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* HER BILIMSEL MAKALE YAZAN AYNI ZAMANDA BIRER HAKEMDIR

* Nerede ise hicbir makale, belli derecelerde diizeltme olmaksizin
kabul edilmez
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YAZAR
Kabul mu?

Revizyon mu?

Red mi?

HAKEM
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Red mi Kabul mu?

En az 1 kez reddedilme oraninin %62

Kabul oraninin %25’in altinda
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Hakemlik

* Bilimsel yayinciligin en 6nemli asamalarindan

e Hakem Degerlendirme Haftasi
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Hakemlik

* Fon saglayan kurumlar ve yayincilar,

 Kime fon saglanacagi ve hangi makalelerin yayimlanacagina iliskin kararlarin
alinmasinda hakemlik sistemine guvenmektedirler
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Gonderilen calismayi incelemek Uzere ka¢ hakem

secilmelidir?
* Bazi dergiler tek hakem, bazilariise 2 — 5 kadar hakem secmektedirler.

* Bircok dergi yonetimi 2 hakem secerek caligmaktadir.

e Sorunlar

* Her iki hakem de kabul veya red karari verirse sorun yoktur ancak biri kabul
digeri red karari verirse editor ne yapacaktir?

* Hakemlerin ikisi de calismanin yayinlanmasi i¢in diizeltme istediginde ve
yazar(lar) tim diizeltmeleri yapip gonderdiginde, diizeltmelerin saghkh bir
sekilde yapilip yapilmadigina ve makalenin kabul edilip edilmemesine kim
karar verecektir
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Collaborative Peer Review @

This type of peer review occurs on a platform
provided by the journal where authors & reviewers

can discuss how the paper can be improved. Often, h\ ﬁ
reviewers' identities are concealed from authors

but may be revealed at the time of publication. ‘m

Third-Party Peer Review

Authors get their manuscripts reviewed by an
independent peer review service before they
approach any journal. Based on the reviews,
they make changes to the paper and then
submit it to the journal.
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/ Common fypes
of peer review

Single Blind Peer Review
Authors don’t know who the reviewers are. But the &
reviewers are aware of the authors' identity when

they decide to accept or reject the document for
review as well as throughout the review process.

Peer review
service

Reviewer

Author

Double Blind Peer Review
The journal editor does not reveal the reviewers' &

Post-Publication Peer Review

The journal provides a platform such as a discussion
forum for the post-publication commenting. Once
the published paper is available on the platform,
anyone who reads it can post their comments or
views about the paper.

credentials to the authors and vice-versa. So both

parties are not aware of each other's identity. All Reviewer
indicators of identity such as names, affiliations,

etc. are removed. Author

Journal A

Cascading Peer Review o

ﬂ Q a O

Jertimihe When a manuscript is rejected after review

OP en Peer R _eV’eW ﬁ because it is of low priority for the journal at the S—
The authors and peer reviewers both know m moment or because it is not interesting for the — ;

each other’s identities. This system allows journal’s target readers, the journal may suggest Aitior sinolts
the peer reviewers' comments as well as that the author/s submit the manuscript to an ==
the authors’ responses to be published ' alternate journal along with the reviews. Often, X
along with the final manuscript. Author the new journal is part of the publisher’s portfolio. —

B
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Hakemlik

e ETIK

* “seffaf hakem degerlendirmesi” uygulamasi

* Elsevier yayinevi pilot uygulama olarak bes dergide seffaf hakem
degerlendirmesi slireci yiriterek sonuclarini paylagmistir

* Dergilerin editorlerinin %33’G hakem raporlarina herkesin erigiminin
olmasinin raporlari daha nitelikli hale getirdigi,

* %70’ ise acik hakemlik stirecinde daha yapici ve derinlikli hakem raporlari
aldiklarini belirtmiglerdir.

* Hazirlanan raporlarin sonradan erigilebilir olmasinin, hakemleri adil ve yapici
olmaya zorladigi agiktir.
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Hakemlik

* Akademinin 6nemli bir kariyer sorumlulugu olarak kabul géren
hakemlikte iki olgu kargimiza ¢ikmaktadir:

* Gonulluluk

* Motivasyon
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HAKEM NEYE BAKAR?

* Tum arastirma makaleleri icin genellikle G¢ yonun karsilanmasi
gerekir:

e Ozgiinliik
e Calismanin 6nemi

* Bilimsel glvenilirlik
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HAKEM NEYE BAKAR?

* Boslugu dolduruyor mu?
* Alanda 6nemli mi?

