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• Ethics

– Problems and solutions (maybe!)

• Quality control

– Reviewing, problems and improvement

• Publishing standards

– Meeting international standards

– Developing for greater impact
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ETHICS

Delightfully dying, Grant MacDonald. Flikr



Why ethics matter … to journals

** Reputation **

** Sustainability ** 
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Bad research?

• No clear research question

• Badly designed methods

• No ethical approval 

– (changing the methodology after approval)

• Selecting results that agree with the hypothesis

• Changing the results (!)
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Bad reporting?

• Human error or sloppiness?

– Badly written articles

– Selective reporting

• Reporting guidelines 

– The EQUATOR Network website 

– www.equator-network.org

http://www.equator-network.org/


How to respond …

• Check methodology for rigour

– Does it make sense?
• Too many experiments in a short time?

• Too many people evaluated?

• Check results for logic

– Is it too good to be true?

• Check discussion for agreement

– Does it agree with the results?

• Is there any missing information?



Authorship abuses

• Coercion 
– Intimidation to force inclusion on an article

• Guest/gift authorship
– Addition out of respect or to gain kudos

• Mutual addition
– Colleagues/friends adding each other’s 

names to increase productivity

• Purchased authorship
– Bribery to add names

• Denial
– Omission of authors



Authorship criteria

• ICMJE definition 
– http://www.icmje.org/

– “An “author” is generally considered to be someone who has made 
substantive intellectual contributions to a published study”

– i.e. contributed to the idea

– AND execution 

– AND writing of the study 

– “All contributors who do not meet 
the criteria for authorship should 
be listed in an acknowledgments”

• CRedIT
– Recognising contributions
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http://www.icmje.org/


How to respond …

• Get agreement from all authors

• Do not get involved in disputes!

– Put an article on hold until the authors have agreed



Plagiarism

• Using someone else’s material without 

acknowledgement

– Theft of an idea

Note

• Copyright infringement is using without 

permission



Levels of plagiarism

• Full text copy
– Someone else’s article
– Author’s own article (self-plagiarism)

• Partial copy
– Parts from one other article
– Artwork, tables, sections, phrases

• Parts from many articles
– Author’s own article (duplication)

• Translation
– Own or other’s article
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How to detect plagiarism

• Software to check - but …

– Text matching only, can’t check ideas

– No checking of figures, tables, translations

– Duplication may be justified!

• Set your own criteria

– Check everything or only 
some items?

– Do not use a fixed %
• 35% might be OK, 10% 

might be duplication
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Image manipulation

Same values, but with incorrect 

scale (80-100) for emphasis
Same values, but using radius 

vs area for emphasis

Rougier NP, Droettboom M, Bourne PE (2014) Ten Simple Rules for Better Figures. PLOS 

Computational Biology 10(9): e1003833. doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1003833

http://journals.plos.org/ploscompbiol/article?id=10.1371/journal.pcbi.1003833

http://journals.plos.org/ploscompbiol/article?id=10.1371/journal.pcbi.1003833


Conflict of interest

• Anything that is likely (or possibly) to influence the 
article content

– Funding
• Who paid?

– Relationships
• “I am married to the editor”

– Affects authors, reviewers, editors

• Make everything transparent for readers and 
reviewers



Dealing with problems:
COPE flowcharts

https://publicationethics.org/



COPE cases
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EASE resources



Corrections to the published record

• Ensure you have conclusive evidence to support your 
decision
– In writing

• All authors should be contacted
– If required, inform their institutions

• Publish the reason for a retraction 
– As agreed with the authors (ideally!)
– Include the word “Retraction” or “Erratum” before the 

article title
– Link the correction/notice to the original article



The article



The PDF



The notice



“To err is human, to correct divine”

• JAMA correction table, 2017

• Minor errors
– Correct online (with note)

• Substantive errors
– Correction notice (erratum)

• Pervasive errors
– Letter and erratum (if conclusions unaffected)

– Replacement and/or retraction

• Misconduct or non-correctable pervasive errors
– Retraction

– Expression of concern

https://jamanetwork.com/journals/jama/fullarticle/2652632
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https://jamanetwork.com/journals/jama/fullarticle/2652632


QUALITY CONTROL – PEER 

REVIEW

pippa.smart@

gmail.com

www.pspconsu
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What do we know about peer review?

