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Abstract 
In 2012, the first paper in the series Analytical Methods in Quality Control of Scientific Publications 
was published in the American Journal of Analytical Chemistry, Vol. 3, No. 6, 2012, pp. 443-447. 
This paper was mainly based on evidence presented in the 2011 in book Historical Overview of 
Chromatography and Related Techniques in Analysis of Antimalarial Drug Primaquine (editor Ilia 
Brondz, Nova Science Publishers, Inc., ISSN 978-1-61761-944-1). The first paper in this series di- 
scussed issues of obvious falsification and plagiarism contained in paper published by Dongre et 
al., Applications of GC-EI-MS for the Identification and Investigation of Positional Isomer in Pri-
maquine, an Antimalarial Drug. Journal of Pharmaceutical and Biomedical Analysis, Vol. 39, No. 
1-2, 2005, pp. 111-116. Dongre et al. copied their publication from an original research manu-
script submitted for consideration by other authors. This paper was published in the Asian Jour-
nal of Chemistry, Vol. 17, No. 3, 2005, pp. 1678-1688. Conclusive arguments against the publica-
tion of Dongre et al. were presented in the American Journal of Analytical Chemistry, Vol. 3, No. 6, 
2012, pp. 443-447. Further cases of general plagiarism and incompetence relating to authors, re-
viewers, editors, and publishers were presented in Part II in Analytical Methods in Quality Control 
of Scientific Publications Part II: The Authors’, Reviewers’, Editors’ Responsibility and the Publishers’ 
Authority in the International Journal of Analytical Mass Spectrometry and Chromatography, Vol. 1, 
No. 2, 2013, pp. 81-89. The present paper will discuss the following issues: the obvious neglect of 
the rights of authors by some publishers and editors; how original research manuscripts are ex-
posed to mediocre researchers, and possibly sold, by editors to these “scientists” to boost the 
image of these particular “scientists”; how the order of authors’ names in published articles are 
changed to satisfy the commercial interests of companies; and how copyright is breached in an 
appalling way by well-established publishers. The documents presented here concern research 
publications in the fields of chromatography, chromatography-mass spectrometry, and mass spec-
trometry. 

http://www.scirp.org/journal/ijamsc
http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/ijamsc.2014.23008
http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/ijamsc.2014.23008
http://www.scirp.org/
mailto:ilia.brondz@gmail.com
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
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1. Introduction 
1.1. The Phenomenon of Plagiarism and the Current Situation 
Plagiarism is the main transgression that offends many authors and undermines the publication of research reports 
and even research itself. However, what lies behind this term “plagiarism”? It is like the king in Hans Christian 
Andersen’s fairy tale, “The Emperor’s New Clothes”. The king is naked and he himself can see this. The citizens, 
members of society, ministers and others can also see that the king is naked but they are all afraid to tell the truth 
because they fear being seen as acting outside the mainstream. 

In the particular case of scientific plagiarism, the reasons for silence are many, but they are not the subject of 
this article. Instead, the broader (deeper) meaning of plagiarism will be discussed—plagiarism is simple cheating, 
falsification, forgery, stealing, filching, pinching and similar actions. For example, it might be acknowledged that 
there is a perceived difference between “flawed data” being published (reflecting poorly conducted research and a 
weak peer-review system) and “falsified data” being published (deliberate professional misconduct, as well as the 
same weak peer-review system). 

In the recent, very public case in Japan (Haruko Obokata), the word “manipulation” was commonly used to de- 
scribe the “misconduct”. Clearly, the semantics around plagiarism is a central issue and requires careful consi- 
deration. 

People who plagiarize are acting like common thieves. However, in educated “gentlemanly” society, instead of 
using the caddish word thief, it is better to use the more polite term “plagiarist”. Looking up the definition of the 
term “plagiarist” in Lexipedia http://www.lexipedia.com/, we find “someone who uses another person’s words or 
ideas as if they were his own”. However, is this definition sufficient? Of course, it is not; the term “swindler” could 
also be included and used. The term “swindler/swindling” is a derogatory showing a critical attitude to some-
body’s reputation and affairs. How does such a phenomenon persist in educated “gentlemanly” society? 

