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Tasks of breakout groups 1 JIL—J513ETODFRE 1
1. Each breakout group will be guided by a Wiley Workshop Facilitator.

2.

BON—TLCEDA) NS T 7> UF—F—(HHBEBA)NDEFT,

A Chair should be appointed in each group to record and report the group’s
decisions.

ZBON—=T 3TN —-TDVU -5 —-=ig5aL. JIL—TDEm=ZELixL
HELTLIZE,

3. For the case study assigned, the group should consider the following:

Repro

duce

BT —ADiZEmICE U CRDIEEZZRL TLIZEL,

 What is the ethics problem in this case?
DT — X(«.Bﬁ@“%ﬁﬂﬂ‘]f‘ﬂmﬁ(iﬂf@“b\

« What action should be taken to deal with this case?
CDT—R%=ZEERTBIEDICIEIEDOKLIDITER = EDIRNETULL DN

« What preventive measures could be taken to avoid similar problems in the
future? FERMUIIZ K DIRRENFEET DDZBE S FHNFE(L. EDOKDEED
N EZ2ZE5NJTLLDM
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Tasks of breakout groups 2 DI —T 513D ERE 2

4. Each Chair will report back their group’s findings to the whole audience.

BOIN—T DU~ &LRDIIL—TDEECDERE
BERERICIRSELTIZSUN,

5. After each case, other groups can give comments.

B —ADEER., MMDIJIL—T(EZ7DOT—XICEALTOX TR EN
cEZEX9,

6. Then, the COPE Forum advice and journal action will be presented.

€D, COPEJA—SLDT RINARERZSvy—FHILHNE> 7o a>n
R rlE I,
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Promoting integrity in research and its publication

COPE is a forum for editors and publishers of peer reviewed journals to discuss all
aspects of publication ethics. It also advises editors on how to handle cases of research

and publication misconduct. Read more about COPE. .

W Tweet

737 people recommend this. Sign Up to see what your friends

recommend.

https://publicationethics.org
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Home

Resources

From our Code of Conduct and our Guidelines to useful sample letters and flowcharts, COPE offers a range of useful tools for journal editors and writers.

Code of Conduct Flowcharts

Through the Code of Conduct, COPE aims to define Flowcharts are designed to help editors follow
best practice in the ethics of scholarly publishing COPE's Code of Conduct and implement its advice
and to assist editors, editorial board members, when faced with cazes of suspected misconduct.

owners of journals and publishers to achieve this.

Guidelines elearming
Access COPE's official guidance, including the COPE's eLearning course is designed to give
Retraction Guidelines. editors a deeper understanding about publication

ethics and practical guidance about how to detect,

prevent and handle misconduct.

https://publicationethics.org/resources
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Peer review guidelines B&&EOHA RS1>

C 0 P |E | coMMITTEE ON FUBLICATION ETHICS

GOPE Ethical Guidslines for Pesr Reviswers

lrene Hames on bebalf of COPE Council
Mareh 2013 w1

Peer review in all its form plays an mportant role in ensuring the integrity of the scholarly
record. ﬂﬂpnmclqaﬂmhtnakugeaﬂmmtmsl and requires that everyone mvolved

behaves responsibly and ethically. Peer reviewers play a central and critical part in the peer-
review process, but too often come to the role without any gudance and may be unaware
of their ethical obigations. ]'IHGEE{E_HH:iiGdeirHEIur ear Heviewers sel out the
basic prnciples and standards o which all peer reviewers should adhere dunng the peer-
review procass. It is hoped they will provide helplul guidance to resaearchers, be a relerence
for pournals and edilors n guiding their reviewers, and act as an educational resource lor
nstitutions n trasnng thes students and researchers.

Basic principles to which peer reviewers should adhere

Poor reviewers shoukd

* only agree to revsew manuscnpts for which they have the subject expertise requered to
carmy out a proper assessment and which they can asseas in a timely manner

respect the conhdentalty of peer review and not reveal any details of a manuscnpt or its
review, durng or after the peer-revew procass, beyond those that are releasad by the
pourmnal

https://publicationethics.org/files/Peer%20review%20guidelines 0.pdf

publicationethics.org -
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Statement on peer review manipulation BEFHEDEI{FICDUT

Signin

Home  About COPE  Resources Cases  Become amember  Members

Home

The Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) has become aware of systematic, inappropriate attempts to manipulate
the peer review processes of several journals across different publishers. These manipulations appear to have been
orchestrated by a number of third party agencies offering services to authors. This statement is issued on behalf of
COPE after consultation with a variety of publishers to underscore the seriousness with which we take these issues
and our determination to address them.

