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Open access 
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Publisher retracts 350 papers at once

IOP Publishing has retracted a total of 350 papers from two different 
2021 conference proceedings because an “investigation has uncovere
d evidence of systematic manipulation of the publication process and 
considerable citation manipulation.”



According to The International Journal of Electrical Engineering & Education:

include but are not limited to [1] submission patterns consistent with the use of paper mills, [2]

collusion between authors and reviewers during the review process, [3] inappropriate subject matter

as compared to the Journal’s Aims and Scope, poor quality peer review and requests for 

inappropriate citation.  

A look at the first three titles suggests that they 

were, indeed, far out of scope:
▪ Research on the evolution of urban design from the 

perspective of public health under the background of the 

COVID-19

▪ The rationality of physical fitness evaluation index for 

cardiorespiratory fitness in medical system

▪ Role of foreign direct investment – As a strategic move 

towards growth, economic integration and development 

10/25/2023 KCSE 5

December 15th 2021

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/00207209211064059


Special Issues increase at all 
journals, in some cases exponentially. 
Some have unbelievably high number 
of SIs. In March 2021, Sustainability 
had 3303 open Special Issues 
(compared to 24 normal issues). 
These are 9 SIs per day, just 
for Sustainability. 32 MDPI journals 
have more than 1 open SI in 2021 per 
day, including Saturdays and 
Sundays.
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https://paolocrosetto.wordpress.com/2021/04/12/is
-mdpi-a-predatory-publisher/

Is MDPI a predatory publisher?  Paolo Crosetto

https://paolocrosetto.wordpress.com/2021/04/12/is-mdpi-a-predatory-publisher/
https://paolocrosetto.wordpress.com/author/milanphd/
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The second shift is ongoing and relates to the open access (OA) business model. Just 

to be clear, this is a business model. OA is not about ethics and morality; it 

is a business model in scholarly publishing. With the announcement that 

research funded by public grants in Europe will be required to be published in fully OA 

journals by 2020 (https://www.scienceeurope.org/coalition-s/), I wonder if the 

implications of this edict are understood.

October 10, 2018 by Nancy R. Gough

April 15, 2023, Mandy Hill

https://www.scienceeurope.org/coalition-s/
https://www.bioserendipity.com/author/ngough/
https://www.timeshighereducation.com/author/mandy-hill
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Entire board resigns over actions of academic 
publisher whose profit margins outstrip even 
Google and Amazon

More than 40 leading scientists have resigned en masse from the 
editorial board of a top science journal in protest at what they describe 
as the “greed” of publishing giant Elsevier.
The entire academic board of the journal Neuroimage, including 
professors from Oxford University, King’s College London and Cardiff 
University resigned after Elsevier refused to reduce publication charges.
Academics around the world have applauded what many hope is the 
start of a rebellion against the huge profit margins in academic 
publishing, which outstrip those made by Apple, Google and Amazon.
Neuroimage, the leading publication globally for brain-imaging research, 
is one of many journals that are now “open access” rather than sitting 
behind a subscription paywall. But its charges to authors reflect its 
prestige, and academics now pay over £2,700 for a research paper to 
be published. The former editors say this is “unethical” and bears no 
relation to the costs involved.

Elsevier, a Dutch company that claims to publish 18% of 
the world’s scientific papers, reported a 10% increase in its 
revenue to £2.9bn last year. But it’s the profit margins, 
nearing 40%, according to its 2019 accounts, which anger 
academics most. The big scientific publishers keep costs 
low because academics write up their research – typically 
funded by charities and the public purse – for free. They 
“peer review” each other’s work to verify it is worth 
publishing for free, and academic editors collate it for free 
or for a small stipend. Academics are then often charged 
thousands of pounds to have their work published in 
open-access journals, or universities will pay very high 
subscription charges.
Stephen Smith, professor of biomedical engineering at 
Oxford University and formerly editor-in-chief 
at Neuroimage, said: “Academics really don’t like the way 
things are, but individuals feel powerless to get the huge 
publishers to start behaving more ethically.”

An Elsevier facility in Missouri. 
They company has been accused 
of preying on the academic 
community. Photograph: 
Kristoffer Tripplaar/Alamy

https://www.theguardian.com/science/2017/jun/27/profitable-business-scientific-publishing-bad-for-science
https://www.thebookseller.com/news/strong-revenue-and-profit-growth-at-relx-as-exhibitions-business-recovers-profitability#:~:text=RELX%2C%20the%20parent%20company%20of,%C2%A32.2bn%20in%202021.
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2019/mar/04/the-guardian-view-on-academic-publishing-disastrous-capitalism
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https://predatoryreports.org/news/f/web-of-science-de-listed-82-
journal-including-15-from-hindawi

Clarivate announced the exclusion of 82 journals (SCIE) from the Web of Science core 
collection. This also means that these de-listed journals lost their Impact Factor.

