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MODERATOR

Trevor Lane

COPE Council Member
Chair, Education Subcommittee

Trevor Lane is a publishing and education consultant based in
Hong Kong. He was the managing editor of several general and
specialist medical journals in Asia and the senior editor of two
social science journals in the United States. From 2005 to
2015, he headed a knowledge exchange unit at the Faculty of
Dentistry, the University of Hong Kong, where he taught
research communication and publishing ethics to postgraduate
students and helped staff publish and publicise their research.
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WORKSHOP: Introduction to publication ethics
Agenda

* Introduction to COPE
* Interactive Cases

« Q &A Session
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PRESENTERS

Michael Wise
COPE Trustee &
Treasurer

Michael Wise is a bioinformaticist /
computer scientist in the Department
of Computer Science & Software
Engineering at the University of
Western Australia. His research
interests are primarily in microbial
informatics. Michael co-founded the
journal Microbial Informatics and
Experimentation.

Ana Marusic
COPE Council Member

Ana Marusié is Professor of Anatomy
and Chair of the Department of
Research in Biomedicine and Health
at the University of Split School of
Medicine, Croatia. She is an Honorary
Professor at the University of
Edinburgh in the UK. Ana is the Co-
Editor in Chief of the Journal of
Global Health.
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Simon Linacre
COPE Trustee

Simon Linacre is Director of International
Marketing & Development at Cabells having
previously spent 15 years at Emerald
Publishing, working in journal acquisitions,
open access and business development.
Simon is an ALPSP (Association of Learned &
Professional Society Publishers) tutor,
currently leading courses on introduction to
journal publishing.
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An Introduction to COPE

COPE Virtual Seminars: Introduction to Publication Ethics
1 October 2021

Michael J Wise COPE Treasurer
Associate Professor
University of Western Australia
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Introduction to COPE
Agenda
« COPE: Who we are (Hint: you)

« 10 Core Practices (but only 2 here ©))

 Bucket-loads of Resources

publicationethics.org
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Policies and core practices required to reach the highest standards in publication ethics:

Authorship and
contributorship

Allegations
of misconduct

©

Ethical Intellectual
oversight property

Q
i

Complaints
and appeals

Journal
management

Data and
reproducibility

Conflicts of interest/
Competing interests

PLalN
B B
A\ YT-14

Post-publication
discussions and
corrections

Peer review
processes

publicationethics.org
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COPE CORE PRACTICE

Allegations Q

of misconduct

https://cope.onl/misconduct

publicationethics.org
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COPE RESOURCES

Examples of resources for
allegations of misconduct

Flowchart
* Reviewer suspected to have appropriated an
author's ideas or data

Guidelines
« Sharing of information among editors-in-chief
regarding possible misconduct

Case discussion
« Sharing by a reviewer on social media

Webinar
« Webinar 2019: Allegations of misconduct

Forum
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Cases
Discussion
documents
@
5e8
Guidelines I\
Webinars
=
00
= e =2 =]
Flowcharts

eLearning
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COPE RESOURCES
Allegations of misconduct

* Guidelines — Sharing of information among

editors-in-chief regarding possible misconduct

‘C ‘ (o] P‘E publicationethics.org

GUIDELINES:
SHARING OF INFORMATION AMONG
EDITORS-IN-CHIEF REGARDING
POSSIBLE MISCONDUCT

s nal indicato a judgmant of wangaoing, but s marsly
e e

in quastion.

possibio, , AMcusen

“cantigeetial 10, o

1t vamcun pomission.

@ sublicationethics.org

PROMOTING INTEGRITY IN SCHOLARLY
RESEARGH AND ITS PUBLICATION

wriaue exposure, ui..
~vucularly in cases where the suspiciu.
stuncommon for authors in such cases to allege
suld potentially give rise to legal action.