While there are a number of well-established reputable agencies offering manuscript-preparation services to authors,
investigations at several journals suggests that some agencies are selling services, ranging from authorship of
pre-written manuscripts to providing fabricated contact details for peer reviewers during the submission process and
then supplying reviews from these fabricated addresses. Some of these peer reviewer accounts have the names of
seemingly real researchers but with email addresses that differ from those from their institutions or associated with
their previous publications, others appear to be completely fictitious

e Are UNCIear NOW Tar auino DT 1N SUENTHTTEC M MU dle dWale Nl INe MEVIEeWeT NAMes AN Tl

https://publicationethics.org/news/cope—statement—inappropriate—
manipulation—peer—-review—processes
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. COPE statement on inappropriate manipulation of peer review processes

Monthly archive

Apnl 2017 (2)
March 2017 (1)
January 2017 (4)

MNovember 2016 (1)
June 2016 (1)
May 2016 (1)

February 2016 (3)
January 2016 (3)
December 2015 (2)
Movember 2015 (4)

— —
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Peer review discussion document &E5(CBAT BixmdDEiR
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Who “owns” pesr reviews? GOPE Discussion Document

Tara Hoke and Elizabeth Moylan on behalf of COPE Council
16 September 2016

This document aims to stimulate discussion about ownership nghts N peor reviewer reports. Here
we set out some of the msues that have ansen in prevous dscussons around peer review, some
of which are specfic to vanous models of peer revew. We hope that the concepls discussed
asast jounal ediors and pubkshers in estabisheng gusdelnes and practices for handling this ssue.
COPE welcomes additional comments rom journal editors, revewers, researchers, institutions,
funders and third party servces on this sulyect. Please emal all comments 1o Nalake Hidgeway,
COPE Executive Officer at http//pubbcationettscs. org/contact-us

Introduction

Two trends have recontly come togathar withen scholarly publication: open peer review and the desire
to give recognition to the work peer reviewers do (see also 7). Af the convergence: are ornganisations

like Publon=? and Academic Kamma® who wish to openly acknowiedge the work of peer reviewess by
recording, not only the amount, but also, In some croumstances, the content of indvidusls” pesr review
mﬁﬁwdﬂmmﬁﬂmEMamdmmmwmmm
the interests of the author, reviewer, editor, jourmnal and other stakeholders are protected.

Scope/limitations
Journals will have to determine how this guidance fits nfo ther own peer review guadelines. At a
rmirimiumm, this document raises issues that editors should consider as they momitor and revase thesr
workflow and internal processes 1o acknowiedgs the work of pesr revsewers and consider entering nto
agreaments with organisabons that pubksh peer rewews. It also desonbes considerabons that should

https://publicationethics.org/files/u7141/Notes%20from%20FORUM%20discussion%20top
ic Who%20owns%20peer%20review final.pdf
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Reproduced, translated and uploaded with permission


https://publicationethics.org/files/u7141/Notes%20from%20FORUM%20discussion%20topic_Who%20owns%20peer%20review_final.pdf
https://publicationethics.org/files/u7141/Notes%20from%20FORUM%20discussion%20topic_Who%20owns%20peer%20review_final.pdf

Wiley Executive Seminar:

Peer Review & Ethics—COPE Forum Cases

Suspected plagiarism flowcharts RIgICBEAI 3 I0O0—Fv—b

ClOP|E

COMMITTEE ON PUBLICATION ETHICS

What to do if you suspect plagiarism

(a) Suspected plagiarism in a submitted manuscript

(Haﬁmimmmmrmmmnagm]

Thark revigvesr and S35y you plan o inwestigals
Get full documentary evidencs i not alreacy provided

'

( Chack degres of copying ]

1

Y Y

uss of large portions of text
andior data, presantad as if

Cloar plagiarizm (unatributed
they wers by the plagiarizt)

of reseanch paper from from author's
non-nNative languags speaker) o Workd—

Minor copring of short Redundancy
phrases only (B0, N discussion (Le. copying
Mo misatiribution of data zea flowchars

+ + o redundancy
LY
Comiact comasponding author in Conmtact author in nautral
writing, idsally enclosing signed TermesrresEng
authorship siatement (or cover disappointmient/explaining
lstien stating that submitted work joumial’s posibon

