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”Review for others as you would have 

others review for you“
McPeek et al., 2009



What do editors want from papers?

• Importance

• Originality

• Relevance to readers

• Usefulness to readers

• Truth

• Excitement/ “wow” factor 

• Clear and engaging writing



Why peer review? 

• The peer review system is the cornerstone of scientific research.
Manuscripts cannot (and should not) be published in scientific
journals until they have been verified by other experts in the
field. Peer reviewers offer a valuable service––they strengthen
papers by checking them for mistakes, anticipating potential
problems or gaps in the research, and offering suggestions for
how the manuscript can be improved, then ultimately decide
whether the manuscript is ready for publication or not. Peer
reviewers ensure the quality of the research being published,
benefiting the greater scientific community and all those who
depend on it.



What is peer review?

• Review by peers

Includes:

✓ internal review (by editorial staff)

✓ external review (by experts in the field)
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Some problems 

• Means different things at different journals 

• Slow

• Expensive

• Subjective

• Biased 

• Open to abuse 

• Poor at detecting errors

• Almost useless at detecting fraud



Should we mind if reviewers don’t agree? 

• Very high reliability might mean that all reviewers think the same

• Reviewers may be chosen for differing positions or areas of
expertise

• Peer review decisions are like diagnostic tests: false positives and
false negatives are inevitable

• Some journals ask reviewers to advise on publication, not to
decide



Bias

Author-related

• Prestige (author/institution)

• Gender

• Where they live and work

Paper-related

• Positive results

• English language



Prestigious institution bias

Peters and Ceci, 1982

Resubmitted 12 altered articles to psychology journals that had 
already published them

Changed:

• title/abstract/introduction - only slightly

• authors’ names

• name of institution, from prestigious to unknown fictitious 
name (eg. “Tri-Valley Center for Human Potential”)



EVERY PEER-REVIEW PROCESS SHOULD 
AIM TO (HAMES, 2008):

• Prevent the publication of bad work – filter out studies that have been
poorly conceived, designed or executed

• Check that the research reported has been carried out well and there are no
flaws in the design or methodology

• Ensure that the work is reported correctly and unambiguously, with
acknowledgement to the existing body of work

• Ensure that the results presented have been interpreted correctly and all
possible interpretations considered



Cont./ EVERY PEER-REVIEW PROCESS SHOULD 

AIM TO (HAMES, 2008):

• Ensure that the results are not too preliminary or too speculative, but at the
same time do not block innovative new research and theories

• Select work that will be of the greatest interest to the readership

• Provide editors with evidence to make judgments as to whether articles
meet the selection criteria for their particular publications

• Generally improve the quality and readability of a publication (although this
is more a by-product of peer review)



The focus of peer review

• also known as “refereeing

• The main focus of a peer reviewer is the science

• The purpose of a peer reviewer is typically not to fix grammatical errors, spelling
mistakes, or clunky language, but it does not hurt to point them out to the authors.
Every mistake or impediment to successful communication caught early helps to
improve the paper.

• However, if you find that the manuscript is full of spelling, language-related or
careless mistakes, chances are good that the manuscript was not ready to be sent to
reviewers yet. It is perfectly acceptable to contact the editor and request that the
manuscript be worked on further, or given to a native speaker of the language the
paper is written in to fix it. Peer reviewers are not a free writing or editing service; it is
the responsibility of the authors to ensure that their manuscript is free of mistakes
and checked by a native speaker of the language the paper is written in.

• Deciding whether or not to accept a paper



• Scientists are not usually paid to review articles—rather, they donate and volunteer 
their time as a professional service to their field. This is a way for scientists to 
ensure the quality of research being done in their field. This is also a way for 
scientists to give back to the scientific community, reviewing papers for others just 
as others have reviewed papers for them.

• Scientists need to be able to read, analyze and critique scientific papers—that’s why 
so many qualifying and comprehensive exams test for these skills. The ability to 
critically review articles is crucial to practicing science and being an active member 
of the scientific community.

