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Gozlem ve Tespitler

® Lisans ogrencisi

® Lisansustu ogrenci

® Doktora sonrasi arastirici
® Ogretim Uyesi/Arastirmaci

® Ulakbim Yasambilimleri Veritabani Komitesi tGyesi

® Molecular and Cellular Biochemistry (Springer)
~ Editorial Board iyesi olarak gozlem ve
o itlerlll ‘
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Yayin Etiginde Temel
Konular

® Bilimsel arastirmalarin sonuclarinin  bilim camiasi
paylasiilmasi amacini tasiyan makale hazirlama ve
yaylina gonderme sureci Dbelirli etik kural ve
duzenlemeleri gerektirmektedir. Bu surecte etik:

® 1. Makalenin temelini teskil eden arastirma sonuclarinin
dogrulugu,

® 2. Makalenin temelini teskil eden arastirma sonuclarinin
ozgunlugu,

® 3. Makalede yazarlik konusunun liyakat ve hakkaniyet
esaslarina gore duzenlenmesi ile ilgili olarak onem
kazanmaktadir.




Hakemlik miiessesesi

® |lk kez 1665 vyilinda Ingiliz Bilimler Akademisinin
uygulamasi ile hayata gecirildi.

® Bilimsel bulgularin bilim dunyasi ile paylasiimadan
once vyaklasim, metodoloji, yenilik ve muhakeme
Kriterleri esas alinarak objektif bir sekilde incelenmesi.
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GUIDELINES FOR THE LABORATORY NOTEBOOK

PURPOSE OF NOTEBOOK:

The technical notebook is one of the basic tools for any experimental work, whether it be basic research, product development, or engineering design. It is primarily for the experimenter's own use, but another person with similar
technical background should be able to understand and duplicate any experiment, data, and conclusion, or to prepare a technical report by following only the lab notebook details.

There are many reasons to keep an accurate and complete record of experimental work. Among these are:

1. To establish the authenticity of the work.

2. To defend patents.

3. To act as a basis for technical reports and articles.

4. To avoid duplication of effort.

5. To avoid repetition of erroneous procedures.

The nature of the work and the purpose of the experimenter will influence the content and format of the laboratory notebook. Many companies have rigid internal requirements tailored to their specific needs. The notebook format,
“ﬁf‘rvlnd‘a Lfol lows on the next page, should not be interpreted as an "industry standard.” Rather, it is intended to suit laboratory work in the Electrical Engineering Laboratory courses, and provide experience in following an acceptable
GENERAL:

The notebooks should be per the following, or an equivalent. The notebook should be bound, never loose-leaf, and the pages numbers consecutively, preferably by the printer.

Aneat, organized, and complete lab notebook record is as important as the investigation itself. The lab notebook is the record of what was dane. You should use a hard lead pencil so that your writing does nots=~—=" **~"~
corrections of any mistakes after you have made a clean erasure. Neatness is a basic requirement. Each person will keep his or her own notebook even though you might have lab partners. Remember the pur

notebook is to pass information on to another person. Therefore complete details of what was done and what happened must be included. .
Note: In industry, you would be expected to use ink, and write directly in the notebook as the experiment is done. You will have to date and sing each entry. Sometimes you may be required to make an ennyafl.ms Next
today, just to show that you were working on the project. If a mistake were made, you would be required to "X" it out and start over. This leaves the original entry readable and keeps a record of

B} OrtizLaboratoryManual.pdf (page 32 of 53)
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used as evidence in a patent court.

7. LABORATORY NOTEBOOK GUIDELINES

* Bach section has a clear, descriptive heading of the experiments which were
performed and detailed writing of the experimental observations, thoughts, and
results.

* Bach entry is dated.

* Each entry is legible.

* Bach entry is in English.

* Each entry is written immediately after the work was performed.

* Multiple lab notebooks should be labeled numerically in the order of which
they were written.