1.2. The Environment That Tolerates Plagiarism 
A suitable environment is required for the existence of any phenomenon. Just as in “The Emperor’s New Clothes”, 
lies/swindling can only persist if the suitable conditions exist. After the discovery that the publication by Dongre 
et al. was obviously “stolen goods” and that Dongre et al. had submitted another fake publication as (Dongre, V.G., 
Karmuse, P.P., Rao, P.P., Kumar, A. (2008) Development and validation of UPLC method for determination of 
primaquine phosphate and its impurities, Journal of Pharmaceutical and Biomedical Analysis, Vol. 46, No. 2, pp. 
236-242). Dr. Brondz contacted the Editor-in-Chief (EIC) of JPBA, Mister Bezhan Chankvetadze, requesting an 
explanation. In reply to Mister Chankvetadze, Mister Dongre produced evasive, unprofessional explanations. 
However, the documents from this latter exchange with Mister Dongre were useful in providing an exhaustive 
evaluation published in [1] and [2] that publication [3], as well as many other publications exposed in [4] are un- 
reliable. Publications [3] and [5] by Dongre et al. were falsifications or stolen goods from manuscript to publi-
cation [6]. Several attempts were made to publish in JPBA a critical paper disclosing the falsifications published in 
[3], and other paper by Dongre. However, all attempts were rejected with the following line of argument from 
reviewers supported by Mister Chankvetadze: “This manuscript might contain some interesting scientific infor-
mation, but I believe the editors of this journal (as well as the publisher) cannot publish it in JPBA in its present 
form due to the following reasons: 

… The manuscript is written too offensive towards pharmaceutical industry, as well as towards other scientific 
group(s). The manuscript submitted to this journal has to focus strictly on the scientific findings and mentioning if 
these results agree with previously published data by these or other authors” (The text in italics is part of the 
document published in [2]). 

These sentiments are the essence of the existing environment that helps to propagate plagiarism: 

http://www.lexipedia.com/
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1) Even if a manuscript has some interesting scientific information, it will not be considered for publication by 
the editors… (as well as the publisher) if it contains criticism of the industry or other scientific group(s). 

2) The main criterion for a good manuscript to be published is that it has to focus strictly on the scientific find- 
ings, which implies that no criticism can be made about the unreliability of facts presented by industry or other 
scientific group(s). Also it must not there be a sign of criticism towards the pharmaceutical industry, as well as 
towards other scientific group(s). 

3) A very important demand made to authors is that if they wish their paper to be published, they must “review 
their results and data in relation to the existing literature” and declare the consent with previous published data, 
mentioning if these results agree with previously published data by these or other authors. The intention here is to 
avoid conflict with existing state-of-the-art and maintain the status quo. Noting whether one’s research results 
agree with previously published data by the author or other authors is, of course, a good idea. However, what if the 
results contradict previously published data by the author or other authors, or previously declared data by industry? 
Take the controversial case of the drug thalidomide and the data that were declared by the drug company Chemie 
Grünenthal the information that conduced to (… the thalidomide holocaust http://ffdn.se/web/chemie-grnenthal-1/). 
As we now know, thousands of infants were born with severe deformities resulting from the manufacturer only 
publishing favorable data. 

The case of Dr. Linda Buck is an example of cheating by means of flawed data: (In 2008, Dr. Linda Buck at 
Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center retracted a paper she and her co-workers had published in Nature in 
2001 describing experiments on the mouse olfactory cortex done by a former postdoctoral researcher in her lab, Dr. 
Zhihua Zou. Buck and her colleagues subsequently reviewed two other papers her lab had published describing 
Zou’s experiments on odor responses in olfactory cortex, one published in PNAS in 2005 and the other published 
in Science in 2006. They were unable to reproduce key findings in both papers. In addition, they found figures 
inconsistent with original data in the PNAS paper. Buck has therefore simultaneously retracted both the PNAS and 
Science paper). The text in italics is part of the document published in  
http://retractionwatch.com/2010/09/23/nobelist-linda-buck-retracts-two-studies-on-olfactory-networks-and-the-n
ews-is-embargoed/. Buck was awarded the 2004 Nobel Prize in Physiology or Medicine. However, a short time 
after the presentation ceremony, she was confronted with more accurate measurements and data. It appeared that 
Buck was awarded the Nobel Prize for flawed data. To save face, the Nobel Prize Committee decided that Buck 
should keep the Prize, despite falsified/forged data and despite breaching the rules of the Nobel Prize Committee: 
(We also tried to find out whether Nobel Prize committees keep tabs on retractions by Nobelists. The committees 
responsible for the physics and chemistry prizes, and in economics, probably don’t, we were told, but we haven’t 
heard back about medicine or physiology). The text in italics is part of the document published in  
http://retractionwatch.com/2010/09/23/nobelist-linda-buck-retracts-two-studies-on-olfactory-networks-and-the-n
ews-is-embargoed/. Furthermore, she was elected Fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences in 2008. 
In response to the controversy, “all blame was put on the laboratory assistant Dr. Zhihua Zou” this clearly illus-
trates the prevailing environment and a tolerance within scientific community toward fraud and falsification of 
high-ranked individuals. 

