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PLANIMIZ

» Dergi hakemligi--Bilimsel hakemlik ne demektir?
» Hakemlik degerlendirmesinin basamaklari
» Hakemlik yapmanin faydalar nelerdir?

» ‘|yi Hakemlik Sanatr
=» PUBLONS




| PHILOSOPHICAL _ |
i llk defa 1665 yilinda Ingiltere’de yayinlanan diinyanin ilk bilimsel dergisi
olan ve halen yayinlanmaya devam eden dergi

‘Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society”

Bu derginin kalite kontrolii amaciyla 1752 yilindan beri rutin olarak DERGI
HAKEMLIGI devam ediyor.

Rena Stelnzor dan bir ya2|

Rescuing

S . f x""!»,’r’["\ the most widely H,t.-f',;'./' t l f 7 ll‘ Peer rev u_':ix LS 'L\ "7 ) LV 10 ensure tne waentijication 0Of 5!1t,{H‘
P 1. . quality work. I'he list of important scientific papers that were initially rejecied ny peer-review ed journals (Joes
)Ack at teast as jar as tne editor of Pnuosophical Iransaction's 1/96 rejection 0j Edward Jenner's report of the

Regulation , , , , ,
first vaccination against smallpox.®

and the '

Distortion of

Scientific

Researcl Su c¢iceginin ilk asisini yayinlayan Edward Jenner'in
Lddre calismasi 1796 yiinda bu dergide reddedilmistir.

Wendy Wagnet

Rena Steinzor

SORUN: YUksek kaliteli calismalarin
farkedilmesindeki yetersizlik




Bir makalenin dergide bilimsel
degerlendirme sureci

6. Journal Editor

includes in 5. Author
Journal issue revises
manuscript and
resubmits

1.#_\uthor
subvr\::::zﬁicle 4. E_ditor
mar_wuscript to . Sugrggﬁivc\:ﬁs .
Peer-review process "

manuscript to

author for
revision
2. Journal Editor sends
manuscript to expert
reviewers to evaluate
quality of research, write-
up, and conclusions

3.Expert reviewers return

manuscript to editor with
suggestions for changes, if
any, or recommendations to




Hakem Ne Demektir?

!

Hakem = ‘ALANINDA UZMAN’
olarak kabul edilir.

!

« Sorumluluklan getirir.
« Guven onemlidir.
« Mukemmelliyet ister.

TRUST IN PEER REVIEW
SEPTEMBER 21-25, 2020




Bilimsel Hakemlik

» Bilimsel hakemlik; bilimsel bir calismanin bulgularini, yeterlilik,
onem ve orijinallik acisindan, ehliyetli uzmanlarca
degerlendirme islemi olarak tanimlanmaktadir.

» Aslinda bilimsel hakemin en onemli gorevi bir makalenin en iyi
sekle getirilip basiimasini saglamaktir.

» Bu acidan bakildiginda hakem aslinda calismayi yapan
grubun bir uyesi gibidir.




» Hakemlerden makaleyi titiz, objektif ve duyarl bir sekilde
degerlendirmeleri beklenir.

» “Sana nasil davraniimasini istiyorsan baskasina da oyle
davran” altin kurali hakemlik yaparken daima akilda
bulundurulmahdir.

» Flestiriler makaleye yonlendirilmeli, yazarlar muhatap
alinmamaldir.
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Hakemlik Degerlendirmesi
Nasil Yapilir?

))



En Onemlisi

Major ve Mindr Revizyon
Onerileri Seklinde ikiye Ayir

Kgnr'lar ve
Ornekler

Cesitli aciklamalar ve notlar

Diger

Noktalar



1. Arastirmanin Ozeti ve Genel Izlenimlerin

» \akalenin neyi rapor ettigini iddia ettigini kendi kelimelerinizle
ozetleyin.

» Bu, editore makaleyi nasil yorumladiginizi gosterir, siz ve
diger gozden gecirenler arasindaki perspektif acisindan
onemli farkhliklari vurgular.

» Calismanin guclu ve zayif yonlerine genel bir bakis verin.
» Bunu, editorler icin "eve donus" mesajiniz olarak dusunun.