⚫ International Journal of Environmental Research an
d Public Health 

⚫ Journal of Risk and Financial Management

Jack Grove, Twitter: @jgro_the

19 Hindawi journals delisted
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Version 4.0 – SEP 2022
Version 3.0 – JAN 2018
Version 2.0 – JAN 2015
Version 1.0 – DEC 2013

https://oaspa.org/information-resources/principles-of-transparency-and-best-practice-in-scholarly-publishing/
https://oaspa.org/information-resources/principles-of-transparency-and-best-practice-in-scholarly-publishing/
https://oaspa.org/principles-of-transparency-and-best-practice-in-scholarly-publishing-2/
https://oaspa.org/principles-of-transparency-and-best-practice-in-scholarly-publishing/
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Aug 3, 2022

The initial list of 50 papers under investigation expanded to 
more than 300 submissions received since 2020 – about 100 of 
them already published – with concerns about improper 
authorship and conflicts of interest that compromised peer 
review.

Systematic manipulation of the publication process
DOI: https://doi.org/10.24318/cope.2019.2.23

https://retractionwatch.com/2022/08/03/exclusive-plos-one-to-retract-m
ore-than-100-papers-for-manipulated-peer-review/

https://doi.org/10.24318/cope.2019.2.23


Elsevier retracting 500 papers for shoddy peer review

This article has been withdrawn as part of the withdrawal of the Proceedings of the 

International Conference on Emerging Trends in Materials Science, Technology and 

Engineering (ICMSTE2K21). Subsequent to acceptance of these Proceedings papers by 

the responsible Guest Editors, Drs. S. Sakthivel, S. Karthikeyan and I. A. Palani, several 

serious concerns arose regarding the integrity and veracity of the conference organisation

and peer-review process. After a thorough investigation, the peer-review process was 

confirmed to fall beneath the high standards expected by Materials Today: Proceedings.

James Heathers “found at least 1,500 off-topic papers, many with abstracts co

ntaining ‘tortured phrases’ that may have been written by translation or paraphra

sing software, and a few with titles that had been previously advertised with auth

or positions for sale online.” 

Elsevier’s Catriona Fennell wrote:

In confidence, we also have an active investigation of several conferences/proceedings published in Materials Today 

Proceedings, where we have evidence that the peer review process was faked. We suspect some conferences may have 

never taken place (even virtually) and we are currently gathering evidence to support that suspicions. We have not started 

manual checking the content of papers yet on an individual article level.
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http://retractionwatch.com/author/james-heathers/
https://jamesheathers.medium.com/publication-laundering-95c4888afd21
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Jeremy M. Berg et al. Science 

2016; 352:899-901.

Preprints servers allow transfer to peer-review journal 
submission sites (Science, PNAS, PLOS, BMC, Genetics, etc.) 

Pre-publication vs. Preprints

Feedback

Pre-

publication
(With peer

review)

Preprints
(Without peer 

review)



What is peer review? 

Peer review (definition) 

(noun) evaluation of scientific, academic, or professional work by others working 

in the same field. 

(verb) subject (someone or something) to a peer review. 

1. It acts as a filter to ensure that only high quality research is published, 

especially in reputable journals, by determining the validity, significance and 

originality of the study. 

2. It is intended to improve the quality of manuscripts that are deemed suitable 

for publication. Peer reviewers provide suggestions to authors on how to 

improve the quality of their manuscripts, and also identify any errors that need 

correcting before publication.

Why peer review? 

10/25/2023 KCSE 17

Kelly et al., EJIFCC. 2014. 25: 227–243.

Oxford Languages
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Models of peer review

Reviewers should understand their responsibilities related to confidentiality of the process 
and ownership of the review product based on the model of peer review being used.

[QUT, Australia]



Article Submission Publication &
Data Deposition

Open Peer Review
& User Commenting

Article Revision

Basic check on each 
submission to ensure 
that all policies are 
adhered to. 

Article (with its source 
data) is published within 
a week, enabling 
immediate viewing and 
citation.

Expert referees are selected 
and invited.

Their names, affiliation and 
reports are published 
alongside the article.

Together with the authors' 
responses and comments 
from registered users.

Authors could publish 
revised versions. All versions 
of an article are linked and 
independently citable.