There is much criticism of plagiarism in many journal and publications. The best example is perhaps from the 
EIC of Analytical Chemistry, Mister Royce Murray, in his editorial There Can Be Shame and Punishment in Copy 
and Paste [7]. It is an example of logomachy and the apparently “high ethical standards” of Mister Murray, ac-
cording to whom, it is forbidden to republish even a small portion of an author’s own previously published work 
even with sufficient citation. The author of this paper (Dr. Brondz) submitted to Mister Murray for publication in 
Analytical Chemistry the text of [1]. It could not be published in Analytical Chemistry because of “criticism to-
wards… by naming the offenders by name”. Therefore, we see that although Mister Murray is critical of the phe- 
nomenon, it is nevertheless forbidden to name offenders by names. A similar position is prevalent among most 
EICs such as Mister Murray and Chankvetadze. 

2. Breach of Author Copyright by Editors and Publisher Fraud 
2.1. Negligence Concerning Authors’ Rights 
In many cases, authors are helpless when they are confronted with the arrogance of some EICs and publishers. 
Here are some examples. 

http://ffdn.se/web/chemie-grnenthal-1/
http://retractionwatch.com/2010/09/23/nobelist-linda-buck-retracts-two-studies-on-olfactory-networks-and-the-news-is-embargoed/
http://retractionwatch.com/2010/09/23/nobelist-linda-buck-retracts-two-studies-on-olfactory-networks-and-the-news-is-embargoed/
http://retractionwatch.com/2010/09/23/nobelist-linda-buck-retracts-two-studies-on-olfactory-networks-and-the-news-is-embargoed/
http://retractionwatch.com/2010/09/23/nobelist-linda-buck-retracts-two-studies-on-olfactory-networks-and-the-news-is-embargoed/
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2.2. Case 1 
The following paper appeared in Trends in Chromatography published by Research Trends: Separation of the po- 
sitional isomer quinocide from the anti-malaria drug primaquine using a Discovery® HS-F5 HPLC column by I. 
Brondz, D. Ekeberg, L. Karaliova, I. Jennings, J. A. Hustad, R. Svendsen [8]. Later, it appeared that on the Internet 
the paper was presented with a somewhat different order of author names (see Figure 1): Ian Jennings, Larysa 
Karaliova, Robert Svendsen, Dag Ekeberg, Jan Arild Hustad, Ilia Brondz. 

In the table of contents for the original hard-copy publication and in the paper itself, yet another sequence of 
author names was given: Ilia Brondz is the corresponding and first-named author (see Figure 2) because as the 
senior researcher, he initiated the project and he funded the project. 

Correspondence with the publisher on this matter and demands to correct the order of the list of contributors 
given on the Internet in commercial advertising to original were fruitless. 

Research Trends is an India-based publisher. There are sufficient grounds to believe that the publication culture 
in India is “different” and ethical standards in publishing lower than in the US or Europe. 
 

 
Figure 1. The paper was presented on the Internet                                     
http://researchtrends.net/tia/abstract.asp?in=0&vn=1&tid=60&aid=1967&pub=2005&type=3 
with a different order of authorship.                                                         

http://researchtrends.net/tia/abstract.asp?in=0&vn=1&tid=60&aid=1967&pub=2005&type=3%20
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Figure 2.The original hard copy of the paper [8] with a correct order of authorship.             

