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• Degrees of misconduct in scholarly 
publishing

• Impact on perception of peer review
• ‘Principle’ of peer review
• Peer review in practice
• Practical tools to reduce threat to research 

and journal brands
• Organized efforts to improve peer review
• The case for transparency
• Getting involved



Misconduct in scholarly 
publishing
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Recommendations on Publication Ethics Policies for Medical Journals. World Association of Medical Editors (WAME). 
Taken from: http://www.wame.org/about/recommendations-on-publication-ethics-policie

Falsification of Data
• Fabrication
• Selective reporting and omission
• Suppression
• Distortion

Plagiarism
• Including figures, charts, and tables
• Self-plagiarism

http://www.wame.org/about/recommendations-on-publication-ethics-policie
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Recommendations on Publication Ethics Policies for Medical Journals. World Association of Medical Editors (WAME). 
Taken from: http://www.wame.org/about/recommendations-on-publication-ethics-policie

Improprieties of authorship
• Dual publication
• Fraudulent claims of contribution
• Misrepresentation by Corresponding Author
• Identity fraud
• Peer review rings

Misappropriation of the ideas of others
• Reviewer misconduct too!

• Misrepresentation of qualifications
• Breach of impartiality
• Breach of confidentiality
• Bias (explicit and implicit)

http://www.wame.org/about/recommendations-on-publication-ethics-policie


Misconduct in scholarly 
publishing

5
Recommendations on Publication Ethics Policies for Medical Journals. World Association of Medical Editors (WAME). 
Taken from: http://www.wame.org/about/recommendations-on-publication-ethics-policie

Violation of generally accepted research 
practices
• “P-hacking”
• Reporting bias
• "HARKing" 
• Publication bias

Material failure to comply with legislative 
and regulatory requirements affecting 
research
• Willfull and/or repeated violations of law or 

regulations

http://www.wame.org/about/recommendations-on-publication-ethics-policie
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Recommendations on Publication Ethics Policies for Medical Journals. World Association of Medical Editors (WAME). 
Taken from: http://www.wame.org/about/recommendations-on-publication-ethics-policie

Inappropriate behavior in relation to 
misconduct

• Failure to report
• False accusations
• Withholding knowledge of
• Withholding or destroying info related to claim
• Retaliation

http://www.wame.org/about/recommendations-on-publication-ethics-policie


Perception of peer review
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Principle of peer review
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Most studies show overwhelming support 
for the principle of peer review
“Peer review remains clearly the central pillar of trust.”

“82% agreed with the statement “without peer review there is 
no control in scientific communication”, unchanged from the 
83% response in 2007 and 2009.”

“The large majority (85%) agreed with the proposition that
scientific communication is greatly helped by peer review.”

NICHOLAS, D., WATKINSON, A., JAMALI, H. R., HERMAN, E., TENOPIR, C., VOLENTINE, R., ALLARD, S. and 
LEVINE, K. (2015), Peer review: still king in the digital age. Learned Publishing, 28: 15–21. doi:10.1087/20150104

WARE, MARK (2008), Peer review: benefits, perceptions, and alternatives. Publishing Research Consortia. Retrieved from: 
file:///C:/Users/ehall/Desktop/PRCsummary4Warefinal(1)%20(1).pdf

WARE, MARK (2016), Publishing Research Consortia. Peer survey 2015 Retrieved from: 
http://publishingresearchconsortium.com/index.php/prc-documents/prc-research-projects/57-prc-peer-review-survey-

2015/file
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Nicholas, D., Watkinson, A., Jamali, H. R., Herman, E., Tenopir, C., Volentine, R., … Levine, K. (2015). Peer 
Review: Still King in the Digital Age. Learned Publishing, 28(1), 15–21. http://doi.org/10.1087/20150104
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Practice of peer review leaves a lot to be desired

“While satisfaction levels with peer review are generally 
high, only a third (32%) think that the current system is the 
best that can be achieved.”