• Publons 2018 report

• 33% reviews done in USA

• 2.4 invitations = 1 review

• 70% reject invitations

– Mostly because out of scope

• Reviewers in low-income 
countries more likely to 
review (on time)

h
tt

p
s
:/

/p
u

b
lo

n
s
.c

o
m

/s
ta

ti
c
/P

u
b
lo

n
s-

G
lo

b
a

l-
S

ta
te

-O
f-

P
e

e
r-

R
e
v
ie

w
-2

0
1

8
.p

d
f

https://publons.com/static/Publons-Global-State-Of-Peer-Review-2018.pdf


Methods of peer review

• Double-blind (triple blind)
– Neither authors nor reviewers know each other’s identity

• Single-blind
– Authors do not know reviewers

• Open
– Both authors and reviewers know each other’s identities

• Public
– Reviews published with article

• Cascading
– Reviews sent onto another journal
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Registry of peer review experiments:

https://reimaginereview.asapbio.org/

https://reimaginereview.asapbio.org/


Review ethics?

Timeliness

Unbiased

Honesty

Appropriate 

expertise
Confidentiality

Conflict of 

interest

Allen, H. , Cury, A. , Gaston, T. , Graf, C. , Wakley, H. and Willis, M. 

(2019), What does better peer review look like? Underlying principles 

and recommendations for better practice. Learned Publishing, 32: 

163-175. doi:10.1002/leap.1222

https://doi.org/10.1002/leap.1222




How do you improve peer review?

Some ideas .......
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How do you improve peer review?

• Identification of suitable reviewers?

• Likelihood of reviewer acceptance?

• Timeliness?

• Usefulness?

• Avoiding problems?
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System 

searching?

Editorial 

board?

Journal 

database?

PubMed 

search?

Colleagues?

WoS/Scopus 

search?Authors?

Google 

Scholar 

search?

New people?

Old people?

Conferences?



How do you improve peer review?

• Identification of suitable reviewers?

• Likelihood of reviewer acceptance?

• Timeliness?

• Usefulness?

• Avoiding problems?
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Email 

wording?

Reputation 

of journal?

Matching 

article to 

reviewer?

Rewards?

Personal 

contact?

Mini-review 

(only look at 

one point)?

Reputation 

of owner?



How do you improve peer review?

• Identification of suitable reviewers?

• Likelihood of reviewer acceptance?

• Timeliness?

• Usefulness?

• Avoiding problems?
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Reminders? How long?

Invite 3 for  2 

reviews?

Rewards?



How do you improve peer review?

• Identification of suitable reviewers?

• Likelihood of reviewer acceptance?

• Timeliness?

• Usefulness?

• Avoiding problems?

37

Questions?

Form fill?

Guidelines?

Scoring?

Feedback?



How do you improve peer review?

• Identification of suitable reviewers?

• Likelihood of reviewer acceptance?

• Timeliness?

• Usefulness?

• Avoiding problems?
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Clear 

guides?

“Please note that all invitations to review 

(and the articles you review) should be 

treated in confidence, and if you think 

you have any Conflict of Interest 
that would prevent you giving an unbiased 

review, please either decline the invitation 

or contact me. If you want to check what 

we are asking you to do, or what we are 

looking for in a review, please read our 

guideline for reviewers at:”



What is valuable to reviewers 

• Recognition is more valued than rewards

• Feedback 

– On the quality of their 

review, seeing other 

comments, informed of 

the decision

• Acknowledgement

– In the journal, and 

personally from the editor

Dear Pippa,

Thank you for sending your 

decision letter to the referees.

I always find it insightful to see 

how the paper was perceived by 

others -- and how they phrased 

their comments.