• Saying yes or no to requests

• After receiving a request to peer review an article, the first thing to do is to check 
out the journal the article was submitted to. Is the journal legitimate? Have you or 
others heard of the journal before? Be wary of emails that contain lots of 
misspellings or mistakes—these are classic signs of a scam or predatory journal.

• Once you’ve determined that the journal is valid, take a look at the title and abstract 
of the paper. Is the field of research something you have experience in? Do you 
know enough about the subject to confidently evaluate the paper? If not, then reply 
to the journal editor promptly so they can find another reviewer. If you can think of 
someone who would be better to review the article, let the journal editor know. By 
doing this, you are helping to facilitate the peer review process and get manuscripts 
processed more quickly.



The benefit of Peer review

• This voluntary and usually free activity is especially vital for biomedical sciences,
because the publication of biased or incorrect information may seriously jeopardize
patient safety, thus guiding the clinical decision making towards inappropriate
diagnostic or therapeutic actions.

• It may also be of value for the reviewer, for a variety of reasons including knowledge
improvement on specific topics due to the possibility of reading articles before the
information is published, may give valuable ideas for future studies on the same or
other topics, may help improving you own writing skill, and is also a meaningful
activity that can be included in the scientific curriculum..



Types of peer review

• Single blind: reviewers know the names of the authors, but the authors don’t 
necessarily know the identity of the reviewers

• Double blind: the authors and the reviewers don’t know each other’s 
identities



BEFORE YOU READ

• Check if the journal has review-guidelines and adjust the 
following work plan where appropriate.



Steps to peer review: Limit peer-review to topics 
in line with your expertise

According to the Council of Science Editors (CSE), the assignment should only
be accepted when the expertise is enough for providing authoritative
assessment, peer-reviewers do not actually need to have an expertise covering
all the different aspects of the article.

https://www.councilscienceeditors.org/


Steps to peer review: Check potential conflicts of interest
• Conflict of interest can be actually summarized as the existence of interests that may impair your

objectivity, and should hence lead to mandatory declining peer-review when

(I) a direct relationship (personal or professional) exists with the authors, thus preventing positive bias in
referee’s comments;

(II) you have a negative opinion on, or you had previous disagreements with, the authors, which may then
induce a negative bias in your peer-review;

(III) the referee is engaged in similar or overlapping studies, so that there may be a propensity to (even
unconsciously) underrate the outcome;

(IV) there is a commercial relationship with companies whose drugs, devices or reagents have been tested
or used in the study.

• Personal beliefs diverging from the topic of the article may also be seen as potential conflicts of interest
when the referee may not be able to keep them within an acceptable level of “interference



Steps to peer review: Check your availability & time
• The referee should hence always consider the time limit when accepting the

assignment, since it is unfair to keep the article under revision for months,
and it is even more unfair when the referee deliberately does so for delaying
the publication of the article. When the referee finally submits the
recommendations, many articles on the same topic may have been
published by different authors.

• The deadline for refereeing articles is quite heterogeneous among the
various scientific journals (i.e., from 1 to 4 weeks)

• The decision to accept or decline an assignment will also be influenced by
the size and complexity of the article. You should hence consider that it may
take quite a different time (and effort) to peer-review a short letter to the
editor or a large meta-analysis.



Steps to peer review: Identify the innovative value 
of the article

• Check how much the specific topic has been investigated in the recent scientific
literature and whether or not the argument fit the scope of the journal are
advisable practices.

• The simple number of publications retrievable with an electronic search should
not necessarily guide your conclusions about the novelty of the article, since many
differences may exist regarding the study population, the sample size, the
analytical techniques, the endpoints.

• It may be advisable to limit your comments to a simple sentence stating that the
novelty of the article is too low to recommend acceptance, or the topic does not fit
the scope of the journal.