 
However, let us compare the behavior of an Asian publisher with a US or European publisher. The second case 

concerns the direct breach of author copyright by a US publisher. 

2.3. Case 2 
In general, Asian publishers are less experienced in the publication industry and abide less by the law and rules; 
moreover, the existence of corruption is well known especially in India and good publication practices are not 
always followed. What is the situation with a US-based publisher? The general belief is that US publishers follow 
the law and rules to the letter. 

However, this following example illustrates just the opposite. The publisher is Nova Science Publishers Inc., 
400 Oser Avenue, Suite 1600 Hauppauge, NY, 11788-3619. 

The author in question was invited by the publisher to submit a chapter for publication in a book entitled An-
timalarial Drugs: Costs, Safety and Efficacy (editors Csizmadia, E., Kalnoky, I.) (Figure 3) with the chapter title 
SFC-MS analysis of contaminants in primaquine diphosphate tablets and spectral UV and NMR characterizing of 
primaquine and quinocide [9]. 

The title page claims the publisher’s copyright (Figure 4). What are about the rights of the author or the obli-
gations of the publisher toward an author and his research publication Figure 5?  

To the great surprise of the author of Chapter V [9], he received the following e-mail: 
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Figure 3. The book Antimalarial Drugs: Costs, Safety and Efficacy [9].    

 

 
Figure 4. Copyright for the book Antimalarial Drugs: Costs, Safety and Efficacy. 
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Figure 5. Chapter V [9] published in Antimalarial Drugs: Costs, Safety and Efficacy.    

 
deeann jehning <deeann@ieonline.com> 
12/4/13 
to ilia.brondz, me 
Dear Dr. Brondz, 
I am trying to track down an article that you wrote but I’ve not had any luck finding the journal in libraries. 
The citation is: 
Journal of Malaria Research vol 2 no 2-3 pp 181-200 
SF-MC analysis 
Brondz I 

mailto:deeann@ieonline.com
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Would you be able to provide me with a copy of this paper? 
Many thanks for your help. 
DeeAnn Jehning 
Information Express 
565 Middlefield Road 
Menlo Park CA 94025 
559-562-2768 
deeann@ieonline.com 
The answer to Dr. Deeann Jehning is reproduced below: 
08.12.13 
Dear Dr. Deeann Jehning 
deeann@ieonline.com 
I have following information on your question: 
1) Please go to the link: https://www.novapublishers.com/catalog/product_info.php?products_id=40600 
2) Volume 2 Issue 2-3 (Journal of Malaria Research) 
3) SFC-MS Analysis of Contaminants in Primaquine Diphosphate Tablets and Spectral UV and NMR Char-

acterising of Primaquine and Quinocide 
Ilia Brondz 
This paper was published in the journal without of my permission and knowledge. I will appreciate you for 

more comprehensive information. It is possible that the paper is a reprint of the chapter in the book which was 
published by Nova before. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions! 
Sincerely yours, 
Prof. Ilia Brondz PhD., Sc.D. 
Director of Jupiter Ltd., Norway 
E-mail: ilia.brondz@gmail.com 
Website: http://www.brondz.com 
The examination of the case gave the following results: the paper “SFC-MS analysis of contaminants in pri-

maquine diphosphate tablets and spectral UV and NMR characterizing of primaquine and quinocide” was pub-
lished in the Journal of Malaria Research by Nova Science Publishers Inc.  
https://www.novapublishers.com/catalog/product_info.php?products_id=40600&osCsid=a886371244a4c7a723e
3568167ecc5c8 also https://www.novapublishers.com/catalog/product_info.php?products_id=40600. The name 
of the author was given as Ilia Brondz (see Figure 6), despite the fact that Ilia Brondz had not submitted a 
manuscript for consideration to be published in the above journal and no copyright transference agreement was 
signed with Dr. Brondz. This publication can be described practically as a pirate publication. Letters to Nova 
Science Publishers Inc. from Dr. Brondz with a request to provide him with the text of this paper and explain 
publication of paper went unanswered. All attempts to retrieve a copy of this paper with the help of the Univer-
sity of Oslo library were without success. Dr. Brondz has no knowledge of the content of this paper. According 
to the EIC of Analytical Chemistry, Mister Murray [7], if more than 50 words of a previously published work are 
copied, this amounts to shameful plagiarism that should be punished. 