* Bulgular gecerli ve glvenilir mi?
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HAKEM NEYE BAKAR?

e Ozet
* Makalenin soylediklerini dogru bir Sekilde yansitiyor mu?
* Girig
* Arastirma sorunuz acik¢a tanimlanmi$ mi ve uygun Sekilde cevaplanmig mi?
* YOontem
* Calisma tasariminiz uygun mu ve arastirma sorusunu cevaplayacak kadar etkili mi?
* Bulgular
* Yeterince tanimlandilar mi ve aciklandi mi?
* TartiSma

* Yorumlar ve sonugclar verilere odaklanmig ve bunlardan tiretilmis mi?

e Referanslar
* Guncel ve ilgilimi?



YAKIN DOGU UNIVERSITESI®
FE DESAM ENSTITUSU

HAKEM NEYE BAKAR?

mi?
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HAKEM NASIL OLMALI?

e lyi bir okuyucu

e lyi pratik yapan
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Giris-Sik Yapilan Hatalar

* Cok fazla ya da cok az bilgi verilmesi
* Amacin acikca yazilmamasi

* Acik ve basit olmamasi: KariSik sunum yapilmasi
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Gerec ve Yontemler: Sik Yapilan Hatalar

* Cok az bilgi icermesi
* Giris bilgilerinin dahil edilmesi
* Kelime kalabalgi

* Sonuclarin bildirilmesi
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Sonuclar -Sik Yapilan Hatalar

* Ham veri kullanimi

* Tekrarlar olmasi

* TartiISma yapilmasi

* Sekil ve tablo kullanilmamasi

* Gerecg ve yontemlerin dahil edilmesi
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Tablolar-Sik Yapilan Hatalar

* Metinde gecenlerin tekrari olmamali

* Yeterli alt aciklamalari (“legend”) icermeli
* Her tablo’nun bir bashgi olmal

* Cok fazla metin icermemeli

* Cok sayida sutun olmamal

* Tim kisaltmalar altta aciklanmal
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Tartisma-Sik Yapilan Hatalar

* Sonuclarla birlestirmede yetersizlik

* Yeni sonuclarin tartiSiimamasi

* Genis aciklamalar

* Yetersiz sonuclarin yanhs tartisilmasi: ASiri yorum yapilmasi
* Eksik/yetersiz bilgi verilmesi



Etik Ihlaller]

* ASirma (Plagiarism)
e Uydurma (Fabrication)
e Carpitma (Falsification)

* Dilimleme (Slicing)
* Coklu kullanim (Duplication)
* Destek belirtmeme

* Yazar adlarinda degisiklik yapma
* Diger
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HAKEM

* Her ne kadar bir derginin editoru ve yayin kurulu bir makalenin kabul
veya reddedilmesinde karar verici ise de,

* makale hakkinda rapor hazirlayan hakemin gorusu ¢ok onemlidir.
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Reviewers' comments:

Reviewer #1: Dear Author

L] L] L]
After peer review | found that the MS needs m a] o r re\ll S I O n The MS may be revised in view of the below comments:

* The English of the MS needs to be significantly improved.

* How was the plant sample identified? The voucher specimen needs to be reported.

* How was the essential oil isolation period optimized?

* The heading "2.1. Plant preparation and essential oil preparation" may be redrafted appropriately.

* How was the quantification of the compounds verified?

* The materials and methodology under heading 2.3 suggest use of lemongrass essential oil and not the Dracocephalumkotschyi essential oil. Recheck the oil used for the study

* The methodology mentioned under heading "2.3. Preparation of Essential oil concentrations" is not properly reported as in the line "996 pl of alcohol-acetone solvent (50 pl of 70% alcohol and 50 pl of acetone). 87 Considering that the final amount of alcohol and acetone
should not exceed 10% of the final 88 solution, 1 ml was reached by adding 900 pl of PBS buffer." Authors suggest the use of 50 pl of 70% alcohol and 50 pl of acetone amounting to 100 pl to which 900 pl of PBS buffer was added making it 1mL, however, authors also report
addition of 4 pl of lemongrass essential oil which exceeds 1mL. Recheck properly and report.

*  Abbreviations used for the first time needs to mention their full form and after that the abbreviated form needs to be used.

* The compounds reported in the GCMS analysis is only 11 compounds. However, the chromatogram of the essential oil does not show only 11 compounds. All the compounds observed need to be analyzed and reported. Moreover, the retention time reported and that in the
chromatogram does not tally. The authenticity of the result needs to verified.

*  After each result a remark from the authors may be added.

* The discussion section needs major revision. The results has not been properly discussed with other previous findings. Moreover, no remark on the activity has been added for any of the activity. The discussion may be improved.

* In the line "At this concentration, the parasite load was significantly reduced (p < 0.01) 12 h after incubation before being canceled out 24 h after incubation." there is no introductory and flow of the reported results. It needs to be redrafted.
* In table 2 apoptosis report for only the essential oil was reported. The control needs to be reported as well.