The following guidance from COPE is not intended to serve a.
affording legal protection against such claims; however, it is hop
in terms of responsible actions on the part of EiCs and publishers

GUIDANCE

1. In view of the importance of confidentiality in the scientific publish
of information between EiCs should only be undertaken when the (
a necessary part of fulfilling the EiC’s obligation to prevent and res

2. EiCs should make all initial enquiries in suspected cases accordir
sharing of information (unless there is a reliable indication of an i
should only be shared if there is no response from the author, t'

one journal is thought to be affected.

. If sharing of information is necessary, disclosure should k
EiC believes may have information that is pertinent to
‘mited to the minimum required.

=hared should be restricted =

publicationethics.org
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COPE CORE PRACTICE

Authorship
and contributorship

https://cope.onl/authors

publicationethics.org
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COPE RESOURCES

Examples of resources for
authorship and contributorship

Flowcharts
« How to recognise potential
authorship problems

Guidelines
* How to handle authorship disputes:
a guide for new researchers

Case discussion
» Inconclusive institutional investigation
into authorship dispute

Seminar
« WCRI 2019: Responsible authorship

Eorum
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Flowcharts

eLearning
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COPE RESOURCES
Authorship and contributorship

* Changes in authorship flowcharts

* How to recognise potential authorship problems infographic

K
=]
o
]

AUTHORSHIP PROBLEMS

HOW TO RECOGNISE POTENTIAL

PROMOTING INTEGRITY IN SCHOLARLY
RESEARGH AND ITS PUBLICATION

\J v
Requester/author(s) Author(s) alleges Auts
gives a reason fraud interpre

SEE APPROPRIATE Suggest author,
No ® -— > FLOWCHART put views in a letter.
(EG,

v

FOR Explain you will
Check that all authors FABRICATED DATA give other authors a
agree in writing to the chance to respond
Explain that you change (including and will publish both
will not change the excluded author) letters if suitable
authorship until (ie, correct length,
not libellous)

you have written

agreement from all
authors. Provide

authorship guidelines
but do not enter
into dispute

T
@ &

authors agree

REFER CASE
TO AUTHORS'
INSTITUTION(S) AND @
ASK IT/THEM TO
ADJUDICATE Vee

PUBLISH

CORRECTION

REQUIRED BY
TITUTION(S)

PUBLISH
CORRECTION
IF NEEDED

Yes

PUBLISH @
CORRECTION Author(s) writes a
publishable letter
l Check that all '. a ¢

© @

Yes No
iRy oras Author(s) does not

agree to write letter
ST (or writes something
the situation unpublishable)

N IF AUTHOR INSISTS
ON REMOVAL OF
NAME AND OTHER

Invite others to respond AUTHORS AGREE,
THEN CONSIDER

PUBLISHING

CORRECTION

>,

authors explaining

® O]

Yes, other authors No, other authors do
submit response not wish to respond

v

PUBLISH W
BOTH LETTERS

publicationethics.org
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COPE RESOURCES
Translated resources
COPE is working towards
translating more resources
to allow communication
with a wider audience.
Currently, at least some
resources in : Arabic,
Chinese, French, Italian,
Japanese, Persian, Polish,

Spanish, Turkish

PROMOTING INTEGRITY IN SCHOLARLY
RESEARGH AND ITS PUBLICATION

ORGANIGE UN TALLER DE REVISIGN =
POR PARES CON CASOS GOPE ‘: A

RELRENEMAEREES HRE(E c ‘0 P‘E

ROB FEERRLE
ERFBSERTE FFACOPEZR
BIZE R 1T IF
HiffiTs

REMERAEREESIREEE

REE P K B 5| A— M B AR
RO FCH—HRBERBE—HL ABRMTHEN: RERBORER
(BESEMARL) BREERINSHEFOIB0RR RIONEREER
IR EHFREFEEEOZIBN=EU L

i AFF R .