» Bu bolumu onerilen eylem tarzinizla bitirin (kabul edilebilir,
revizyon sonrasi tekrar degerlendirilmeli, reddedilmesi vs.)



2. Calismanin Orijinalligi, Bilimsel Kalitesi

» Calisma yenilik getiriyor mu?

» Calisma; konu ile ilgili arastirmalardan farkli mi? Farkli yonleri
neler?

= Problemler ve yaklasimlar yeni mi? Ornegin;

» Daha once calisiimamis bir konu veya problemi derinlemesine mi
calisiyor?

= ||ging bir arastirma konusu mu sunuyor?

» Diger branslardan yeni tekniklerle yaratici yeni bir yenilik mi sunuyor?

Her gdn bir yerden gé¢gmek ne iyi

Bulanmadan donmadan akmak ne hos

Diinle birlikte qgitti cancagdizim ne varsa duine ait
Simdi yeni seyler sbylemek lazim

Mevlana




2. Calismanin Orijinalligi, Bilimsel Kalitesi

» Yazi onemli bir konunun tartismasini mi sagliyor veya
alternatif bakis acisi mi getiriyor?

» Yazi bu katkinin guclu yonleri ve kisitliliklarini dikkatli bir
sekilde degerlendiriyor mu?

» (Gelecekte yapilabilecek calismalara yol gosteriyor mu?




3. Calisma Dogru Yapiimis mi?

~

= Bir calismada dogrulugu saglayan baslica faktorler;

" seicMATERY AL VE METGD ™ ™

» UJygun calisma ve kontrol gruplarinin bulunmasi

\ » |statistik hesaplarinin dogru yapilmasidir. /

» Yontemler gecerli, tekrarlanabilir ve kesin sonug veren
yontemler olmalidir.




4. Yazinin Icerigi, Teknik Ozellikler
Major ve Minor Duzeltmeler

» Yazim: Ingilizce dili acik, net ve iyi mi?

» Baslik: Spesifik mi ve yazinin icerigini yansitiyor mu?

» Amac ve hipotez dogru ve acik sekilde sunulmus mu?

» Ozet: Kisa mi ve ¢alismanin amacini, ne yapildigini, ne
bulundugunu ve 6nemini gosteriyor mu?

» |\letodoloji ve sonuclar dikkatli bir sekilde degerlendirilmis mi?




4. Yazinin Icerigi, Teknik Ozellikler
Major ve Minor Duzeltmeler

» Sekiller: Aciklayict mi? Seklin boyutuyla orantili harflerle keskin mi?
Rakamlari aciklayacak basliklar var mi?

» Tartisma bolumu ayrintilari ile ele alinmis mi? Literattr destegi nasil?

» Tablolar: Basitlestiriimis veya kisaltilabilir mi”? Herhangi biri atlanmal
mi1?

» Ticari isimler, kisaltmalar, semboller: Bunlar yanhs mi kullaniliyor?
= Minor hatalar olarak yazinin imla hatalari ve cumle dusuklukleri var mi?

» Kaynaklar dogru sirada ve derginin yazim kurallarina gore yazilmis mi?




TO THE AUTHOR(S)

Thank you for the opportunity to review the case report. The authors describe the reversal of
isoniazid-induced status epilepticus following pyridoxine.

This is an interesting case report. However, the skeleton of the manuscript should be re-written based
on the scenario related to intractable seizure (status epilepticus) and recovery after specific antidote
of INH (specifically pyridoxine infusion).

The title may be more appropriate and more interesting with reversing the case report title with
below.
'REVERSAL OF ISONIAZID-INDUCED STATUS EPILEPTICUS FOLLOWING PYRIDOXINE'

Further explanations of related to patient’s characteristics should be added to the text (body weight?
body mass index? how many hours later patient admitted to the emergency department after
ingestion of INH tablet?|

Specific comments are detailed below.

Page 1/line 8: instead of ‘repeated convulsions’---use ‘intractable seizures’

Page 1/line 16: finger saturation---use ‘oxygen saturation’

Page 1/line 16: Biochemical testing—use ‘Biochemical laboratory analysis’

Page 1/line 19: For the venous blood gases analysis—add units of each value. For example, HCO3:
4.3 mEa/L.