* Expetimental data, originals ot copies (e.g. micrographs), should pasted or
taped into lab notebooks. If copies are made, originals should be organized in a
separate binder on which the lab notebook number and page are denoted.

* On collaborations, clearly indicate who did what work and who was present
for which experiments.
* At the end of a research project, all lab notebooks will be returned and
archived in the group for use by as reference for future students.
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iNTIHAL VE TURNITIN
INTIHALI ENGELLEME PROJESI
intihal nedir? Intihal, baskalannin kelimelerini, fikirlerini, buluglarim ve bunun gibi uygun kendi galigmasi
gibi gistermek anlamina gelmektedir.
Bgrenciler nigin Intihal yapar? Orendilerin (ve bazi akademisyenlerin (6gretim ayelerinin) ) intinal yapmalar igin bir gok sebep bulunmaktadir,
bunlar atif yapma ve kaynakga gsterme ile iigili yetersiz bilgilerden zaman ve tembellik ile iigili kadar
Intihall Engelleme Projesi nedir? Intihali Engelleme Projesi, Bilkent Universitesi KiltUphanesl tarafindan, 2008-10 gilz déneminde, Bilkent'deki
intinal problemini incelemek ve bunun sonucunda Universitenin ve hatta tek tek 6gretim Gyelerinin, gelecektaki intihall engeliysbimeler igin cesitl
yollar nermek amaciyla baglatiimigtir.
Turnitin nedir? Tumitin dinya gapinda 6nde gelen bir intihal tespit programidir. Bu program, makale, édev ve benzeri galigmalan, internet,
veritabanlan ve daha énce programa ylkienmig olan ak, aralarndaki benzerlik ini hesaplar. Bilkent Universitesi
Oiretim Uyeleri, 6grencilerinin 6dev ve kafilann degerlendirmeden once, intihal seviyesini tespit etmek amaciyla Turnitin programini kullanmalar
igin tegvik edilmektedir. Bu Ordnd kullanimi, intihall giderek azaltmak amaciyla, akademik kurumlar icersinde gdsteriimektedir.

TURNITIN: BASLARKEN

Eger dersleriniz igin Turnitin'i kullanmak isterseniz, yeni bir 6retim (yesi hesabi olugturmaniz gerekmextedir. Bunu yapmak igin ilk olarak Fakiite
veya BAlmUNOz /OKulunuz igin belirienmig dzel hesap numarasi ve gifresine intiyag duyacaksiniz.

Hesap numarasi ve sifre igin ya da Tumitin ile ilgili daha detayl bilgi edinmek igin Iitfen kiitdphanenin reference@bilkent.edutr adresine bir
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Turnitin Yazihmi
TURNITIN intihal Tespit Yazilimi
=iy
Turnitin
Turnitin, intihal tespit hizmeti veren web tabanli bir yazilimidir. Bu servisi kullanmak isteyen akademik personelin (ODTO Ogretim
Uyesl, Goreviisi, Okutman) swadmin@metu edu.tr adresine ad/soyad, akademik/idari pozisyon ve bdliim bilgilerini igeren bir e-posta

gdndermeleri yeterlidir. Aragtirma gdreviileri, bir ders kapsaminda dev makale kontrold yapmalan gerektifinde bu Ostteki kategorideki
Turnitin diyes (Instrtuctor olarak eklenmis) kullanicililarca TA (Teaching Assistant) olarak sisteme eklenebilmektedir.

