fjkms.org
Open Access, Peer-reviewed, 153N 1011-8934 (Print)
Monthly 155N 1598-6357 (Online)

The Journal
Editorial Po
Executive Board
Editorial Board

rmal Information

Forthcoming Issue
Current Issue
Archive

JKMS on
JKMS

JKMS

JKMS

JKMS Search

Author Summary
in Korean

Information for
Contributors

e-Submissi

Authorship Policy

Open Access
Page charges
Subscriptions

Contact us

JOURNAL
IMPACT
, FACTOR

2013 Impact Factor
1.253

» Korean Academy

@ of Medical Sciences

JOURNAL OF KOREAN MEDICAL SCIENCE

Indexed in MEDLINE, §CI & Korealed

Table of Contents > Full Text

Editorial & Open Access

CrossMark

click for updates

J Korean Med Sci. 2015 Jan;30(1):120-125. English.
Published online Dec 23, 2014. hitp://dx_doi.org/10.3346/jkms.2015.30.1.120

2015 The Korean Academy of Medical Sciences.

Peer Review in 2014: More Supports than Neglects
Sung-Tae Hong, Editor-in-Chigf, Journal of Kerean Medical Science
This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commaons Attribution Non-

Commercial License (hitp:ficreativecom mons org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/) which permits unrestricted non-
commercial use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.

At the time of editing the first issue of 2015, Volume 30 Number 1 of the Journal of Korean
Medical Science (JKMS), the editors and editorial staffs heartfully thank all authors and
reviewers for their contribution to publication. Summarizing the journal statistics from
December Istin 2013 to December lst in 2014, of total 1,340 submissions. JKMS have
published 340 articles and accepted 58 articles to be published. About 75% of total
submissions were rejected on editorial or peer review, and 3% were withdrawn by authors.
For fair and qualified review, JKMS invited 625 specialists in medical and biological fields
as peer reviewers. The editor reviewed reviewers' responses considering both efforts and
contents and scored them on a scale of 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent). Of 519 reviewers, 6 was
evaluated as score 5, 87 as score 4, 317 as score 3. 105 as score 2, and 4 as score 1. Top
reviewers, who got = score 4 or reviewed = 3 times in 2014, are marked with an asterisk on

the following reviewer list.
JEMS Reviewers, 2014
(An asterisk on the name identifies top reviewers.)

Ahin, Byeong-Cheol* Bae, Kyun-Seop Chang, Chong Bum® Cha, Sihwun
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