Page 1/line 21: ‘Followingly'—Use ‘Subsequently’

Page 1/line 23: midazolam---Please add how much milligram of midazolam used. Is it 10 mg also?
Page 1/line 25-26: You implied that 20 tablets of INH (each tablet 200 mg. Total estimated 6 grams).
However 2*¥200 mg equal to 4 grams of INH. Please clear the statement. Was each INH tablet
included 300 mg???).

Page 1/line 26-27Please add how much grams of activated charcoal used. Also please give information
related to infused pyridoxine (50 mg/kg/day) at the time of regaining consciousness??? Did you mean
that patient Glasgow coma scale was increased after pyridoxine infusion treatment?

Page 1/line 55. Delete ‘Therefore’.

Please revise conclusion section. (the author(s) may recommend specific antidote treatment,
especially for the intractable seizures.

Other: The quality of the writing is generally good, but there are enough errors of syntax to warrant
review by a native English speaker.



Dear Author(s);

Thank you for the opportunity to review the case report. The authors present a successful
management for pulmonary embolism case admitted with a cardiac arrest and well treated with
thrombolytic.

First of all, thank you to the author(s) for preparing this case presentation. It was very gratifying for
you to improve the patient with a successful and life-saving application. However, the report of the
case is not well designed.

I would like to describe some important point related to manuscript.

Firstly, please review the case again. Since there are many sentences, words, grammatical errors,
syntax errors. This version is irrelevant to English. Please send this case report to native English
speaker / professional proofreading companies so that the readability of the report is well understood.

Secondly, the information given in case report is a well-known book information. As you all know, case
reports and series have reported some success from systemic thrombolytic therapy during
cardiopulmonary resuscitation when the cardiac arrest is due to suspected or confirmed acute
pulmonary embolism (PE) (reporting through the late twentieth century. There are also review article
related to this topic (1-3). We have no doubt to argue the application of thrombolytic in cardiac arrest
patients whom the underlying pathology is PE.

Nevertheless, there are insufficient data to argue for or against the “routine use” of thrombolytic
therapy during cardiac arrest;

I believe that the decision to administer treatment as a potentially lifesaving maneuver for suspected
PE-induced cardiac arrest can be considered on a case-by-case basis. Your case report is a good
example of this issue.

Thirdly, your case report is also an example of administration of thrombolytic after a prolonged
cardiopulmonary resuscitation (without a complication). You can underline this information in
discussion section.

I recommend rewriting this case report to be published in the journal with the interest in prolonged
CPR and thrombolytic. The author(s) also include the imaging studies such as 1 or 2 slides of thorax

angiography, echo imaging’s, and also the elg : af the patient.
Screenshot

Best wishes.



Dear Author(s)

I have reviewed the manuscript “Comparison of Carbon Monoxide Poisonings Originated from
Coal Stove and Natural Gas and the effect of Neutrophil/Lymphocyte Ratio on Prognosis in Carbon
Monoxide Poisonings”. Thank you for the opportunity to review your study. It is a
manuscript provided a lot of labor. However; due to methodological problems and small number
of study population, It cannot be concluded as “Carbon monoxide poisoning from natural gas
leakage is more toxic than that from the coal-stove.” The authors have no comments on this

result they find the debate about how and why it might be.

There are also many points that should be fixed.

1.

3.

There is conflict related with “natural gas leakage”. What dou you mean with this natural

gas leakage? Because nautral gas leakega—means the gas—metane , butane. “Is it
natural gas combustion furnaces such as combi-boiler. When it is so—Water-heaters

(sohben, in Turkish) is included or not.”

Please check the knowledge about the “most frequent etiologic source of CO in Turkey is
coal-stove”. In reference 7-There is no clear information related to source of CO in
Turkey. Please refer for this epidemiological information. (There is no such clear
information about the etiologic source whether coal- stove or not (Natural gas
combustion furnaces (Combi boiler) or water heaters so on...

You have 2 different purpose for this study. So it is better to write as ” Primary goal is to
investigate the epidemiological, clinical, laboratory and prognostic differences between
CO poisoning from coal-stoves and natural gas combustion furnaces. Secondary goal-
is............to assess the relationship between neutrophil/lymphocyte ratio (NLR) at the
time of presentation and the severity of clinical findings, cardiac and neurological
complications.