Steps to peer review: Research Misconduct
• Basic Research Misconduct: Known as the three “cardinal sins” of research conduct,

falsification, fabrication, and plagiarism (FFP) are the primary concerns in avoiding
research misconduct.

• Falsification is the changing or omission of research results (data) to support claims,
hypotheses, other data, etc. Falsification can include the manipulation of research
instrumentation, materials, or processes. Manipulation of images or representations in a
manner that distorts the data can also be considered falsification.

• Fabrication is the construction and/or addition of data, observations, or
characterizations that never occurred in the gathering of data or running of experiments.
Fabrication can occur when “filling out” the rest of experiment runs, for example. Claims
about results need to be made on complete data sets (as is normally assumed), where
claims made based on incomplete or assumed results is a form of fabrication.

• Plagiarism is, the most common form of research misconduct. Researchers must be
aware to cite all sources and take careful notes. Using or representing the work of others
as your own work constitutes plagiarism, even if committed unintentionally.



Steps to peer review: Identify the 
innovative value of the article

plagiarism check software:

• Ithenticate

• Plagscan

• Turnitin

• Gramerly

• Dublichecker

• Unicheck.

• Scribbr.

• Quetext.

• Plagramme.

سمیم نور
مشابهت یاب سامانه نوپا

همتاجو
همتایاب

مشابهت یاب ایران داک



Steps to peer review: The comments
• I usually read the article twice. The first reading is aimed to reach a general opinion about

novelty, quality and practical implications.

• The quality assessment of an article must be rigorous and meet a number of predefined
criteria.

• Briefly, a good peer-review activity entails checking that (I) the title is appropriate; (II) the
authors’ list really mirrors the individual contribution; (III) the abstract is focused on data and
conclusions; (IV) the introduction clearly defines the main aspects of the topic being
investigated and explains the aim of the study; (V) the materials and methods section
exhaustively describes study population, sample size, analytical techniques, statistical tests,
informed consent and ethical approval; (VI) the result section contains relevant findings
without replicating data already shown in tables and figures; (VII) the discussion does not
repeat data previously reported in results, tables or figures, appropriately discusses the
findings according to current knowledge or existing literature, conclusions are supported by
biological explanation, and study limitations are clearly highlighted; (VIII) the reference list
fulfils journal’s guidelines, is appropriate and does not include many self-citations.



Steps to peer review: The comments

• The referee should also carefully check that the article contains all necessary information for 
guaranteeing study reproducibility: focusing on style, presence of typos and unexplained 
abbreviations

• It may be advisable to suggest that the article should be reviewed by an English-native 
speaker, whilst the presence of many unexplained abbreviations needs to be highlighted, 
since these may not be understood by the readers. 

• Importantly, the referee must not use peer-review activity as an unfair means for boosting 
bibliometric indices, e.g., by asking to add citations to your previous articles, especially when 
these citations are completely unwarranted. 

• When peer-review is blind, the referee should avoid using expressions that may lead the 
authors to identify referee’s identity.



Steps to peer review: Write your comments clearly
• The worst aspect that challenges article revision according to the comments of 

reviewers is being unable to understand what reviewers are asking

- “I do not agree with your study design”, 

- “a statement on page 5 is questionable” 

- “the statistics should be broadened”. 

- bad English 

- comments indicating both page and line numbers 

- I classify the potential caveats in "major" and "minor

- disagreement is allowed, and often advisable, as long as its source is clearly 
disclosed and supported by objective data. 



Steps to peer review: Be fair with the authors

• It occasionally happens to receive weird, provocative and even offensive 
comments by the reviewers. The activity of peer-reviewing has nothing to do 
with a fight club. The reviewer is not engaged in a battle with the authors, but 
is only asked to provide expert advice to the Editor of the journal, who is the 
one and only responsible for the final decision. Therefore, even when the topic, 
the findings or the conclusions are strongly against your personal beliefs, you 
will need to express your disagreement with a fair and balanced approach, by 
constructively emphasizing the negative aspects or expressing an unbiased 
judgement about the strengths of the article. When communicating opinions 
about what is needed for improving the quality of the manuscript, the verb 
“must” should only be used when changes are absolutely necessary, otherwise 
the verb “should” seems more appropriate.