LHPA HHRRERERM RERDERSIHRESHEKA20RU L H#EMKERS|

AESIEXUSMI R AZER3| B RERAN & NERE

931/ st fe =

ELH-R 893178 RXBERECE

e T i8R, 231> UBBIES

BRIEX

EWHTIREN2ZE TRAQARHRLEIN 3 BERF LOS T TRETEH T
TNl nR L LOORUTE & WERE

RENERZ LGNS| MOORE-

{NERIIBREZE A
AfFe RERMROUNBHRNERARWENEIL HIDHR:

MHUIFAREAT

fiRREacH

7 $4CON

BE—- O

ERMNSFBERRHERREEEN-

EiTFETHIR

: editor solicitaba a un autor que citase un articulo publicado por el propio editor.

Una investigacion en mayor profundidad destapd un patron de comportamiento

e\, preocupante: el editor solicitaba en las cartas (incluidos también los comentarios

de los revisores) que se anadiesen citaciones de sus trabajos en mas de 50 casos,
cifra que triplicaba el nimero de veces que el editor solicitaba anadir citaciones
de trabajos en 105 que no aparecia como coautor.

€ oditor
Aveces, [ itacionos venian de ¥, otras veces, solo dol
editor. Esto 20 ca
los dol editor mucho mas frecuentomente
fos que el
1 un autor
y ol edi

i6n do los articulos, ol editor
dicional . €1 editor ' editorial, quiones

a solicitud do las
1 oditor jofo y pidieron al editor por
acionos.
2] trabajo
famds a
=] rovista ditoral que todos los

. La

luyen en y a
n el que afirman haber leido y estar de acuerdo con el codigo ético cada afo,

ndria quo haber hecho aigo do forma diferento? g1 qué?

como osto mds faciimento?

Tallor

do revisi6n por pares.

publicationethics.org
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INTERACTIVE CASE 1

Based on Case 06-15

You, as editor, discover that a submitted manuscript on health care doesn’t seem to have
formal ethics approval. When you ask the authors to explain, they reply:

» The paper presents anonymised aggregated data on maternal mortality and quality of care in
facilities in different regions of the country

* They received permission from local authorities (including local elders, community leaders, and
health care providers) to scrutinise records of facilities

« This counts as an audit, so they didn’t seek permission from the university ethics committee

publicationethics.org


https://publicationethics.org/case/ethics-approval-audit-1
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INTERACTIVE CASE 1

Based on Case 06-15

What do you do?

A. Reject the article

B. Inform their institution
C. Review the article as is

D. Other (please type in the Chat box)

publicationethics.org


https://publicationethics.org/case/ethics-approval-audit-1
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SUSPEGTED ETHIGAL PROBLEM

INA SUBMITTED MANUSCGRIPT

E

https://publicationethics.org/files/ethical-problem-

in-submitted-manuscript-cope-flowchart.pdf

REVIEWER (OR EDITOR) RAISES ETHICAL
CONCERN ABOUT MANUSCRIPT

o~

Thank reviewer (or editor) and say

R

Request author to supply

relevant details

©-

Satiéfébtory
response

l

APOLOGISE TO AUTHOR,
INFORM REVIEWER
OF OUTCOME AND

PROCEED WITH REVIEW

>

No or

unsatisfactory response

l

£

i

Inform author that review |

| proc

ess is suspended until =
case is resolved i

For example, lack of ethical

approval, concern about patient
consent or protection, or concern

| about animal experimentation

For example, request evidence

of ethical committee/IRB
approval or copy of informed

consent documents

For COPE members, consider
submitting case to COPE Forum

if it raises novel ethical issues



https://publicationethics.org/files/ethical-problem-in-submitted-manuscript-cope-flowchart.pdf

Cite this as:

: COPE Council.

- COPE Flowcharts

;and infographics —
Suspected ethical
‘problemin a submitted
:manuscript — English. :
. hitps://doi.ora/
'10,24318/cope.
+2019.2.19

:©2021 Committee
: on Publication Ethics .
+(CC BY-NC-ND 4.0) 7 :

Euuhlicatiunethics.nrg

Version 2: May 2021.

