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“I am facing an unusual problem with the manuscript you 
sent me to review. A few days before you sent me this 
manuscript, a manuscript with the 

was sent to me for reviewing from a different journal 
( ). Please 
advice me how do deal with this .”

Best regards, 

Vangelis 

Vangelis G. Manolopoulos, Ph.D 

Associate Professor, 

Laboratory of Pharmacology, 

Democritus University of Thrace 

Greece
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This type of misconduct is of all times, but with the 
47 with 

, it may be that we are seeing just the tip of an 

iceberg. and that 

are routinely used for screening students' papers may 

become an (and reviewers

??) and are being optimalised for even comparing 

strings of texts in different languages.48,49

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17581541


reworked articles from 

lesser known scientific journals into entries that he 

submitted for publication elsewhere. In the late he 

worked as a cancer specialist for various American 

research institutions, moving on when his utter lack of 

knowledge and understanding was noticed. He is 

estimated to have published 

3Hoffken K, J Cancer Res Clin Oncol, 2009
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Harold “Skip” Garner never intended to 

become an enforcer. The affable 

computational biologist set out 7 years ago 

with a modest enough goal: to access the 

scientific literature more efficiently. With 

colleagues, he crafted a computer program 

called that could detect 

similarities in published , making it 

relatively easy to sort through the 

and 

pick out those in a narrow slice of science. 
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When Eric Le Bourg, a French biogerontologist, came across a 

paper in a recently, he almost fell off his chair;     

the entire article — text and graphs included — had been taken 

from one of his earlier articles. "It was 

," he says. "I was astonished; it was .”

Such blatant copying of an entire article is not unknown, says 

Harold Garner, a researcher at the University of Texas 

Southwestern Medical Center in Dallas. Garner's team has used 

its eTBLAST text-matching software to build , a 

continually updated database that already holds some 

. His team 

has so far .
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iparadigm의 ithenticate program
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2008년부터 연세대학교 의학도서관 비치

1996년부터 Turnitin에 제출된 1억 5천만 건의 논문 및 과제물

iparadigm의 학생 report 검색 및 평가

http://turnitin.com/static/index.php
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TITLE               REPORT   

47 75%

2010-243 68%

2009-401 53%

2010-454 50%

2010-120 48%

2010-549 26%

2010-213 24%

2010-136 24%

2010-380 23%
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Crosscheck Turnitin

1 2009-6 6% 6%

2 2009-80 16% 10%

3 2009-85 36% 23%

4 2009-135 97% 41%

5 2009-136 37% 24%

6 2009-198 17% 6%

7 2009-272 31% 22%

8 2009-411 36% 36%

9 2009-464 47% 46%

10 2009-478 35% 22%

11 2010-7 32% 33%

12 2010-15 17% 17%

13 2010-20 23% 26%

14 2010-39 6% 6%

15 2010-60 60% 52%

Crosscheck Turnitin

16 2010-61 7% 8%

17 2010-81 22% 23%

18 2010-84 36% 22%

19 2010-96 19% 16%

20 2010-115 22% 21%

21 2010-116 36% 33%

22 2010-120 50% 48%

23 2010-151 40% 39%

24 2010-152 19% 21%

25 2010-183 18% 19%

26 2010-186 39% 38%
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2010-60 

지적하신 부분은 논문 page 7~8의 hormonal assay 부분과 statistical analysis 

부분의 문장들입니다. 기존의 논문은 본 논문의 공저자가 corresponding 

author로 발표하였던 “ooooo” 이라는 논문으로 OGTT 후 insulin, glucose, 

obestatin, ghrelin을 시갂에 따라 측정하였던 논문입니다. 연구 방법적인 측면

이나 통계 사용면에서 공통점이 많이 있을 수 있다고 봅니다. 그리고 동일한

lab에서 검사를 시행하였으므로 insulin, glucose 측정하는 기계가 동일하였고, 

방법도 동일하였습니다. 하였

습니다. 



Crosscheck Turnitin

1 2009-291 35% 35%

2 2009-429 36% 38%

3 2009-549 22% 26%

4 2010-125 14% 14%

5 2010-169 22% 23%

6 2010-185 56% 56%

7 2010-191 29% 30%

8 2010-194 14% 16%

9 2010-221 52% 53%

10 2010-228 21% 21%

11 2010-231 11% 11%

12 2010-233 33% 34%

13 2010-282 57% 58%

14 2010-284 16% 18%

15 2010-293 20% 15%

Crosscheck Turnitin

16 2010-302 21% 21%

17 2010-309 35% 34%

18 2010-315 39% 41%

19 2010-337 16% 18%

20 2010-372 26% 27%

21 2010-385 9% 10%

22 2010-429 26% 27%

23 2010-454 57% 57%

24 2011-36 35% 36%
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2010-454

1. 말씀하신 data는 그 증례에서만 보이는 특이한 수술소견이 아닌 일반적인

구조물들에 대한 보존의 가능성을 설명하기 위한 것으로 생각되어 동일 data

을 사용하였으나 편집위원회의 지적대로 대체하여 보내드립

니다. 

2. 지적하신 대로 동일한 수술술기이지만 중복되고

합니다.
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