Steps to peer review: Weight revision according 
to the “impact” of the journal

• “impact” of the journal

• a small sample size study, decently written, may still be suitable for publication 
in a non-indexed journal, whilst it is absolutely unfitted for high-impact factor 
journals. 

• It is not so infrequent to submit an article to a local journal and then receiving 
the same comments as it had been submitted to Nature or to the New England 
Journal of Medicine.



Steps to peer review: The final recommendation

According to journal, once the peer-review process has been concluded, there may be a
number of available options to summarize your final recommendations:

• “accept”, “minor revision”, “major revision” or “reject”

• other options (e.g., “resubmit as a short communication”, “transform in a letter to the
editor”, “reject and resubmit”, “transfer to another journal”

• The final recommendation should hence be based on some essential and universally
accepted criteria.

• Importantly, your recommendations should be in accordance with the comments you have
previously written: It occasionally happens to receive six pages of comments by a referee, which are
then synthesized as “minor revision” or, even more ironically, to read a few number of minor issues
which are then accompanied by the recommendation to “reject” the manuscript.

• Constructive criticism should also be expressed when recommending rejection, since this
may help the authors improving the work for future submissions to other journals.



Steps to peer review: The final recommendation

• You should finally bear in mind that the definitive decision about the fortune of
the manuscript will only be made by the editor, and will be weighted against
his/her personal view and the comments of other referees (it is likely that the
manuscript has been assigned to at least another referee).

• You should not get upset or offended if your recommendation will then be
reversed by the editorial office.



Dear Dr. …
I would like to invite you to evaluate a manuscript that has been submitted to Libri - International Journal of Libraries and 

Information Studies (LIBRI), a long-established journal monitored by the ISI Citation Indexes. Details of the paper, including an 

abstract, can be found at the end of this message. Your expertise with respect to the suitability for publication of this manuscript 

based on an assessment of its scholarly content will facilitate the editorial decision on whether to accept or reject the manuscript.

I would appreciate your reply to this invitation within the next 3-5 days. Please click on the link below to automatically record 

your decision in our online manuscript submission and review system.

PLEASE MAKE SURE TO CONFIRM YOUR CHOICE ON THE WEB PAGE AFTER CLICKING ON THE LINK

Agreed: https://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/libri?URL_MASK=677db1fccc0e4c828d880f1f3ca6c421

Declined: https://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/libri?URL_MASK=6a09298c50af49638082ae9bb2b7d98a

Unavailable: https://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/libri?URL_MASK=9aff492910e047589ae70be848cd2ba9

If you are unable to review at this time, I would appreciate you recommending another expert reviewer. When you click on the 

unavailable link, a window will open where you may enter the name and e-mail address of one or more potential reviewers and 

comments.

Once you accept my invitation, you will be notified via e-mail how to access the manuscript and the reviewer instructions.

I would appreciate receipt of your review within approximately 2 weeks after acceptance.

In case you are willing to evaluate the manuscript but are unable to meet the deadline, please immediately inform the Editor-in-

Chief by e-mail at Libri.editors@degruyter.com.

I realize that expert reviewers greatly contribute to the high standards of the Journal, and I thank you for your present and/or

future participation.

Kind regards,

……

Editor-in-Chief

Libri - International Journal of Libraries and Information Studies

https://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/libri?URL_MASK=677db1fccc0e4c828d880f1f3ca6c421
https://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/libri?URL_MASK=6a09298c50af49638082ae9bb2b7d98a
https://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/libri?URL_MASK=9aff492910e047589ae70be848cd2ba9
mailto:Libri.editors@degruyter.com


Dear Dr. ………………

Thank you for agreeing to review Manuscript ID LIBRI.2021.0135 entitled "The proposed model of health 

information in Iranian public libraries" for Libri - International Journal of Libraries and Information Studies (LIBRI).