* The line "V. thapsus induced apoptosis with the highest concentration of 400 pg/ml." needs to be cited.

* The conclusion section needs to report the findings of the study with a concluding remark of future potential rather than general conclusion. It may be redrafted accordingly.
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Reviewers' comments:

* Reviewer #2:

* The manuscript so similar with this article which is accepted and
published online (DOI: 10.1007/..................... -6). Therefore this
manuscript looks like an extension of the other article which is main
author is also similar.
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Karar

*  Ref: GENREP-D-22-.........

o Titler e,

*  Article Type: Research paper
. Dear Dr. Vatansever,

*  Thank you once again for reviewing the above-referenced paper. With your help the following final decision has now been reached:

* Reject
*  We appreciate your time and effort in reviewing this paper and greatly value your assistance as a reviewer for Gene Reports.

*  You can download your certificate from the following link: https://www.reviewerrecognition.elsevier.com.

*  Yours sincerely,

. May Yin LEE, Ph.D
*  Executive Editor

* Gene Reports
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Ozetle

* Makalenin cok uzun tutulmasi

* KOtu Yazim

* Genel bilgide zayiflik

* Mevcut calismalari gereksiz cok elestirmek
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HAKEME NASIL CEVAP VERILIR?

* Oku ve 2-3 glin bir Sey yapma
* Elestiriler gecerli ise uygun cevaplar
* Elestiriler gecerli degil ise uygun cevaplar

* Gonderirken yapilan her Seyi tek tek yaz (sayfa no, paragraf no, cimle
vb vererek )

* Asiri olmadan editore ve/veya hakemlere tesekkir edilmeli
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Hakem

* Bilimsel ilkeler dogrultusunda degerlendirme yapmalidir

* Etki altinda kalmamalidir

* Degerlendirmeyi kendisine verilen siire icinde

* Gerceklestirmelidir

* Uzmanlik alani diginda kalan bir makaleyi degerlendirmemelidir
* Raporu acik, anlasilir ve makaleyi gelistirici nitelikte olmalidir

* Makaleye yonelik elestirilerinde yapici bir Gslup kullanmalidir
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lyi Bir Hakem

* Danisman kendisine géonderilen makaleyi dirist bir elestirel bakig agisiyla
incelemelidir.

* Makalenin 6zuni ve amacini iyi irdelemelidir

* Duplikasyan, fabrikasyon, sahtekarlik, intihal gibi etik sorunlarin bir parcasi
olmamalidir

* Kendisini ¢cikar catismalarinin diginda tutabilmelidir

* Makale eger kendi alaninda degilse ve incelemek icin yeterince zaman
aylramayacaksa danigsmanlik dnerisini kabul etmemelidir

* Elestirileri yapici ve nezaket kurallari icinde olmalidir
* Yazida sunulan bilgi ve sonuclarin gizliligi ilkesine saygili olmahdir
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Cozumler

* Editorlerin “editér yanlih@l”, danismanlarin ve editérlerin de
“danisman yanhhgi” konusunda egitilmesi

*Yanlihk sorununun ve editdr, hakem, yazar, okuyucu Sikayetlerinin
gorisultp tartisilacagi ortamlarin olusturulmasi

* Yayin slrecinin tim aSamalarinin seffaf hale getirilmesi

* Editor ve danisSman yanhligi konusunu irdeleyen ve daha yiksek kanit
degeri olan ¢alismalarin yapilmasi

* Dergilerin kurumsallasmasi adina yénergeler olusturulmasi, boéylelikle
editér, yayin kurullari ve daniSman seciminin standart hale getirilmesi

* Danigsman kilavuzlarinin hazirlanmasi
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Cozumler

* Editor performanslarini degerlendirme olcitlerinin olusturulmasi
* Acik danismanlik (open peer rewiev) siirecinin yayginlaStirilmasi

* Baski sonrasi danismanlik (post-publication peer review) sisteminin
tartiSiimasi

* Yazarlarin 6nerdiQi ya da digsladigi danismanlarin kullanildidi stireglerinin
tartiSiimasi

* Internet tizerinden yapilacak gercek zamanli anonim danismanlik sisteminin
tartisiimasi

* Dergilerin igleyis stireclerinin bagimsiz dig denetmenler ile kontrol
edilebilmesinin saglanmasi

* Makalelerin sonuna konuyla ilgili uzman gorusleri (commentary) konulmasi
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lyi organize edilmis bir calismada, veriler ilging bulunup tartismasi iyi
yaplilirsa,

yayinlanmamasi icin bir sebep yoktur

TESEKKURLE
R