What do we call the act of a publisher passing off a previously published book chapter as a new paper without 
even informing the author and without his knowledge of what the text is about, and without receiving the au-
thor’s copyright permission? 

Damage to a scientist’s (author’s) reputation can be enormous, but the money the author has to pursue a legal 
case against the publisher, as well as the money the publisher has for its defense measure the possibility of de-
fending the author’s rights. Without doubt, the author has no chance of winning against the publisher in that case. 
This case is a clear example of piracy on the part of publishers and the lack of defense of authors. 

2.4. Case 3 
The India-based publisher Research Trends is a small and not very well-known publisher. The US-based publisher 
Nova Science Publishers Inc. is a medium-sized publisher but well known for avoiding paying royalties to its 
authors. 

https://www.novapublishers.com/catalog/product_info.php?products_id=40600
mailto:ilia.brondz@gmail.com
http://www.brondz.com/
https://www.novapublishers.com/catalog/product_info.php?products_id=40600&osCsid=a886371244a4c7a723e3568167ecc5c8%20
https://www.novapublishers.com/catalog/product_info.php?products_id=40600&osCsid=a886371244a4c7a723e3568167ecc5c8%20
https://www.novapublishers.com/catalog/product_info.php?products_id=40600%20
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Figure 6. The Journal of Malaria Research did not sign a copyright agreement with Dr. 
Brondz to publish this paper.                                                             

 
Let us now turn to European publishers with a long tradition in the field, since it was in Europe that the culture 

of publishing books [10], journals, and papers was first established. There are two giants—Springer and Elsevier 
—with a long history and a keen interest in promoting their own ethical performance. 

The book Chromatography of Aroma Substances and Fragrances (author Tibor Cserháti) published by Springer- 
Verlag contains a total of 130 figures. About one-third of the book content consists of reproduced figures. For 
example, on page 320, Figure 4.2 is reproduced from J. Chromatography A, 1148 (2007) [11]. As with all other 
figures reproduced in this book [12], permission to reprint was acknowledged by (Figure 4.2 Reprinted with 
permission from…). 

The corresponding author of [11] was surprised by the statement, because he personally never gave permission 
to reproduce his figure; he was not even asked to give permission to reproduce this figure. He contacted the co-
authors of [11], to inquire whether any of them had given permission to reprint. All coauthors were also surprised 
by the news that permission had been given to reproduce the figure. The main falsification was thus the statement 
that the figure had been reproduced with permission from Brondz et al. It was an outright falsification. When Dr. 
Brondz contacted Tibor Cserháti for an explanation, Mister Cserháti replied that he had a license to reproduce the 
artwork and he furnished this document with genuine piece of cheating. A copy of the license is shown in Figure 7(a) 
and Figure 7(b). A careful examination of the license reveals that it was given to—and paid for by 
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(a) 
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(b) 

Figure 7. (a) The first page of the license was given to Institute of Material and Environmental Chemistry in Budapest. (b) 
The second page of the license was given to Institute of Material and Environmental Chemistry in Budapest.              

 
—the Institute of Material and Environmental Chemistry in Budapest, but not to Tibor Cserháti. The Institute of 
Material and Environmental Chemistry in Budapest was not the author of the book [12]. Cserháti had no legal 
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right to reproduce the artwork because the license was not issued in his name. Three legal provisions were violated 
in this case: 

1) Cserháti published artwork from [11] without permission; there is no guarantee that any of the other 130 
figures were published with permission. 

2) By publishing the written falsified statement concerning permission to reproduce artwork from [11] as (Re- 
printed with permission from Brondz et al.), Cserháti publicly offended the author of [11]. 

3) Springer-Verlag published artwork from [11] without having the right to do this, because the author Tibor 
Cserháti did not have a license issued to him to do so. 

Dr. Brondz applied to the publisher Elsevier as copyright holder to settle the case and protect the author’s 
rights. 