Sense about Science (2009). Peer review survey 2009. Retrieved from: 
http://www.senseaboutscience.org/data/files/Peer_Review/Peer_Review_Survey_Final_3.pdf  

Taylor & Francis (2015). Peer review in 2015: a global view. Retrieved from: 
https://www.yumpu.com/en/document/download/55717484/6cf03-20ef9-cf1d1-d1389-1028e-86fc8-4a83a-3edd8
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Raising questions about roles/responsibilities

“The principal function of the journal is to organize and 
mediate quality signaling within the author-reader market. 
The role of the editor is simply to make this happen.”

Davis, Phill (2011). Have journal editors become anachronisms? Scholalrly Kitchen. Retrieved from:
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2011/09/19/have-journal-editors-become-anachronisms/

Taylor & Francis (2015). Peer review in 2015: a global view. Retrieved from: 
https://www.yumpu.com/en/document/download/55717484/6cf03-20ef9-cf1d1-d1389-1028e-86fc8-4a83a-3edd8
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Recent research indicates:

• Variability of practice
• Inadequate reviewer training
• Susceptible to fraud
• At risk of hacking
• Implicit and explicit bias



Peer review in practice
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Pre-publication closed:

• Single, double, and triple-blinded

Pre-publication open:

Pre-print servers and post-publication review:
• Open
• Hybrid

• Mandatory
• Optional

Pre-publication open and published:

• Mandatory
• Optional
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Recent research indicates:

• Variability of practice
• Inadequate reviewer training
• Susceptible to fraud
• At risk of hacking
• Implicit and explicit bias
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“there are no easily identifiable types of formal training or 
experience that predict reviewer performance. Skill in 
scientific peer review may be as ill defined and hard to 
impart as is "common sense.“”

Callaham, M. L., & Tercier, J. (2007). The Relationship of Previous Training and Experience of Journal Peer Reviewers 
to Subsequent Review Quality. PLoS Medicine, 4(1), e40. http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.0040040
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Recent research indicates:

• Variability of practice
• Inadequate reviewer training
• Susceptible to fraud
• At risk of hacking
• Implicit and explicit bias
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Image manipulation screening
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Image manipulation screening
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Image manipulation screening
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Plagiarism screening

Viper
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Disambiguation and fraud prevention
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Post-publication peer review

Independent peer review
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Organized efforts
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“aims to improve efficiency, transparency and 
accountability of peer review through a trans-disciplinary, 
cross-sectorial collaboration.” 



Organized efforts
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Transparency and Openness Promotion (TOP) Guidelines



Watchdogs
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New efforts
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IT ALL STARTS WITH TRANSPARENCY!

• 14-item tool to rate transparency of the peer-review 
process

• Authors’ ratings of the transparency were positively 
associated with quality of the peer-review process

• Journals with higher transparency ratings were less likely 
to accept the flawed paper



PRE and plans for future
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PRE was created to:

PRE collects data related to the peer review process 
and makes it available at the article-level via the PRE 
badge

• Introduce greater transparency into the journal peer review 
process

• Promote best practices and standards
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Research

Resources

Certification & 
Support

Standards

Propose new standards/best 
practices

Adopt/endorse best practices

Facilitate data 
sharing/collection

Sponsor/author studies
Test accepted practices

Establish comprehensive 
curriculum

Partner with publishers

Research/white papers

Webinars & panel discussions

News & developments
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#PeerRevWk16
#RecognizeReview

www.PeerReviewWeek.org



Get involved!
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#PeerRevWk16
#RecognizeReview

www.PeerReviewWeek.org

September 10-12, 2017
Chicago

www.PeerReviewCongress.org



Get involved!
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@PeerReviewEval
#peerreview

www.pre-val.org

Watch for PRE/AAAS peer review survey!



Thank you!
Questions?

Eric Hall
ehall@aaas.org
@eric_m_hall
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mailto:ehall@aaas.org
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