Please try your best to complete your review by 21-Dec-2021.

In your review, please answer all questions. On the review page, there is a space for "Comments to Editor" and a 

space for "Comments to the Author." Please be sure to put your comments to the author in the appropriate space.

To access just the manuscript for review directly with no need to enter log in details, click the link below:

https://.................................

To login to your account on the Libri - International Journal of Libraries and Information Studies - ScholarOne

Manuscripts site at https://………………………, your case-sensitive USER ID is ……………………... For security 

purposes your password is not listed in this email. If you are unsure of your password you may click the link below 

to set a new password.

https://....................................

Once you are logged in, the Home Page will be displayed. Please click on the Review link at the top of the page. 

You will find the manuscript listed under "Active Reviews". The Action dropdown will list all actions available to 

you. We recommend that you start by selecting “Continue Review”, as this will present all available options. You 

will be able to view the manuscript proof, read the reviewer guidelines, and access all files for review associated 

with the manuscript.

………….

https:///
https:///
https:///


Conventional criteria guiding the 
final recommendation

Fit for the journal?

Novelty?

Practical significance?

Sufficient sample size?

Accurate methods and appropriate statistical tests?

Study reproducible?

Clear description of results?

Conclusions supported by data?

Acceptable presentation (including tables and figures)?

Well written?

Suitable reference list?



Steps to peer review: Confidentiality

• According to the CSE, maintaining the confidentiality of peer-review entails
“not sharing, discussing with third parties, or disclosing information from the
reviewed paper”.

• Peer-reviewers are not allowed to retain copies of the article and are not
allowed to use the knowledge of its content for purposes not pertaining to
peer-review.

• Deviation to this practice is seen as a serious misconduct.



Final message

• As for a general assumption, no single and validated approach exists to peer-
review scientific articles. 

• The more you experience, the more you learn. 



Basic notions for peer-review of scientific articles
Accept assignment when the topic is in accordance with your background

Check potential conflicts of interest

Direct relationship (personal or professional) with the authors

Negative feedback with the authors

Engaged in similar or overlapping studies

Commercial relationships

Check your availability and time according to size and complexity of the article

Identify the innovative value of the article

Use personal experience

Search biomedical platforms

Read the article twice

Provide exhaustive comments, covering all the different aspects of the article



Basic notions for peer-review of scientific articles

Title is appropriate

Authors’ list reflects individual contribution

Abstract focused on data and conclusions

Introduction centred on topic and aims of the study

Materials and methods accurately described

Results section limited to relevant findings

Discussion does not duplicate previous information, appropriately discusses findings, conclusions a
re supported by biological explanations, study limitations are highlighted

Reference list fulfils journal’s guidelines, is appropriate and does not include many self-citations

The style and language of the article are adequate

Write comments clearly

Indicate precisely the part of the article you disagree with

Clearly explain why you disagree and provide objective reference



Basic notions for peer-review of scientific articles
Check grammar and style of your comments

Be sure that the authors will understand what you have written

Avoid expressions that may lead the authors to recognize your identity

Be fair with the authors

Express your disagreement with a fair and balanced approach

Constructively emphasize the negative aspects

Avoid expressing unbiased judgement about the strengths of the article

Weight revision according to the importance of the journal

Final recommendations should be in accordance with your comments

Maintain confidentiality throughout and after the peer-review process

The content of the manuscript should not be shared, discussed or disclosed

Copies of the article should not be retained

The knowledge should not be used for purposes not pertaining peer-review



Graphical 
representation of 
the review 
component 
categories 
extracted from the 
publications and 
websites (1,811 
items; 17 
categories).



READ 1st TIME: 
Gaining an overview 



READ 2nd 
TIME: The 
science
For the rest of the 
review, try and separate 
your points into “Major” 
or “Minor” issues and/or 
suggestions. Using bullet 
points can help the 
author(s) keep track 
when responding to your 
review.