Ogretim Uyeleri; & veya ya da Bdevleri Tumitin web sitesine aktararak: daha énce Tumitin'e
Politikalar & Kurallar aktarilmls olan mllyunlarra Maure internette lrs\vlenmls veya glncel web elektronik Inda yer
Yayiniar & Belgeler alan dergi, makalelerle ve elektronik kitaplarla kargilagtirma yapabilmektedir. Yazilsmla \Ig\ll tanitici bilgi, broglr ve seminer notlanna
asadidaki
Formlar

BIDB Personel Girigl

hittp:/hwww.turnitin.com/static/training .html (Ingilizee)

hittp:/fwww.bidb.odtu.edu.triflesTR/usg/turnitin_brosur.pdf (Ogretim Teknolojileri Destek Ofisi'nin hazifadi§i Tlrkge dzet kullanim
talimatnamesi)

hitp:/fwww.bidb.odtu.edu.irffles TR/usg/turnitinhandout. pdf (Ogretim Teknolojileri Destek Ofisinin hazirladigi Tlrkge seminer notlan)

Turnitin yazilimi kullanici {ddeviimakalesi yiiklenecek grenci) sayisi sinirl oldugundan dncelikle tez, kitap, sireli akademik yayinlarda
'yayinlanmak Uzere yaziimig makaleler ve basiimaya aday ¢aligmalann kontrol edilmesi amaciyla kullanima sunulmusgtur.




Makalenin temelini teskil eden
arastirma sonuclarinin ozgunlugu
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MAKALEDE YAZARLIK:
Vancouver Protokolu

Makale yazarligi 6nemli oranda entellektlel katkiyi gerektirmektedir:
Calismanin fikri temellerinin olusturulmasi, tasarimi veya verinin analizi ile yorumlanmasi

Makalenin yazilmasi veya entellektlel icerigine yonelik elestirel degerlendirmenin
yapilmasi

Makalenin son halinin onaylanmasi
Makale yazari olacak arastirmacilarin bu uc¢ kritere uymasi gerekmektedir.

Asagidaki durumlar makale yazarhgi icin gerekce kabul edilemez:

Calisma icin gerekli calisma altyapisi ve finansal destegin bulunmasi veya saglanmasi
Yalnizca 6rnek veya veri toplanmasi

Arastirma grubunun bagh bulundugu kurumun yoéneticiliginin icra edilmesi




. (COPE-Comitee on Publication Ethics)

ETIK DUZENLEMELER ICRAI
YAPILANMA

® Universite Etik Kurulu (lhtisas komisyonlari
kurulmali-Yayin Etigi/Mobbing.... Ayni kurullar
tarafindan degerlendirilemez)

® Universite Senatosu
® YOK
® Bilimsel Dergi Etik Kurallari

® Bilimsel Dergi Yonetimlerinden olusacak bir kurul
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Hakemligli 6grenmek

® Lisansustl egitim sureci
® Derslerde bu konuya yonelik egitim
¢ Makale saatlerinin tartisma formatina sokulmasi

e Hocalarin kendilerine degerlendiriimek Uzere gdnderilen

makaleleri gizlilik esasina dikkat ederek belirledigi

dgrencisi ile beraber degerlendirmesi.




Hakemin Sorumlulugu

¢ Etik sorumluluklari

®* Bu degerlendirmeye yeterli vakti ayirabilecek miyim?:
Gen¢c hakemlerin  kidemli hocalara gbre hakem
raporlarinin hazirlanmasina daha yeterli vakit ayirdigi
g6zlenmektedir.

® GoOnderilen makalede gecen tium konu ve yaklasimlara
hakim miyim?




Yazarlarin hakemlik strecini begenmelerinde
etki eden faktdrler: "Makalem yayinlandigina

gbre hakemlik iyi yapilmis...”

Author Perception of Peer Review
Impact of Review Quality and Acceptance on Satisfaction

Ellen J. Weber, MD
Patricia P. Katz, PhD
Joseph F. Waeckerle, MD
Michael L. Callaham, MD

EER REVIEW IS A RESOURCE-
intensive process relying on
considerable, chiefly volun-

teer, effort to evaluate manu-

scripts for publication and craft objec-
tive and constructive reviews. However,
little is known about how author’s expe-
rience the peer-review process and, in
particular, whether the quality of the
reviews affects their satisfaction. Pre-
vious studies suggest that prestige and
circulation are the factors frequently
used by researchers in determining the
journal to which they submit their work,
while other aspects of the process—
quality of the journal’s peer-review
panel, likelihood of acceptance, turn-
around time, and biostatistical review—
have less influence on their choice.!?
The Annals of Emergency Medicine has

Context To determine author perception of peer review and association between
quality of review and author satisfaction.

