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Table 9: Important websites associated in relation to scientific facts and quality management of medical information
Websites Related information
http://www.acsh.org separate scientific facts from nonsense
http://g.webring.com/
hub?ring=antiquackerysite

Combat and debunk health-related frauds, myths, fads, and fallacies, and are more interested in real, 
objective, scientific proof, than in the speculative, subjective, and unproven theories and anecdotes of 
so-called Alternative Medicine

http://www.bmj.com/cgi/content/
full/317/7171/1496#art

Quality of information on Internet

http://www.dietfraud.com Inform public about fraudulent diet products
http://www.chirobase.org A skeptical guide to chiropractic history, theories and current practices. Accurate information about 

chiropractic is not easy to get. This Website enables to deepen understanding. If you decide to seek 
chiropractic care, it may also help find a suitable practitioner

http://www.ftc.gov/bcp/consumer.
shtm

Practical information on a variety of consumer topics

http://www.ncahf.org NCAHF is a private nonprofit, voluntary health agency that focuses upon health misinformation, fraud and 
quackery as public health problems

�http://www.fraud.org/ National Consumers League tracks complaints of inappropriate health care practices works in conjunction 
with the Federal Trade Commission, National Association of Attorneys General

At present, spurious health care websites have outnumbered 
the trustworthy ones, commonly that of universities, medical 
centers, government agencies, etc. Some patients consider 
online consultations as substitutes for a physician’s visit, 
ignoring the disclaimers that the Internet information is not a 
substitute of medical practices. Therefore, in order to prevent 
the spreading of wrong information as well as making the 
user aware of these sites, the management of quality and 
reliability of medical information on Internet is extremely 
important. A possible solution could be labeling of medical 
information websites by web authors. Labeling and filtering 
technologies such as platform for Internet content selection 
(PICS) can help separate valuable health information from 
doubtful information. Further, doctors, medical societies and 
related people can critically evaluate Internet information 
by putting electronic evaluative and descriptive “tags” on it. 
Table 9 provides more insight to check the authenticity of 
information and focuses upon health misinformation, fraud 
and quackery as public health problems.

References

1.	 Lawrence S, Lee C. Accessibility of information on the web. Nature 
1999;400:107-9.

2.	 Stein LD. Integrating biological databases. Nat Rev Genet 
2003;4:337-45.

3.	 Butler D. Google makes data free for all. Nature 2005;438:400-1.
4.	 Eysenbach G. Consumer health informatics. Br Med J 

2000;320:1713-6.
5.	 Solez K, Hales M, Katz SM. Electronic strategies for information 

and research: Cybernephrology/cyberMedicine in the emerging 
world. Kidney Int Suppl 2005;98:S89-94. 

6.	 Konwar R, Singh MM, Bid HK. E-endocrinology: An update. Indian 
J Med Sci 2008;62:74-83.

7.	 Bid HK, Mittal RD. Internet resources and urology. Urol Int 
2005;74:1-12.

8.	 Cullis J, Webster AC. How to get the most from the medical 
literature: Keeping up to date in nephrology. Nephrology (Carlton) 
2005;15:269-76. 

9.	 Hersh WR, Brown KE, Donohoe LC, Campbell EM, Horacek AE. 
CliniWeb: Managing clinical information on the World Wide Web. 
J Am Med Inform Assoc 1996;3:273-80.

10.	 Calderón JL, Zadshir A, Norris K. Structure and content of chronic 
kidney disease information on the World Wide Web: Barriers 
to public understanding of a pandemic. Nephrol News Issues 
2004;18:76, 78-9, 81-4.

11.	 Solez K, Hales M, Katz SM. Electronic strategies for information 
and research: cybernephrology/cyberMedicine in the emerging 
world. Kidney Int Suppl 2005;98:S89-94. 

12.	 Wald HS, Dube CE, Anthony DC. Untangling the Web- The 
impact of Internet use on health care and the physician–patient 
relationship. Patient Educ Couns 2007;68:218-24.

13.	 Herxheimer A, McPherson A, Miller R, Shepperd S, Yaphe J, 
Ziebland S. Database of patients’ experiences (DIPEx): A multi-
media approach to sharing experiences and information. Lancet 
2000;355:1540-3.

14.	 Overberg R, Otten W, de Man A, Toussaint P, Westenbrink J, 
Zwetsloot-Schonk B. How breast cancer patients want to search 
for and retrieve information from stories of other patients on the 
internet: An online randomized controlled experiment. J Med 
Internet Res 2010;12:e7.

15.	 Benigeri M, Pluye P. Shortcomings of health information on the 
Internet. Health Promot Int 2003;18:381-6.

Source of Support: Nil, Conflict of Interest: None declared.

Manchanda and Bid: Internet and nephrology

Retraction Notice

The following article was found to be a redundant publication and is retracted herewith with this notice.

Safaei AA, Maleknejad S. Clinical and laboratory findings and therapeutic responses in children with nephrotic syndrome. Indian J Nephrol 
2010;20:68-71.

Editor, Indian Journal of Nephrology

Avinash K
Rectangle