READ 3rd TIME: The 
writing and formulation



FINISHED?



BEFORE 
SUBMITTING: READ 
YOUR OWN REVIEW! 



Publons

Publons is a commercial website that provides a free service for academics to track,
verify, and showcase their peer review and editorial contributions for academic
journals.

• All your publications, instantly imported from Web of Science, ORCID, or your bibliographic reference manager
(e.g. EndNote or Mendeley).

• Trusted citation metrics, automatically imported from the Web of Science Core Collection.

• Correct author attribution, with your unique ResearcherID automatically added to the publications you claim
in Web of Science collections.

• Your verified peer review and journal editing history, powered by partnerships with thousands of scholarly
journals.

• Publons CV summarising your scholarly impact as an author, editor and peer reviewer.

•



F1000
• F1000Research is an Open Research publishing platform for scientists, 

scholars and clinicians offering rapid publication of articles and other 
research outputs without editorial bias.

F1000Research is an open access, open peer-review scientific publishing platform covering

the life sciences. Articles are published first and peer reviewed after publication by invited referees.

The peer reviewer's names and comments are visible on the site. As part of its open

science model, the data behind each article are also published and are

downloadable. F1000Research publishes multiple article types including traditional research

articles, single findings, case reports, protocols, replications, and null or negative results. The

journal has been criticized for unclear peer-review standards in relation to its inclusion in PubMed,

but has since clarified how articles are indexed in the PubMed and PubMed Central databases.

F1000Research also publishes posters and slide presentations in biology and medicine.

In October 2014, managing director Rebecca Lawrence took part in a Reddit Science AMA (Ask Me

Anything) as part of Open Access Week, to answer questions about

the F1000Research publication format and about open science in general.[

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Faculty_of_1000#cite_note-12




WOS/JCR (Journal Citation Report)
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JCR (Journal Citation Report)
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JCR (Journal Citation Report)
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JCR
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JCR
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Scopus

Invalid Journals/ Okhovati/2020 54



PubMed/Journals
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PubMed/Journals
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PubMed/Journals
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PubMed/Journals
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Journal finder: https://journalfinder.elsevier.com/
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https://journalfinder.elsevier.com/


Journal Finder
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Retracted articles/WOS

• 6451 papers

RETRACTED: Relationship between Clinic and Ambulatory
Blood-Pressure Measurements and Mortality
(Retracted article. See vol. 382, pg. 786, 2020), By: Banegas,
J. R.; Ruilope, L. M.; de la Sierra, A.; et al. NEW ENGLAND
JOURNAL OF MEDICINE , 378(16): 1509-1520, 2018 --- 219
citations
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http://apps.lib.wosg.ir/full_record.do?product=WOS&search_mode=GeneralSearch&qid=11&SID=6Cf7IgfwxDLfivuoWdm&page=1&doc=2
http://apps.lib.wosg.ir/OutboundService.do?SID=6Cf7IgfwxDLfivuoWdm&mode=rrcAuthorRecordService&action=go&product=WOS&lang=en_US&daisIds=38148
http://apps.lib.wosg.ir/OutboundService.do?SID=6Cf7IgfwxDLfivuoWdm&mode=rrcAuthorRecordService&action=go&product=WOS&lang=en_US&daisIds=1837
http://apps.lib.wosg.ir/OutboundService.do?SID=6Cf7IgfwxDLfivuoWdm&mode=rrcAuthorRecordService&action=go&product=WOS&lang=en_US&daisIds=53485


Predatory journals synonyms
• pseudo journals

• illegitimate journals

• deceptive journals

• dark journals

• journals operating in bad faith
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Predatory Journals Definition:
• “Predatory journals and publishers are entities that prioritize

self-interest at the expense of scholarship and are
characterized by false or misleading information, deviation
from best editorial and publication practices, a lack of
transparency, and/or the use of aggressive and
indiscriminate solicitation practices.”