Methods Survey between May 1999 and October 2000 of 897 corresponding au-
thors of manuscripts under consideration by the Annals of Emergency Medicine and
had received final editorial decisions during the study period. A total of 576 authors
(64%) returned the survey. Using a 5-point Likert scale, the survey assessed differ-
ences in satisfaction between authors whose manuscripts were accepted, reviewed
and rejected, and rejected without full review. The association of author satisfaction
with editor's assessment of review quality, publication decision, author sex, specialty,
and publication experience were also assessed.

Results Overall mean (SD) satisfaction score, indicated by agreement with “My expe-
rience with the review process will make me more likely to submit to Annals in the fu-
ture,” was 3.1 (1.0) and was significantly higher among authors of accepted papers (3.7
[0.9]) than among either group of rejected papers (rejected/reviewed, 2.8 [1.0]; re-
jected/no review, 3.0 [0.9]; P.05). Authors whose manuscripts were reviewed and re-
jected were the least satisfied with the time to decision (rejected/reviewed, 3.0 [1.2] vs
accepted, 3.7 [1.0] and rejected/no review, 3.9 [0.9]; P<.05). Those whose papers were
rejected without review were the least satisfied with the letter explaining the editorial de-
cision (rejected/no review, 2.8 [1.2] vs accepted, 4.2 [0.7] and rejected/reviewed, 3.1
[1.2]; P<.05). Among respondents whose manuscripts underwent full review (accepted
and rejected/reviewed), overall satisfaction was highly associated with acceptance of the
manuscript for publication (odds ratio [OR], 6.12; 95% confidence interval [Cl], 3.43-
10.91) but not with quality rating of reviews (OR, 1.26; 95% Cl, 0.84-1.90).

Conclusion Contributor satisfaction with peer review was modest. Authors of re-
jected manuscripts were dissatisfied with the time to decision and communication from
the editor. Author satisfaction is associated with acceptance but not with review quality.

JAMA. 2002;287:2790-2793

Www.jama.com



Yazar isimlerinin bilinmesinin hakemlik strecine et
Yazar isminin kapatiimasinin hakemlik Gstline et
olmustur ancak daha genis arastirma yapilmalic
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Effects of Editorial Peer Review
A Systematic Review

Tom Jefferson, MD
Philip Alderson, MBChB
Elizabeth Wager, MA
Frank Davidoff, MD

HE USE OF PEERS TO ASSESS THE

work of fellow scientists goes

back at least 200 years.! It is

usually assumed to raise the
quality of the end product and to pro-
vide a mechanism for rational, fair, and
objective decision making. Despite the
fact that peer review has such a long his-
tory and is so well established, re-
search into its effects is a recent phe-
nomenon. However, the body of original
research on the effects of peer review has
been growing, and systematic review and
synthesis may now be possible.* This re-
view assesses the effects of processes
undertaken as part of editorial peer re-
view of original research studies sub-
mitted for paper or electronic publica-

tion in biomedical journals.

Context Editorial peer review is widely used to select submissions to journals for pub-
lication and is presumed to improve their usefulness. Sufficient research on peer re-
view has been published to consider a synthesis of its effects.

Methods To examine the evidence of the effects of editorial peer-review processes
in biomedical journals, we conducted electronic and full-text searches of private and
public databases to June 2000 and corresponded with the World Association of Medi-
cal Editors, European Association of Science Editors, Council of Science Editors, and
researchers in the field to locate comparative studies assessing the effects of any stage
of the peer-review process that made some attempt to control for confounding. Nine-
teen of 135 identified studies fulfilled our criteria. Because of the diversity of study
questions, methods, and outcomes, we did not pool results.

