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Correspondence

The latest developments in plagiarism 
detection in medical literature
Plagiarism refers to the use of others’ published and 
unpublished ideas or words without permission, and 
presenting them as new and original.1 Plagiarism can be 
divided into direct, mosaic and self plagiarism.

Direct plagiarism is the plagiarism of the text.2 Mosaic 
plagiarism is the borrowing ideas and opinions from an 
original source and a few verbatim words or phrases without 
crediting the author.2 Self-plagiarism refers to re-using one’s 
own work without citation.3

Improvements are seen in detecting plagiarism in 
medical journal submissions. In the current Indian 
scenario, Medknow, a publisher of medical, dental and 
allied journals, has provided  plagiarism detecting software 
to editors and reviewers, which enables systematic detection 
and prevention of plagiarism, leading to a fewer retractions.4

Plagiarism detecting tools are categorised into those 
tracking plagiarised text in a database provided by the user 
and those searching throughout the internet.5 Tracking tools 
are also divided into open-access (eg The Plagiarism Checker 
(www.dustball.com/cs/plagiarism.checker/), crossrefme 
(www.crossrefme.com/) and eTBLAST (http://etest.vbi.
vt.edu/etblast3/)) and proprietary  (eg Turnitin (www.
turnitin.com/), Glatt Plagiarism Self-Detection Program 
(www.plagiarism.com/self.detect.htm) and Plagiarism Finder 
(www.m4-software.com/)).

The following protocol should be adhered to by the authors 
to report plagiarism in the published articles. The authors 
should inform the editor of a journal where a plagiarised article 
is published. Both original and plagiarised articles should be 
produced in hard and soft copy, with the plagiarised part(s) 
highlighted. The author should also ask the editor to form a 
disciplinary committee to investigate the case of plagiarism.
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Changing trends in peer review

The peer-review process is both necessary and useful, and 
many reviewers altruistically give a lot of their time in 
what can be called ‘a service to the profession’. However, 
in single-blind review there is also an opportunity to make 
publishing difficult for those who a reviewer feels unworthy 
or not in line with their thinking – from both large and 
small scientific communities – and all without any need 
to reveal their potential conflicts of interest, or quite often 
they may not consider themselves to have any conflicts of 
interest, and therefore do not reveal them.

Guidelines are therefore very important. They should 
encourage the reviewer to review an article as objectively 
as possible and in line with the other reviewers. However, it 
seems likely that most reviewers will not take as much time 
or concern over the reading and adhering to guidelines for 
reviewing as they do for submitting, when they potentially 
have more to gain.

Relying on a few highly-skilled, highly-knowledgeable 
people to offer their opinion as to whether the submitted 
manuscript should be allowed past ‘the gatekeeper’, 
continues to support the hierarchy as to which ideas, 
people, institutions, countries are believed to be the ‘best’ 
and therefore allowed to publish in the ‘best’ and most 
highly-ranked journals. Whereas, now that the internet 
has enabled journal publishing to become feasible all 
around the world, should it not also make it possible for 
the peer-review to be completed by a much larger group 
of individuals, from a range of backgrounds, countries, 
experience and tendencies? By tendencies, I mean that 
some people have a tendency to be too mean and some too 
nice – making the review process by just a few individuals a 
bit of a lottery!  A move towards public peer review would 
help a much wider range of scientists be represented in 
highly-ranked literature.
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