Articles that pass peer 
review are indexed in 
external databases such as 
PubMed, Scopus and Google 
Scholar.

[Rebecca Lawrence, 
Managing Director of F1000]

Editorial staff pre-
publication checks
(iThenticate, COPE, FAIR)

56% reject
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The eLife works to improve research communication 
through open science and open technology innovation

In the interests of transparency, eLife
includes the editorial decision letter, 

peer reviews, and accompanying 
author responses.
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Post Decision | Posting Public Reviews After Peer Review: Unless we have agreed with you otherwise, the public 
reviews will be posted to a preprint server using a Public Domain Dedication, which allows them to be freely 

reused by anyone for any purpose. Authors may choose to delay having the public reviews posted.

The eLife is pleased to announce a major change in editorial practice. Building on its 2021 shift to exclusively reviewing 

preprints, the organisation is ending the practice of making accept/reject decisions following peer 
review. From January 31, 2023, eLife will instead publish every paper it reviews as a Reviewed Preprint, a 

new type of research output that combines the manuscript with eLife’s detailed peer reviews and a concise 
assessment of the significance of the findings and quality of the evidence.

Jack Grove

https://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/
https://www.timeshighereducation.com/content/jack-grove-0
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Submission

Posting a preprint

Sending for peer review

Peer Review

eLife assessment

Publication fee

Reviewed Preprint

Author revisions

Updates to peer 
reviews and 
assessments

Version of Record

Publishing with 
another journal
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Being a reviewer

▪ Professional responsibility

authors who have benefited from the peer review process should consider becoming peer reviewers as a 

part of their professional responsibilities. 

editors must match reviewers with the scope content in a manuscript.

potential reviewers should provide journals with professional information that is accurate

agree to review only if you have the necessary expertise to assess the manuscript. 

▪ Competing interests

ensure to declare all potential competing, or conflicting interests.

✓ could be personal, financial, intellectual, professional, political, religious.

should not agree to review when you have employed at the same institution as of the authors.

should not agree when you have been recent (e.g., within the past 3 years) mentors, mentees, close 

collaborators or joint grant holders.   

▪ Timeliness

agree to review only if you are able to review within the proposed or mutually agreed time-frame.

inform the journal promptly if your circumstances change.

if not possible, it is helpful to make suggestions for alternative reviewers.
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Conducting a review
▪ Initial steps

read the manuscript, supplementary data files and ancillary material thoroughly. 

understand the scope of the review before commencing. 

ask if anything if not clear and requesting any missing or incomplete items you need. 

do not contact the authors directly without the permission of the journal.

▪ Confidentiality

refrain from using information obtained during the peer review process.

do not involve anyone else in the review of a manuscript (without permission).

names of any individuals who have helped should be included.

▪ Bias and competing interests

important to remain unbiased (nationality, religious or political beliefs, gender, or other characteristics of 

the authors).

if a competing interest is discovered, notify the journal and seek advice.

notify the journal if you don’t have the expertise to assess the relevant aspects of a manuscript. 
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▪ Suspicion of ethics violations

any irregularities with respect to research and publication ethics should be noticed to the journal.

contact the editor directly (for any ethical concerns) and do not attempt to investigate on your own 

(unless asked by journal).

appropriate to cooperate, in confidence, with the journal.

▪ Transferability of peer review

also called portable or cascading peer reviews 

publishers may have policies related to transferring peer reviews to other journals in the publisher’s 

portfolio.

if a manuscript is rejected from one journal and submitted to another, be prepared to review the 

manuscript afresh as it may have changed between the two submissions and the journal’s criteria for 

evaluation and acceptance may be different.

appropriate to provide original reviews for the new journals (efficiency and transparency point of view);

permission may require from the original journal.

Conducting a review
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Preparing a report

▪ Format

follow the journal’s instructions for writing and posting the review.

use the tools supplied by the journal when required.

provide feedback that will help the authors to improve their manuscript.

be professional and refrain from being hostile or inflammatory.

▪ Appropriate feedback

editor requires a fair, honest and unbiased assessment of the strengths and weakness of the 

manuscript.

the journal may ask for a recommendation to accept, revise, reject.

indicate which aspects of the manuscript you have assessed.

ensure your comments and recommendations for the editor.

▪ Language and style

do not attempt to rewrite the paper to your own preferred style, only suggest necessary and deal with 

science.

be aware of the sensitivities surrounding language issues that are due to the authors.

10/25/2023 KCSE 27



▪ Suggestions for further work

the reviewer should comment and explain what additional analyses would clarify the work (when the 

work is not clear because of missing analyses).

it is not the job of the reviewer to extend the work beyond its current scope.