06.08.10 
David Sleeman (Publisher) 
Analytical Chemistry & Sensors 
Elsevier Ltd. 
The Boulevard 
Langford Lane 
Kidlington  
OX5 1AS, Oxford, UK 
David Sleeman D.sleeman@elsevier.com 
Dear Sir, 
A week ago I send to you an e-mail with a request about your and Elsevier’s opinion: “Was a license given to 

Tibor Cserháti or not”. License 2125871399671 was given to the Institute of Material and Environmental 
Chemistry, which is not the author of the book “Chromatography of Aroma Compounds and Fragrances”. No 
one believes that this license was given to Mr. Cserháti, the author of the same title (ISBN 978-3-642-01655-4). 
Do you accept that the use of graphic art from J. Chromatography A, 1148 (2007) 1-7 by Mr. Tibor Cserháti was 
illegal? 

Best regards, 
Dr. Ilia Brondz 
Department of Biology 
University of Oslo 
Norway 
R&D Department 
Jupiter AS, 
Norway 
The reply (Figure 8) was unprofessional and misleading: 
“It appears that he (Tibor Cserháti) did indeed act properly in asking for permission and the date on the li-

cence of February 11, 2009 would suggest that he did it more than eighteen months ago. The date printed on the 
bottom of the page you sent me is merely the date that the Rightslink web page was copied from the website and 
has nothing to do with the licence date. I hope that this information puts your mind at rest”. 

It is clear from Figure 7(a) and Figure 7(b) that the license was not given to the author of [12]. The text be-
tween ELSEVIER LICENSE TERMS AND CONDITIONS (title) and the double lines at the bottom of the do- 
cument is a legally binding text. Careful examination of the text of the license shows the date given as July 26, 
2010 (see the upper right corner under the title ELSEVIER LICENSE TERMS AND CONDITIONS and above 
the double lines at the top of document). The explanation given (The date printed… has nothing to do with the 
licence date) is thus a genuine lie. 

There are also other contradictions, namely the “license” presented to the authors of [11] is missing a signa-
ture, stamp or seal to ensure the document’s genuine origin. 

The publisher Springer-Verlag refused to answer on the accusation of publishing the book for the author with- 
out a license to reproduce the artwork or regarding the inclusion of the false statement Reprinted with permis-
sion from Brondz et al. (2007). 

This account is a good example of the dubious ethical practices of the “big” publishers such as Springer-Ver- 
lag and Elsevier. 
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Figure 8. E-mail from David Sleeman (Elsevier).                                        

 
2.5. Case 4 
Publication [1] presented exhaustive evidence concerning the falsifications by Dongre et al. in [3] and [5]. The 
main evidence presented in [1] was the fact that Dongre et al. did not possess a sample of quinocide that had been 
either donated or synthesized in their laboratory at the time before of writing, at the time of writing and at the time 
after writing of [3]. How were they able to analyze a substance they did not possess? Additional evidence pre-
sented in [2] supports the accusation that the text of [6] was shown to Dongre et al. before [6] was published in 
AJC. 

2.5.1. Case 4: History of Publication 
The story started with an invitation to submit a manuscript for consideration for publication. This invitation came 
from Mister Agarwal, EIC of AJC. The manuscript for [6] was received by AJC on September 11, 2004. The paper 
was accepted officially for publication on October 1, 2004 with written confirmation by Mister Agarwal (Figure 
9). The publication should have been included in Vol. 17, No. 2 of AJC, but it was delayed to be published in Vol. 
17, No. 3 (September 2005) (see Figure 10). Why was there a need to prevent publication of [6] within the normal 
time frame? It was necessary to enable the publication of the “stolen goods” [3], which was accepted officially for 
publication on March 24, 2005. The publication of [6] was delayed and the acceptance date for [6] in AJC was 
falsified to be March 28, 2005 (Figure 11(k)) instead of October 1, 2004 (Figure 9). 

2.5.2. Case 4: Falsification and Fraud of Mister Agarwal and Colleagues 
The corresponding author asked for an explanation about the delay in publication from Mister Agarwal (see Figure 
10). 

However, his explanation was evasive, as the following will demonstrate. The falsification and fraud of Mister 
Agarwal and colleagues were a clear case of misconduct for a number of reasons: 

1) Only one of the papers appearing in Vol. 17, No. 2 of AJC was accepted for publication on October 1, 2004. 
All other papers were accepted later than this date (the date of acceptance of [6]). 