• Their key motive is a financial benefit via article processing
charges (APCs) and other additional fees.
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What is a predatory journal?

• Predatory journals refer to journals that recruit articles
through aggressive marketing and spam emails, promising a
quick, but not robust, review and fast open-access (OA)
publication, thus compromising scholarly publishing.

• Predatory journals have rapidly increased their publication
volumes
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Why do academics publish in such journals? 

➢In research environments, there is usually more value 
for quantity over quality. 

➢Hiring and promotion of academics is based largely on 
their number of publications. Predatory journals has 
helped many pseudo-researchers to prosper.
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What is the harm caused by predatory journals?

• Predatory and low-quality journals corrupt the
literature.

• Medical science has been particularly hit hard, with
journals now devoted to unscientific medicine.

• “Peer review is at the heart of academic evaluation.
Publishing without peer review [while pretending that
peer review was done] gives poor and mediocre
academics a chance for jobs and promotions which
should go to better qualified researchers,”
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Characteristics of Predatory Journals

• Use boastful language claiming to be a ‘leading publisher’ although the
publisher may be a start-up or a novice organization.

• Provide minimal or no copyediting or proofreading of submissions.

• Publish papers that are not academic at all, e.g. essays by lay people,
polemical editorials, or pseudo-science.

• Have a ‘contact us’ page that only includes a web form or an email
address, and the publisher does not reveal its location.

• The publisher publishes journals that are excessively broad (e.g. Journal
of Education) or combine two or more fields not normally treated
together (e.g. International Journal of Business, Humanities and
Technology) in order to attract more articles and gain more revenue from
author fees.
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Characteristics of Predatory Journals 

• Accepting articles quickly with little or no peer review or
quality control, including hoax and nonsensical papers.

• Notifying academics of article fees only after papers are
accepted.

• Aggressively campaigning for academics to submit articles
or serve on editorial boards.

• Listing academics as members of editorial boards without
their permission, and not allowing academics to resign from
editorial boards.
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Characteristics of Predatory Journals 

• Mimicking the name or web site style of more established
journals. Often impersonating existing journals or using a
similar-sounding title and a similar webpage

• Making misleading claims about the publishing operation,
such as a false location.

• Using ISSNs improperly.

• Claim to be indexed

• Citing fake or non-existent impact factors.
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Characteristics of Predatory Journals

• pretend to have peer-review procedures, promise quick OA publication,
while the articles are published even without the author’s permission

• no quality control, they fail to provide scientific transparency

• do not follow standard policies regarding archiving of journal content,
misprinting errors, or management of conflicts of interest recommended
by organizations, such as the WAME (World Association of Medical
Editors), the International Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE),
the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE), and the Council of Science
Editors (CSE)
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Journals characteristics/ scoping review

• being deceptive or lacking transparency (19 statements),

• demonstrating poor quality standards (17 statements), 

• demonstrating unethical research or publication practices (14 statements), 

• using persuasive language (two statements). 

• “Contact details of publisher absent or not easily verified” (N=11 articles); 

• “Journals are published by/in predominantly by authors from specific countries” 
(N=10 articles).
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Example of predatory Journals’ Email
• “Greetings! We came across your scientific contribution and we
with an immense interest, invites you for a valuable contribution
for our next issue.” Using bad English, they ask researchers to
publish their work within the next few days, promising
acceptance of the submitted research paper after a fast peer-
review process

• these invitation emails contain a high praise for an already
published article in a proper journal
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Shamseer L, Moher D, Maduekwe O, Turner L, Barbour V, Burch R, 
Clark J, Galipeau J, Roberts J, Shea BJ. Potential predatory and 
legitimate biomedical journals: can you tell the difference? A cross-
sectional comparison. BMC medicine. 2017 Dec;15(1):28.