Results Nine studies considered the effects of concealing reviewer/author identity. Four
studies suggested that concealing reviewer or author identity affected review quality (mostly
positively); however, methodological limitations make their findings ambiguous, and other
studies’ results were either negative or inconclusive. One study suggested that a statis-
tical checklist can improve report quality, but another failed to find an effect of publish-
ing another checklist. One study found no evidence that training referees improves per-
formance and another showed increased interrater reliability; both used open designs,
making interpretation difficult. Two studies of how journals communicate with review-
ers did not demonstrate any effect on review quality. One study failed to show reviewer
bias, but the findings may not be generalizable. One nonrandomized study compared
the quality of articles published in peer-reviewed vs other journals. Two studies showed
that editorial processes make articles more readable and improve the quality of report-
ing, but the findings may have limited generalizability to other journals.

Conclusions Editorial peer review, although widely used, is largely untested and its
effects are uncertain.

JAMA. 2002,287:2784-2786 wWww.jama.com



Hakemleri harekete gecirmek: Faks, telefon veya
eposta ile uyarmanin farki gézlenmemistir.

I PEER REVIEW

Prodding Tardy

Reviewers

A Randomized Comparison of Telephone,

Fax, and e-malil

Roy M. Pitkin, MD
Leon F. Burmeister, PhD

HEN PEER REVIEWERS DO

not file reviews by the

time requested, most

journals contact them to
urge completion of their review. How
should such tardy reviewers be con-
tacted? This study compared contact by
telephone, fax, and e-mail with re-
spect to effectiveness in prompting
completion of the review.

METHODS

The study was conducted in the main
editarial affice nf Nhetetrice & Ganecnl-

Context To compare telephone, fax, and e-mail methods of prodding tardy reviewers.

Methods Randomized trial conducted January 1998 through June 1999 at the main
editorial office of Obstetrics & Gynecology. Reviewers who had failed to file reviews
by 28 days after being sent manuscripts (7 days after deadline) were sent identical
messages in oral (telephone) or written (fax and e-mail) form inquiring as to the sta-
tus of review, asking for its completion as soon as possible, and requesting it be sent
by fax or e-mail.

Results Of 378 reviewers, proportions returning reviews within 7 days were essen-
tially identical: telephone, 85 (68 %) of 125; fax, 86 (67 %) of 129; and e-mail, 84 (67 %)
of 124 (P=.59). In the two thirds who responded, the mean time to return reviews
did not differ among the 3 groups.

Conclusion Contacting tardy reviewers resulted in a review being received within 7
days in about two thirds of cases, and it made no difference if the contact was made
by telephone, fax, or e-mail.

JAMA. 2002,287:2794-2795 www.jama.com
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Identifying Manuscript Reviewers
Randomized Comparison of Asking First or Just Sending

Roy M. Pitkin, MD
Leon F. Burmeister, PhD

N RECRUITING REVIEWERS, SOME

journals simply send the manu-

script to identified experts with a

cover letter asking them to review
the paper; if unable or unwilling, they
may decline (“justsend”). Other jour-
nals query potential referees first, and
only send manuscripts to those who
specifically assent (“askfirst”). We are
unaware of evidence as to which is bet-
ter and authorities provide little guid-
ance. Bishop' does not mention the
matter specifically, although his state-
ment, “[s]ome journals send out manu-
scripts for review with a very simple
cover letter, ‘Could you please review
the enclosed paper as to its suitability
for publication in this journal?”” seems

Context Some journals routinely query potential referees before sending manu-
scripts (“askfirst”), whereas others just send manuscripts and allow referees to opt out
(“justsend"). It is not known which protocol results in more completed reviews or shorter
review time.