2) The last paper published in Vol. 17, No. 2 was accepted as late as February 9, 2005. 
3) A total number of 120 papers were published in Vol. 17, No. 2; 119 of them were accepted for publication 

after [6]. 
4) The acceptance date more or less agreed with the line of publication printed in the Vol. 17, No. 2 and No. 3. 
5) The first paper in Vol. 17, No. 3 was accepted for publication as late as February 11, 2005. 
What could be the explanation for a paper accepted on October 1, 2004 being published after the other 284 

papers that were accepted at later dates for volume 17, and transferred to the later published issue? The answer is 
obvious: It was necessary to give to paper [6] the falsified acceptance date of March 28, 2005 (see Figure 11(k)). 
It was also necessary to give priority for publication to the plagiarized (stolen goods) paper by Dongre et al. on 
March 24, 2005 [3]. A comparison of the acceptance dates on the documents in Figure 9 and Figure 11(k) with  
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Figure 9. Confirmation of acceptance for publication in AJC.                   

 

 
Figure 10. Letter from Mister Agarwal.                                      
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(k) 

Figure 11. (a) The first page (page 1678) of the paper [6]. (b) The page 1679 in the paper [6]. (c) 
The page 1680 in the paper [6]. (d) The page 1681 in the paper [6]. (e) The page 1682 in the paper 
[6]. (f) The page 1683 in the paper [6]. (g) The page 1684 in the paper [6]. (h) The page 1685 in the 
paper [6]. (i) The page 1686 in the paper [6]. (j) The page 1687 in the paper [6]. (k) The last page 
1688 of the paper [6].                                                                

 
the acceptance date of the “stolen goods” [3] suggests that the date March 28, 2005 was not chosen by accident. 
Publication [3] was accepted on March 24, 2005; publication [6] was on hold until publication [3] was accepted. 
The cooperation between Dongre and AJC is obvious. 

3. Discussion and Conclusions 
Five publishers were discussed in this paper: a relatively small publisher based in India, a medium-sized US-based 
publisher, two very large international publishers, and a large Asia-based publisher Asian Journal of Chemistry, a 
Multidisciplinary Chemistry (Journal is International Journal and publishes from India). However, despite their 



I. Brondz 
 

 
102 

different sizes and locations, the breaching of authors’ rights and poor publication ethics were common to them all; 
moreover, there are no grounds to believe that other publishers are free of such behavior. The cases of outright 
stealing (clearly and completely) are relatively rare. However, [1] demonstrated without doubt that Dongre et al. 
described in [3] the analysis of a substance that they had never had in their hands, and that therefore they had not in 
fact analyzed. Together with the accusation made against them in [2], it is clear that Dongre et al. had the op-
portunity to read the manuscript for publication [6] before publication of this paper and someone in AJC gave him 
(Dongre et al.) this opportunity. By analyzing the documents shown in Figures 9-11, there is a clear suspicion of 
corruption in publisher of AJC. Moreover, the EIC of AJC could not explain the difference in acceptance dates of 
paper [6] noted in his letter (Figure 9) and that printed on the last page of the paper [6] (Figure 11(k)). 

Thus, Figures 1-11 serve to catalogue well-documented breaches of authors’ rights by publishers and editors. 
Authors who publish continuously over a long period of time are often confronted with these or similar prob-

lems, and they (problems) are very difficult to overcome because of the complicity (collegiality or more plainly 
corruption) that exists among editors. The best example of this is that Mister Chankvetadze, EIC of JPBA, is well 
aware that publications [3] and [5] are falsifications; but despite this, his efforts are directed at concealing the truth 
and preserving to hold these in JPBA. The demagogy of Mister Murray, EIC of Analytical Chemistry, is clearly 
exemplified in [7]. Nearly all editors resist exposing the mistakes of their colleagues. It is difficult to overcome 
this. However, plagiarism, cheating, fraud, or falsification—whatever we call it—is very sensitive to exposure by 
names to the public because publishers are concerned about adverse publicity. Exposure by name to the public of 
those who cheat may be the best tool to eliminate this behavior in publication practices. 

All cases of plagiarism, cheating, fraud, and falsification in publications should be properly documented. 
Some efforts have already been made in this direction with the introduction of Academic Editors. 
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