4. Discussion section of your manuscript should be improved.

Sincerely
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Hakemlik Yapmanin Faydalari
Nelerdir?

))



Bilimsel Hakemlik Neden Yapilir?

Avantagjlar

Akademik bir kariyerin temel tas1?

En son calismalar ve
gelismelerden haberdar olmak

Kendi arastirmalarina yardimci
olmak

Prestijli ve editorlerle isbirligi
gelistirmek

Akademik kariyerinde ilerlemek

Dezavantaijlari

» Hakemlik sistemi buyuk
cogunlukla ucretsiz ve zahmetli
bir istir.

®» Zaman ve emek ister.
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Hakemlik Sistemi Nasil
Olmali?

))



Bl Experienced by all respondents Bl Used by editors” journals

Single-blind peer review

85%

Double-blind peer review

Dpen peer review

Post-publication review

0% 0% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% J0% 80%  90%

Publishing Research Consortium




Hakemlerin kim oldugu aciklanmali mi

yoksa ‘hakem-yazar(lar)’ gizlilik korunmall
mi1?

» Son yillarda bazi dergiler acik degerlendirme yolunu
secmislerse de, halen bircok dergi makalenin yazarlarini
hakemlerden, hakemleri de yazarlardan gizlemektedir.

» [Fditor, hakem ve yazar arasindaki iliskiler gizlilik prensiplerine
gore yurutulur ve tamamen karsilikli givene dayanir.
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The effect of publishing peer review reports
on referee behavior in five scholarly journals

Giangiacomo Bravo® !, Francisco Grimaldo® 2, Emilia Lépez-lfiesta® 3, Bahar Mehmani® % &
Flaminio Squazzoni®

To increase transparency in science, some scholarly journals are publishing peer review

reports. But it is unclear how this practice affects the peer review process. Here, we examine
‘ the effect of publishing peer review reports on referee behavior in five scholarly journals
w involved in a pilot study at Elsevier. By considering 9,220 submissions and 18,525 reviews
from 2010 to 2017, we measured changes both before and during the pilot and found
that publishing reports did not significantly compromise referees’ willingness to review,
recommendations, or turn-around times. Younger and non-academic scholars were more
willing to accept to review and provided more positive and objective recommendations.
Male referees tended to write more constructive reports during the pilot. Only 8.1% of
referees agreed to reveal their identity in the published report. These findings suggest that
open peer review does not compromise the process, at least when referees are able to

protect their anonymity.
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PUBLONS
The Power of Peer Review

» https://publons.com/about/home/

» Yapmis oldugumuz hakemliklerin kayitlarini tutabildigimiz bir
digital platform

» 2017 yiinda Web of Science-Clarivate Analytic sirketi
tarafindan sunulan bir icerik.

» Hakemlik strecinin odullendiriimesi de hedefleniyor.



https://publons.com/about/home/

S ¢
Harness the power ‘of,
peer review

REVIEWERS EDITORS PUBLISHERS INSTITUTIONS

390,000+ 2 million+ 25000+
Researchers Reviews Journals

Publons helps you get the recognition you deserve for keeping watch over science and research

casily import, verify, and store a record of every peer review you perform and every manuscript you handle as an editor, for any

journal in the world, in full compliance with all editorial policies
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COVID-19: add an open review or score for a COVID-19 paper now to ensure the latest research gets the extra scrutiny it needs.
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Editors

Graduates of the the Publons Academy
Practical Peer Review course have been
endorsed by a qualified mentor after
completing peer review course work
corresponding to 10-15 hours

CERTIFIED PUBLONS

ACADEMY PEER REVIEWER

Publons, in accordance with the recommendation

of the Managing Ditector, hereby recognize

Pm Rw&wm

As having leted the Publons demy Practical Peer
Review course to a satisfactory level

W-

Dr. AR H. Preston, Managing Director, publons com

\./
G

Reviewers




SON SOZ

“Kendi makalenizin nasil
degerlendirilmesini istiyorsaniz, siz de
hakemlik yaptiginizda makaleleri oyle

degerlendirin”




Literature | My Manuscript [ Paraphrasing

Accepted Paper 2nd Revision First Revision
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TesekkuUrler

SORU VE KATKILAR?