Methods Trial to assess proportion of referee turndowns and length of review pro-
cess, conducted at editorial office of Obstetrics & Gynecology and involving 283 con-
secutive qualifying manuscripts. For each, a referee was randomly assigned to askfirst
(manuscript sent only after affirmative response within 3 days) and another to just-
send (manuscript sent with request to review; could opt out).

Results Only 64% of askfirst referees assented initially (15% declined [vs 8% for
justsend, P=.008] and 21% failed to respond within 3 working days, necessitating a
replacement). But once manuscript was mailed, mean time to file a review was sig-
nificantly shorter for askfirst (21.0 vs 25.0 days, P<<.001); thus, overall time to receipt
of review did not differ significantly (24.7 vs 25.9 days, P=.19), nor did review quality
(P=.39).

Conclusion Askfirst led to a higher rate of referee turndown than did justsend, but
assenting askfirst referees completed reviews faster. The overall time for the review
process did not differ between the 2 protocols.

JAMA. 2002;287:2795-2796 Www.jama.com

one referee to justsend and the other within 3 working days, a substitute cho-
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Editérin degerlendirme kalitesine iligskin ger;
bildirimde bulunmasinin hakemlik Gzerine etkilert:
Editérin bu nevi girisiminin hakemlik kalitesi Gzerine
etkisi olmamistir.
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Effect of Written Feedback by Editors

on Quality

of Reviews

Two Randomized Trials

Michael L. Callaham, MD
Robert K. Knopp, MD
E. John Gallagher, MD

LTHOUGH PREPUBLICATION
peer review of scientific
manuscripts by journals is a
crucial part of the scientific
process, few journals assess reviewer
ability in advance of appointment, and
few monitor reviewer performance.
Some of the inconsistency of peer re-
view may be due to variability in re-
viewer skill. Little is known about the
training of the peer reviewers, and edu-
cation that improved their perfor-
mance would benefit reviewers, au-
thors, and editors.
We conducted 2 randomized trials to
determine whether simple written feed-
back provided by editors to peer re-

P SR NI (LI AR

Context Better peer review is needed, but proven methods to improve quality are
unknown. Our objective was to determine whether written feedback to reviewers im-
proves subsequent reviews.

Methods Eligible reviewers were randomized to intervention or control (receiving
other reviewers' unscored reviews and the editor's decision letter). Study 1 (Septem-
ber 1998-September 2000) included reviewers with a median quality score of 3 or
lower; study 2 (April 2000-January 2002), reviewers with median score of 4 or lower.
Study 1 was designed with a power of 0.80 to detect a difference in score of 1; study
2, with a power of 0.80 to detect a difference of 0.5. All reviewers were at a peer-
reviewed journal (Annals of Emergency Medicine). The main outcome measure was
the editor’s routine quality rating (1-5) of all reviews (blinded to study enrollment).

Results For study 1, 51 reviewers were eligible and randomized and 35 had suffi-
cient data (182 reviews) for analysis. The mean individual reviewer rating change was
0.16 (95% confidence interval [CI], —0.26 to 0.58) for control and -0.13 (-0.49 to
0.23) for intervention. For study 2, 127 reviewers were eligible and randomized, and
95 had sufficient data (324 reviews). Controls had a mean individual rating change of
0.12 (95% Cl, =0.20 to 0.26) and intervention reviewers, 0.06 (-0.19 to 0.31).

Conclusions In study 1, minimal feedback from editors on review quality had no
effect on subsequent performance of poor-quality reviewers, and the trend was to-
ward a negative effect. In study 2, feedback to average reviewers was more extensive
and supportive but produced no improvement in reviewer performance. Simple writ-
ten feedback to reviewers seems to be an ineffective educational tool.