( Noproblem )

Note

The instructions
1o authors should
includs a definition
of plagiarizm and
ztats the joumals
policy on it

https://publicationethics.org/files/plagiarism%20A.pdf

https://publicationethics.org/files/plagiarism%20B.pdf
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Suspected redundancy flowcharts ZEHROIO—Fv—b

C|lO PI|E | coMmTTEE ON PUBLICATION ETHICS | |

What to do if you suspect redundant (duplicate) publication | *rsrercee

to authors should
stats the joumal’s

(a) Suspected redundant publication in a submitted manuscript Poloy on renant

s [t may be helpful
to request the
g]

institution’s policy.

( Reviswsr informe editor about redundant publication Redundancy detectad by T&xt—matthn
softwars (sg CrossCheck scresning) « Ask authors to verify

+ that their manuscript
is original and has

[Thanl-: reviewer and say you plan to investigats. Gst full documentary evidencs if not already providad ) gl':’t I::rer;an publizhad
sewhere.

+ & |ntamational
Committes of

( Check extent and nature of overlap/redundancy ) Wedical Joumal
| Editors (ICMJE)

f * * advisas that

- ~ - - - ~ translations are

https://publicationethics.org/files/redundant%20publication%20A_0.pdf
https://publicationethics.org/files/redundant%20publication%20B.pdf
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|C|O| PlE| coMMITTEE ON PUBLICATION ETHICS

RETRACTION GUIDELINES

Summary
Journal editors should consider retracting a publication if:

. they have clear evidence that the findings are unreliable, either as a result of misconduct (e.g. data fabri-
cation) or honest error (e.g. miscalculation or experimental error)

. the findings have previously been published elsewhere without proper crossreferencing, permission or
justification (i.e. cases of redundant publication)

. it constitutes plagiarism
. it reports unethical research

https://publicationethics.org/files/retraction%20guidelines 0.pdf

publicationethics.org
12
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Sign in

What are yvou looking for Q

Home  About COPE  Resources Become amember ~ Members  Events  News &Opinion  Contact Us

Showing 1-25 of 583 results. Order by: | Date v |

Submit a case

All of the cases COPE has discussed since its inception in 1997 have been entered into a searchable database. This
database now contains over 500 cases together with the advice given by COPE. For more recent cases, we also

include follow-up information and outcome. We hope this database will provide a valuable resource for editors and Case name (optional)
those researching publication ethics.

You can search by classification or keyword using either the search field (top left) or by filtering your inquiry using the
years and classifications/keywords listed below. A more detailed explanation of the classifications and keywords can Search
e found on the COPE Case Taxonomy page.

We encourage members to look at the database before submitting a case to the Forum to see if similar cases have

Search by classification

already been discussed and to see the format used for presenting cases. However, please note that advice from the

COPE Forum meetings is specific to the particular case under consideration and may not necessarily be applicable to Questionable/unethical research

similar cases either past or future. (173)

https://publicationethics.org/cases

publicationethics.org
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Case 1: Salami publication

o—RX1 : S =HR

Case Number 05-07
https://publicationethics.org/case/salami-publication
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Case 1: Salami publication r—2X1 : YS> =k

Reproduce

Peer reviewer noticed some data in a submitted paper had been
described before, and methods were unclear

Bmrah'. HisShiEmXICUBERENZEVW DHDT—IHhHDIDIC
KOV, FECEATBIERBE>ESD Lok,

o Authors said another journal told them to divide their large study into 4
papers; all were cross-referenced

Z2E( CRICIRIBURR) D2 v —) L TEBEDARIRIAT Z 4 DD
XICHTDELDT RINA XN, IRNTDHRINDEBEWICEIAHLUTND EFSR

o This paper had a different hypothesis and method; authors tried to clarify
INn a revision

COmXI(C(E (MBDmX E(TED) IRERETTEND D, TNZWETICKDTK
DFE>ED=BXDEUTEFER

d, translated and uploaded with permission 1 5



Case 1: Salami publication r—2X1 : YS> =k

« Original peer reviewer checked revision
TcDiwm X DEGA DG iwm X ZE
o Found ~2/3 of data had been described before, unclear number of
participants; recommended rejection

HI3DD2DT — I T TICHRESNIZEDT,
HEDHFSIMEDEEHNE . BEBAEIEET ST L EHE

o Editors suspected salami publication

MEZE (XY S ZHiRZzE DT

What should the editors do? REEZR(IMZINANETH

16
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Case 2: Peer reviewer selection policy
T—RX2 : BinaDEERECDULT