▪ Accountability

prepare the report by oneself.

refrain from making unfair negative comments or including unjustified criticisms.

do not intentionally prolong the review process.

Preparing a report
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What to consider 

after peer review

⚫ accommodate requests from journals to review revisions or resubmissions of manuscripts.

⚫ respond promptly if contacted by a journal about matters related to your review.

⚫ contact the journal if anything relevant comes to light.

⚫ continue to respect the confidential nature of the review process.
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Journals

✓ have an obligation to provide transparent policies for peer review

✓ clear communication between the journal and the reviewers is essential to facilitate 

consistent, fair and timely review. 

Peer review process

✓ depends to a large extent on the trust and willing participation of the scholarly community 

✓ requires that everyone involved behaves responsibly and ethically. 

Peer reviewers

✓ play an essential role in ensuring the integrity of the scholarly record. 

✓ have an obligation to conduct reviews in an ethical and accountable manner. 
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Anonymity
Limited pool of reviewers
No systemic self-reflection practices 
Reviewer selection and epistemic considerations
Motives and incentives for peer-review activities
❑ Not necessarily “unpaid” (is best choice)
❑ Motives become less relevant as one's academic 

career progresses, including .. 
▪ Awareness of colleagues’ work lines[CoI

issue]
▪ Quid pro quo: “They will review mine if I 

review theirs”
▪ Interest in becoming an Editor. 

Reviewer recognition
Predatory publications and conferences

New business models [for instance, MDPI]
Research assessment exercises and journal metrics
Epistemic diversity and systemic issues

Supporting reviewers
Valuing reviewers 
Reviewer training and raising awareness of predatory 
journals
Awareness of the evolution of other disciplines: OA, AI
International boards 

Nordic Studies on Alcohol and Drugs 

2023; 40(1): 14-21.

Challenges associated with peer review

Recommendations
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BY KARIN WULF, RICK ANDERSON, LISA JANICKE HINCHLIFFE, HONG ZHOU, AVI STAIMAN, ALICE 
MEADOWS, HASEEB IRFANULLAH, ANGELA COCHRAN, CHARLIE RAPPLE | SEP 22, 2023

BY CHHAVI CHAUHAN, CHIRAG 
JAY PATEL | SEP 28, 2023

Striking a Balance: Humans and Machines in the Future of 
Peer Review and Publishing

BY HASEEB IRFANULLAH | SEP 29, 2023

BY ANIL OZA | 03 OCTOBER 2023

An algorithm that takes just seconds 
to scan a paper for duplicated images
racks up more suspicious images than 
a person

https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/author/kawulf/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/author/planxty/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/author/lisa-janicke-hinchliffe/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/author/hongzhou/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/author/avistaiman/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/author/alicejmeadows/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/author/hmirfanullah/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/author/acochran881/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/author/charlierapple/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/author/hmirfanullah/
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“Real integrity is doing the right thing, knowing that 
nobody’s going to know whether you did it or not.” 
– Oprah Winfrey

No matter how educated, talented, rich, or cool you 
believe you are, how you treat people ultimately 
tells all. Integrity is everything.

Cheol-Heui YUN cyun@snu.ac.kr

mailto:cyun@snu.ac.kr
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Peer review 

training and mentoring

⚫ take advantage of opportunities to enroll in mentorship or training programs to improve your peer 

review skills.

⚫ offer to mentor early career researchers as they learn the peer review process.

⚫ it is helpful to read the reviews from the other reviewers, if provided.

⚫ [Sense about Science] have a helpful guide for peer review written for early career researchers: 

https://senseaboutscience.org/activities/peer-review-the-nuts-and-bolts/

⚫ training courses are available for those starting out in peer review; Publons provide a free online 

training course: https://publons.com/community/academy/.  
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https://senseaboutscience.org/activities/peer-review-the-nuts-and-bolts/
https://publons.com/community/academy/


⚫ training courses are available for whom in peer review; 

Peer review 

training and mentoring

https://www.springer.com/gp/authors-
editors/authorandreviewertutorials/howtopeerreviewHow to peer review

https://www.biomedcentral.com/getpublished/peer-review-process
Peer review process

http://blogs.biomedcentral.com/bmcblog/tag/peer-review/
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https://www.springer.com/gp/authors-editors/authorandreviewertutorials/howtopeerreview
https://www.biomedcentral.com/getpublished/peer-review-process
http://blogs.biomedcentral.com/bmcblog/tag/peer-review/
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