
The COPE Case Taxonomy: 

reclassification and analysis of COPE’s 

publication ethics cases 
 

Irene Hames, PhD, FSB (COPE Council Member 2010-13) 
 

    @irenehames       @C0PE 
 

COPE European Seminar, Brussels, 14 March 2014 

 

  



Credits 

 

Project group: Irene Hames, Charon Pierson, Natalie 

Ridgeway and Virginia Barbour  

 

Presented at: the 7th International Congress on Peer 

Review and Biomedical Publication, 8-10 September 

2013, Chicago 

 

http://www.peerreviewcongress.org/2013/Plenary-Session-Abstracts-9-

8.pdf (p.20) 

 



. 

 

 

 

● Cases database 

● Updated classification scheme needed 

● New scheme - 18 main Classifications, up to 2 per case  

      - 99 Keywords, up to 10 per case 

      - descriptive, not judgemental 

●  The coding exercise 

Classifications and Keywords indicate the topics discussed, not that a 

particular form of misconduct had occurred 

 

 



The COPE Case Taxonomy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

being launched soon … 

 

 



Cases, Classifications & Keywords, 1997-2012 

   Number           Mean 



Classification of COPE cases, 1997-2012 



Classification of COPE cases, 1997-2012, 

categories with >7 instances in a 4-year period 



Keyword analysis Group 1: have been and 

remain major topics 

Authorship 

• disputed  45% 

• changes  34% 

• gift           10% 

• ghost         9% 
 

Plagiarism (~70% occurred 2005-12) 

• in published article  52% 

• in submitted article  38% 

• text recycling           10% (most 2009-12) 

 



Keyword analysis Group 2: high incidence, 

decreasing 

Questionable/unethical research 

• decreases: ethical review/approval, participant consent, 

participant confidentiality, protection of subject 

• most frequent 2005-08 and 2009-12: research 

integrity/ethics investigations 
 

Redundant/duplicate publication  

• redundant/duplicate publication  65% 

• multiple submissions                   29% 

• involving translations                     5% 

• prior publication                             1% 



Keyword analysis Group 3: increasing 

Conflict of interest                 

• author 46%, reviewer 32%, editor 22% 

Correction of the literature 

• retractions 47%, corrections 27%, expressions of concern 11%, 

disputes 9%, corrigenda & errata 6% 

Data 

• top: over 16yr - fabrication 17%, selective/misleading reporting/ 

interpretation 13%; 2009-12 – unauthorized use & image manip. 

Misconduct/questionable behaviour 

• author 60%, reviewer 27%, editor 11%, instit. 1%, soc/jrnl owner 1% 

Peer review 

• editorial decisions 50%, process 50% 

 



Informing guideline development … 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

‘COPE’s new Ethical Guidelines for Peer Reviewers: background, issues, and evolution’,  

ISMTE, EON May 2013, Vol6, issue4, 

http://c.ymcdn.com/sites/www.ismte.org/resource/resmgr/eon/cope%27s_new_ethical_guideline.pdf 

 

 



The traditional COPE Forum 
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Making the Forum accessible to more 

members 
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   Thank you … questions? 
 

 
 

 

Irene Hames: irene.hames@gmail.com             @irenehames 
 

Comments/queries for COPE: Natalie Ridgeway Operations Manager 

cope_opsmanager@publicationethics.org     @C0PE 

 

Website: http://www.publicationethics.org/ 

 

 

http://www.publicationethics.org/