Case Number 16-08
https://publicationethics.org/case/author-requests-certain-experts-
not-be-included-editorial-process

eeeeeeeeee , translated and uploaded with permission 1 7
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Case 2: Peer reviewer selection policy
T—R2 : BaDEERECDNT

 Journal received submission with request about reviewers
v —FIIICEXh. BeaalciddIUIIRMEEEICEIBENIE

o Paper disagreed with a published guideline paper

IR SNIZEHwRX (LT TICHERENTNDHA FS1 2 EERENEL D TLV,

o Author requested that (unnamed) experts who wrote the guidelines not be
invited as reviewers, including some of the editorial board

L]Ey

E3 LB IR AN DREZEZSO. HA1 FS1 %NS
UEBMxRZzEHZB LU THEFULRVWKDIUITIA MU,

o He would complain if the peer review seemed biased

HEUEHICI AT ANAHSNDKLDTHOIESHFBEZRULIITCD. EEDT.

Reproduced, translated and uploaded with permission
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Case 2: Peer reviewer selection policy
T—R2 : BaDEERECDNT

Reproduce

Journal policy is to ask all reviewers and editorial board members to

declare Conflicts of Interest when reviewing a paper
SvY—FIDHEEHEUVUTIERNYERRI DELEEC. INTOEREALRERSIC
FIRHRZHRRIT DKL ISICROTND

o Conflicts of Interest considered with reviews

BooCEUTEFMRERIIEBESNTLND

0 Reviewers and editors can ask to be excused if they feel they cannot be
impartial

Bora mEZE (FBNHHILZICFED RV ERUIZHBEEERN ST
EB5DKDITKDHDZ & (IPEE

What should the editors do? REES(IfFEZEITNEH

d, translated and uploaded with permission 1 9



Case 3: Peer review confidentiality
Jo—X3: Eu/bd)@ér‘/‘t

Case Number 16-12
https://publicationethics.org/case/author-rejected-paper-publicly-

names-and-criticises-peer-reviewer

Reproduced, translated and uploaded with permission
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Case 3: Peer review confidentiality 4&r—2X3: &50OWEM

Repro

duce

A journal using “open” peer review rejected a paper, which was
published in another journal

[A—T 2 1 BEH(BEHREANERICBHARENS) ZFEALTWAOYy—FILT. H
LM EEIRET . TOHmXIID O vy—FILTHREN T,

o0 In a media interview and in Twitter, an author named a peer reviewer
from the first journal, implying he did not reveal Conflicts of Interest and
had recommended rejection

BIATATEDA2AEI—. E5[CtwitterTEBN DD EGEBDABIZE
ITC. B FIRiERERRE T, wmXERFREFIBTUIZERE LT,

o0 Peer reviewer was criticized in Twitter and emaill
BiraldTwitter&E XA — )L it === 1T 7=

o Journal told author it was disappointed she did not complain to the journal
Instead; she apologized

Sy —FILEERCHUTEERS v —FILICARBR UM TR e &CHT
DREZRIAL. BAFZEDZ LTI DHFEZ LT,
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Case 3: Peer review confidentiality 4 —2X3 : E5tOWE

Repro

duce

Peer reviewer wanted public to see his report was positive; reviewers and

authors agreed to break peer review confidentiality in journal blog
=i l.%(a"’\ﬂ(c_ﬁﬁd)ﬁ IR T A TIREDTH DI EZHMDODTESVEWEE

BL.,. ERLEGRAEEENBEGOMENZRE > TS v—3HIJ OV TEMREICEUT
"Faﬁ?‘% &l FJ 1555

Journal revised its instructions for authors and rejection letters:
SV —FIVIIEBREEARIRDL I—2ZEE U

o For rejected papers, keep reviewer names/reports confidential

AEIRERYTERYXICEAUTCIEEGZEDZ EBL/N— MEIESNRRINE
ANSYAN A

o Confidentially share reports, not names, with other journals

Bl h— b~ (BFREATERL) FWEEHZROTTFRFMO> v —FILEHA
IDRICENTED

o Contact handling editor if complaints
ANmh D GE(FHEIDREBRICHUIL T I &
What else should the editors do? MBICiREEZS(EIMZEZIANETH

d, translated and uploaded with permission 22
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