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Abstract; [ Purpose | To survey the awareness of peer reviewers on academic misconduct of reviewers
and authors introduced in Academic publishing specification--Definition of academic misconduct for
journals(CY/T 174—2019). [Methods] A questionnaire survey was conducted among the reviewers of
Preventive Medicine on December 2019. The questionnaire,designed based on CY/T 174—2019,con-
tained the awareness on 6 types and common behaviors of peer reviewers’ academic misconduct and 7
types and common behaviors of author’s academic misconduct. [Results] A total of 225 question-

naires were sent to reviewers by email and 182 valid questionnaires were collected with a response
rate of 82.22%. Among 182 responders, 129 were males and 53 were females;most of them were aged
of 30 to 60 years 0ld(96.63%),93 owned senior professional titles(51.10%) and 75 owned associate se-
nior titles(41.21%);73 had master or above degrees(40.11%);110 were engaged in diseases prevention
and control(60.44%). Average 9 papers were published per capita within 5 years,with the maximum of
30 papers. In the latest year,96 reviewed less than 6 papers,accounting for 52.75% ;46 reviewed 6-11
papers,accounting for 25.27% ;40 reviewed more than 12 papers,accounting for 21.98%. The average
awareness rates of 6 types and common behaviors of peer reviewers’ academic misconduct were 93.68%
and 83.61% ;the average awareness rates of 7 types and common behaviors of authors’ academic mis-

conduct were 92.31% and 86.73% ,respectively. [Conclusion] The peer reviewers have good awareness
of the types of reviewers’ and authors’ academic misconduct from CY/T 174—2019;however, the ability
to identify specific academic misconduct behaviors needs to be improved. The editorial department of
academic journals should take various measures to help reviewers to improve the peer review mechanism.
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Table 1 Awareness rate of peer reviewers’academic
misconduct (%)

Awared Awareness

It
ems cases  rate(%)

Types of academic misconduct

Breach of academic morality 173 95.05
Interference of review procedure 155 85.16
Violation of interest conflict 178 97.80
Breach of confidentiality 165 90.66
Embezzlement of the manuscripts 179 98.35
reviewed
Seeking illegitimate benefits 173 95.05
Common behaviors of academic misconduct
To delay the review deliberately 145 79.67
To turn a blind eye to the defects and 177 97.25
academic misconduct found in the
manuscripts

To unfairly review the papers by authors 169 92.86
with conflicting interests

To release unpublished articles or 164 90.11
research results without authorization

To ask others to review without 148 81.32
authorization

To recommend papers of from students 110 60.44
or colleagues to the editorial
department
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Table 2 Awareness rate of authors’academic
misconduct (%)

Awared Awareness

Tt
ems cases  rate(%)

Types of academic misconduct

Plagiarism 179 98.35
Fabrication 176 96.70
Falsification 177 97.25
Inappropriate authorship 150 82.42
Multiple submissions 157 86.26
Overlapping publications 172 94.51
Violation of research ethics 165 90.66

Common behaviors of academic misconduct
To add references not actually referred to 155 85.16

To make up data, pictures, etc. Without 175 96.15
investigation or experiment

To recommend interested reviewers in 138 75.82
submission
To modify and use the data in other 163 89.56

published papers without citation

To reorganize some papers published by 160 87.91
others and submit

To list the authors without their permission 155 85.16

To submit to other journals without 159 87.36
revision after being rejected
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