Recognising reviewers:
Publons and ORCiD
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DEVELOPING A JOURNAL

pippa.smart@

gmail.com

www.pspconsu
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Mechanical heart. Wellcome Trust photographic Awards, 2009



Principles of Transparency and 

Best Practice in Scholarly 

Publishing

• Endorsed by COPE, the Open Access Scholarly 

Publishers Association (OASPA) and the World 

Association of Medical Editors (WAME)

• https://doaj.org/bestpractice

https://doaj.org/bestpractice


Principles … 1

• Name of journal
– Unique, and not copy another journal

• Governing Body / ownership / management
– Who owns and manages the journal clearly indicated on the 

journal's Website
– Publishers shall not use organizational or journal names that 

would mislead potential authors and editors ´ about the 
nature of the journal's owner

• Revenue sources
– Business models or revenue sources (eg, author fees, 

subscriptions, advertising) clearly stated on the journal's Web 
site



Principles … 2

• Marketing

– Including direct marketing activities, e.g. 

solicitation of manuscripts, shall be appropriate, 

well targeted, and unobtrusive

• Archiving

– The journal should have a clearly stated backup 

plan, e.g. via CLOCKSS or PubMed Central



Principles … 3

• Website access

– It must not contain misleading information, including any 

attempt to mimic another journal/publisher's site

• Advertising

– advertising policy if relevant 

– Types of adverts, who makes decisions 

• Copyright information

– What readers can do with the content, what authors 

agree to when they submit



Principles … 4

• Editorial team
– Full names and affiliations of the journal's editors on the 

journal's Web site

• Contact information
– For the editorial office and publisher

• Peer review
– Journal content must be clearly marked as whether peer 

reviewed or not

– Peer review = obtaining advice on individual manuscripts 
from reviewers expert in the field who are not part of the 
journal's editorial staff 



Principles … 5

• Research misconduct

– Process for identification of and dealing with 

allegations of research misconduct

• Conflicts of interest

– Statements for journal editors and authors
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How do you raise your reputation?

• What can you control?

• What can you influence?

• What can you change?

Quality of 

published 

articles?

Peer 

review 

feedback?

Outreach?

Indexing?

Affiliations?

Advocacy 

for good 

science?

Respected 

editors?

No false 

promises?
Corrections?



Outreach

• How do you reach out to raise your visibility and 

profile?

Workshops?

Press 

releases?

Talks at 

meetings?

Email 

signatures?

Social 

media?

Local 

promotion?

Branded 

gifts?
Leaflets?



Thank you for listening

Pippa Smart
pippa.smart@gmail.com
www.pspconsulting.org

www.ease.org.uk
Online editors course and other resources

mailto:pippa.smart@gmail.com
http://www.pspconsulting.org/
http://www.ease.org.uk/


CASE STUDY

pippa.smart@

gmail.com

www.pspconsu
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Case study

Learned Publishing

• Not very well known – but reputable society

• Renown for being “boring”

• No (reliable) usage stats

• Single editor

• Uninvolved editorial board

• PDF only

• Every issue a scrabble for articles

– Most articles commissioned



Case study

Learned Publishing

• Objective – our vision

– Raise awareness and relevance

• Goals

– Redefine the journal remit (relevance)

– Quality content improvement (relevance)

– Improved copy flow (before we raise awareness!)

– Sustainable editorial structure (before we raise 

awareness!)



Case study

Learned Publishing

• Goals

– Redefine the journal remit

• Redefined vision and scope agreed with ALPSP

• New article types

– Quality improvement

• Improved author guidelines

• Editorial support for authors

• Formal, structured reviews



Case study

Learned Publishing

• Goals
– Better copy flow 

• Themed January issue

• Better visibility at ALPSP and SSP events

• Twitter account
– News not article alerts

• Regular approaches to potential authors

• Asking “new” reviewers

– Sustainable editorial structure
• New editorial board

• Regular editorial meetings

• Associate editors appointed

• Regular communication/reports



Case study

Learned Publishing

• Underpinning this …

– Editorial commitment

– Constant attention to review

– Moved the journal to Wiley

• Better reports

• Better technology



Case study

Learned Publishing

• Where are we now?

– Copyflow “comfortable”

– Awareness at events increased (not measurable!)

– Downloads increasing 

– Altmetric scores reasonable

– Still not high on publisher’s radar …

• Future plans … ??

– (Ongoing!)