1AM,
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writing. ideally enclosing signed terms/expressing with review
autharship statement (or cover disappointment/explzining journal’s
|=tter| stating that submitted work position
fas not bean published elsewhere Explain that sacondary papers miest
and documentary evidence of refer to original
duplication Request missing reference to original
andfar ramave ovarlapping matarial
Procesd with review

Author responds Mo response

[}

Inform reviewer af
gutcome/zction

Y
Unsatisfactory Attempi to confact all other
sxplanation/ad mits zuthaors {check
guilt Medline/Google for emails)

Satisfactory +
explanatian (honest

arrardjournal

instructions
unclearfvery juniar Caontact author's institution requesting your concern is
passed to author's superior and/or person
3 respansible for research governance
Write 1o author (all authors if 1 Try to abtain acknowledgemeant of your letier
aossiale] reiecting submission, 5N 1




Yayinda bir intihalden
slipheleniyorsaniz

[ Reviewer infarms editor about suspected plagiaism )

Thank reviewer and say you plan to investigate
Get full documentary evidence if not alrezdy provided

[ Check degree of copying ]
‘ 3 ¥ )
Clear plagiarism (unzttribuisd Minor copying of shart phrases Redundancy [ Mo prablem }
usz of lange partions af text only {e.g.in discussion of {i.e. copying
and/or datz, presented as if research paper from non- {rom author's
they were by the plagiarist) native language speakar) own workp—
Mo miszttribution of datz sz flowcharts
i * on redundancy
Caontact corresponding authorin Cantact authorin neutral
writing. ideally enclosing signed termsiexpressing
zuthorship stalement (or cover diszppointment/explaining
|etter| stating that submitted work journal’s position
is originalithe author's awn and Ask author to rephrase copied
documeaniary evidence of plagizrism phrases orinclude 2s direct L
. quatations with refarences Discuss with
Proczed with review I revigwer ]

3

(Aumurrnspnnda [ Hao response ]

Y
Unsatisfactory Atternpt to contact 2ll other
gxplanation/admits authors [check
guilt Medlinz/Gaogle or emails)

Satisfactory
e
ermarfjournal
instructions
unclear/very junior Caontact author's institution requesting your concern is

researcher] passed to authar’s superior andsor person

retpansible for research governance

Y
‘Write 1o author (all authors i |

nossible] rajecting submissian,
explzining position 2nd expected

-




Fabrikasyon veriden
sUpheleniyorsaniz

( Reviewer expresses suspicion of fabricated data }

Thank reviewer, ask for evidence {if nol already
oravided) and state your plans to investigate

[Gumidar getting 2 2nd opinicn from anaother reviewsr ]

Assemble avidence of fabrication ]

thesa showid ba do not make direct accusation

assessed by 2 suitably
qualified parson,

ideaily in caoperatian

wilh the authork
inshitutian

#mwdammsuppm-\: [ Contact author to explain conzerns but ]

Attempi fo contact all other
zuthars {check
Medline/Googla for emails)

[ Author replies [ No respanse

|

Author replies

Contzct authors institution requesting your concern is
passad 1o author's superior and/or persan responsiole
far research govamance, i necessary coordinating with

.| Requsst raw dataflab
notebooks as appropriate
co-authars’institutions
Inform all authars
that you intend 10 Y No response
contact institutions

Apologise to author infarm
regulztory budy reviewer(s) of putcome

Proceed with peer-review
Happropriate ¥

Contzct authors |
institution(s)

requasting an
investigation
Na ar |

Contact regulatory body
{e.g. GMC for UK doctors)
raquesting an enguiry

[}




Cikar catismasindan
sUpheleniyorsaniz

]
[ Reviewer informs editer of authors undisclosed Col }
+ E e —— & |
[ Thank reviewer and say you plan to investigate ] éy—:‘l—:']
=50
o 1
[ Contact author(s) and express concern )
|
Author(s) supplies Author(s] denies Cal ) X
relevant details — —
E 3 = % k3
T
. Y —
Thank author but point out Explain journal policy/Col definition =
seriousness of omission clearly and obtain signed statement fram
* author(s) about all relevant Cols —
Amend competing interest |
statement as required
Y 5y m
[ Proceed with review/publication ]-l—* % r————
( Intorm reviewer of outcome ] _::IE
Coanry -