• a cross-sectional comparison between potential predatory and legitimate (based on 
MEDLINE) OA and subscription-based journals proposed 13 characteristics of predatory 
journals

• predatory journals offer 18-fold lower article-processing fees than legitimate ones 

• the majority of them were not indexed in appropriate databases, as MEDLINE, Web of 
Science, and Scopus but only in Google Scholar

• 66% of predatory journals contained spelling mistakes compared to 6% of legitimate ones 

• 73% of them had editorial board with members that could not be identified versus 2% in OA 
and 1% in subscription-based journals

• article-processing fees less than US $150, grammar and spelling mistakes in the invitation 
letter or their website, lack of focus on their scope, promise of extra rapid publication, and 
absolute lack of information on manuscript handling
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Transparency

1. Website

2. Name of journal

3. Peer review process

4. Ownership and management

5. Governing body

6. Editorial team/contact information

7. Copyright and Licensing

8. Process for identification of and dealing 
with allegations of research misconduct
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9. Author fees 

10. Publication Ethics

11. Publishing schedule

12. Access

13. Archiving

14. Revenue sources

15. Advertising

16. Direct marketing

http://wame.org/principles-of-transparency-and-best-practice-in-scholarly-publishing


What to do?

• Check out lists and online resources

✓Directory of Open Access Journals

✓Committee on Publication Ethics

✓advice on identifying predatory journals

✓“Should I Publish in an Open Access Journal? (University of California)

✓Think, Check, Submit

▪ Encouraging to publish in reputable journals

▪ revise academic publication incentives and develop a training course

▪ create a reference list of respectable journals
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https://doaj.org/
https://publicationethics.org/
https://www.enago.com/academy/top-ten-tips-on-identifying-predatory-journals-and-conferences/
https://www.library.ucsb.edu/scholarly-communication/should-i-publish-open-access-journal
https://thinkchecksubmit.org/journals/
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-019-02023-7


Beall’s criteria for identification of predatory 
journals and publishers/ Editor & Staff
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Beall’s criteria for identification of predatory
journals and publishers/ Business
management, the publisher
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Beall’s criteria for identification of predatory 
journals and publishers/integrity
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Beall’s criteria for identification of 
predatory journals and publishers/others
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Criteria of Predatory Journals
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Decision 
tree for 
identifying 
predatory 
journals
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To be Brief, check these

• Always check the website thoroughly

• Check if the journal is a member of DOAJ, COPE, OASPA, STM

• Check the journal’s contact information

• Research the editorial board

• Take a look at the peer review process and publication timelines

• Read through past issues of the journal
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Predatory journals by open Access

APCs

Not Open 
Access
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Predatory journals in Asia
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Some useful references
• Lippi G. How do I peer-review a scientific article?-a personal perspective. Ann Transl Med. 2018 

Feb;6(3):68. doi: 10.21037/atm.2017.12.15. PMID: 29610756; PMCID: PMC5879526.

• Kassirer JP, Campion EW. Peer review: crude and understudied, but indispensable. Jama. 1994 
Jul 13;272(2):96-7.

• Falsification, Fabrication, Plagiarism. https://www.e-education.psu.edu/bioet533/node/654

• Hames, Irene. Peer review and manuscript management in scientific journals: guidelines for 
good practice. John Wiley & Sons, 2008. 

• McPeek, M. A., D. L. DeAngelis, R. G. Shaw, A. J. Moore, M. D. Rausher, D. R. Strong, A. M. 
Ellison, L. Barrett, L. Rieseberg, M. D. Breed, J. Sullivan, C. W. Osenberg, M. Holyoak, and M. A. 
Elgar. 2009. The golden rule of reviewing. American Naturalist 173:E155–E158. 

• Nature Masterclass: Focus on Peer Review (free). https://masterclasses.nature.com/courses/205

• Suet Chan. https://www.scisnack.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/A-Peer-Review-Process-
Guide.pdf

https://www.e-education.psu.edu/bioet533/node/654
https://masterclasses.nature.com/courses/205
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