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Common Problem Analysis of Reviewing Medical Journal
FU Zhong-jing,LIU Xue-li, FANG Hong-ling, DONG Jian—jun,et al
(The Journals Society of Xinxiang Medical College, Sci—tech Journal Research Center of Henan Province,Xinxiang 453003,China)
Abstract Analysis of medical journals, aiming at the common problems in paper reviewing manuscripts single, experts and edit the submitted
problems during the process puts forward solutions to shorten the delay and improve quality of manuscripts manuscripts.
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