igi ile ilgili bir sipheniz
varsa

Yayin etigi |

]
[ Reviewer (or editor) raises ethical Y ;géifm:: pma'"p:mm:nm: o = m=m &
concern abowt manuscript re: animal experimentation —L_‘F:;:._;
5 i
=50
|: Thank reviewer and say you plan to investigate ) uf..;':;:__u;]
* uest evidence of ethical
Author(s) supplies i
iw -{ commitfee/IRB approvalfcopy of
[ relevant details i i
L 10
E E 2
Satisfactory answer (U nsatisfactory answer'ng respanse) = -
=
___'J
Apologise and Inform authaor that review Gonsider submitiing case -
continue review process is suspended until  fosssnnd o COPE Il raises novel
Process case is resolved sthical issues
A {
Forward concerns to authors 11 i
employer or person responsible
for research governance at - i
institution —_—
= ==
|ssue resolved Mofunsatisfactory
satisfactory rEsponse
Contact ingtitution at 3-6 T
manthly intervals, seeking
conclusion of investigation




Editorle ilgili sikayetler

(Gnmplainl sent to COPE senrel,nry)

Y

It not, COPE

Secretary checks that complaint:
v i against @ COPE member

vis within the remit of the COPE Gode of Conduct
« has been through journal's own complaints procedure

«relates to actions taken after 1/1/05
{when COPE Code was published)

| cannot consider

complzint

Y

2 L T Y J———
Complainant may

(" Evidence sent o Chair of COPE )
including correspondence about
journal’s handling of complaints

y

Chair of GOPE informs editor
of complaint

/

Chair consults with at least one
member of GOPE Council

try other
organisations, e.g.
Press Complaints
Commission,

WAME

Y

Agree that journal has dealt B
satisfactorily with complaint

Y

Agree that case requires “Sub-commitleg
further investigation will comprise:
» Chair
* » Three other Council
members (two of

Refer to COPE
S sy 28 not
sub-committes )
i Members may not

11

-]‘_

il

55_::'-

i




Kurumsal Yapilanma

®* Yayin etigi ile dogrudan iliskili olan hakemlik sUrecinin
Ilke ve uygulamalarinin belirlenmesi

®* Yayin etigine uygun olmayan durumlarda uygulanmasi

gereken vyol, alinmasi gereken tedbir yaptirimlarin
belirlenmesi icin

¢ Kurumsal yapilanma elzemdir.




Yapilmasi Gerekenler Egitim

® Lisans egitiminden itibaren ders kitaplarinin paralelinde
makale odakli egitim/sinaviarin yanisira 6dev temelli
degerlendirme.

® Lisansustl egqitim ve &zellikle doktorada uygulamali
makale/proje yazim egitimlerinin yapilmasi, doktora
yeterlik sinavinin  bir kuru bilgi sinavi olmaktan
cikariimasi.

® Bilimsel arastirma yapmanin yani Makale yayinlamak
ve proje yurtticuliagtu yapmanin akademisyenligin en
énemli performans kriterlerinin basinda yer aldiginin
verilecek taltiflerle onaylanmasi i




Yapilmasi Gerekenler Etik

* UAK, YOK ve Universitelerin evrensel yayin etigi kriter
ve yaptirimlarini tespit edip, bu kriter/ilkelerin arkasinda
duracak yasal duzenlemeleri hayata gecirmesi

® Yayin etigi ile ilgili Universiteler/'YOK/UAK’ta ihtisas
komisyonlarinin  kurulmasi/bu komisyonlarda bilim
sahalari arasindaki farkh kriter ve teamdullerin gézardi
edilmemesine dikkat edilmesi
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