ETHICAL

Forward concerns 1o author's

employer or person responsible
for research governance at institution

Case resolved
satisfactorily

No or
unsatisfactory response

~ ¢
R

Contact institution at 3-6
monthly intervals, seeking
conclusion of investigation

No or
unsatisfactory response

l

REFER TO
OTHER AUTHORITIES
(EG, MEDICAL REGISTRATION
BODY, UKPRI, ORI)

INFORM REVIEWER ABOUT
OUTCOME/ACTION




https://publicationethics.org/files/Guidance for Editors Resea
rch Audit and Service Evaluations v2 0.pdf

CIO PI|E | commiTree on PUBLICATION ETHICS

Guidance for Editors: Research, Audit and
Service Evaluations

Regulations regarding what type of study requires ethical approval vary worldwide. In some countries all studies
require ethical approval but in others not. This may lead to submission to journals of manuscripts relating to such
studies that do not satisfy the journal's normal requirement for independent ethical approval, and rejection of the

manuscript because of misunderstanding of local regulations.

In the UK, for example, the Health Research Authority (HRA), which coordinates and regulates ethical approval of
research involving human subjects, specifically excludes projects from requiring ethical approval if they fall into the
categories of of clinical audit, service evaluation, research and usual practice/surveillance work in public health, even
though: (i) they may have considerable ethical implications (e.g. the danger of coercion and threats to autonomy and
confidentiality); (i) their methods may overlap with studies defined as ‘research’; and (iii) it may be difficult to decide
how to define certain studies, even using the ctiteria suggested by HRA.

Other countries may have similar restrictions that make it difficult or unnecessary to obtain approval for certain types
of study. This guidance has therefore been produced by COPE as an aid to journal editorial teams who are required
to review such manuscripts.

|



https://publicationethics.org/files/Guidance_for_Editors_Research_Audit_and_Service_Evaluations_v2_0.pdf

COPE recommends that editors reviewing such a manuscript should consider the following, in addition to the usual
criteria that are applied during editorial review:

1

Is the study scientifically valid and clearly presented; for example is the sample size adequate, are
the results adequately and clearly presented and explained, and have the investigators excluded
or considered the possible confounding factors and/or biases? Second, does the study contribute
sufficiently to knowledge to make acceptance and publication a possibility?

Have the ethical harms been minimised; for example has due care been taken to avoid coercion or
exploitation, to protect confidentiality, to minimise the risk of physical and psychological harm and to
respect autonomy where possible? (For example, information sheets and consent forms can still be
used for certain audits and service evaluations as a demonstration that appropriate ethical standards
are being met, even if a research ethics committee has not asked for it). It may be necessary to seek
further information from the investigators to establish how they have addressed these issues.

Do the benefits outweigh the harms in this particular study’s case?
If there is doubt about local law or regulations, editors should clarify this with the authors and

ask them to provide a letter from the individual research ethics committee or the research ethics
authority in that country about the research.

COPE acknowledges that aspects of this process may already be followed by editorial teams as part
of their review of papers, and are also similar to those undertaken by research ethics committees
themselves when considering applications. It is suggested, however, that following the above scheme
may provide a practical framework. Further, it is advised that such deliberations be documented as part
of the journal’s standard record-keeping. Finally, it is hoped that this guidance will be useful for authors
as well as editor.




clos

E

INTERACTIVE CASE 2

PRO
RES

EARCH AND ITS PUBLICATION

OTING INTEGRITY IN SCHOLARLY

]

-

publicationethics.org



PROMOTING INTEGRITY IN SCHOLARLY
RESEARGH AND ITS PUBLICATION

E

]

-

clos

INTERACTIVE CASE 2

Based on Case 05-08

You, as editor, find that a review published in your journal:
* |s mainly a translated version of an article published by others in another journal
» Did not declare it was a translation of a published article

« Has some of your editorial board members as authors

publicationethics.org


https://publicationethics.org/case/plagiarism-3

PROMOTING INTEGRITY IN SCHOLARLY

E RESEARGH AND ITS PUBLICATION

]

-

clos

INTERACTIVE CASE 2

Based on Case 05-08

What do you do?

A. Retract the article

B. Dismiss the editorial board members
C. Write to the authors and institutions

D. Other (please type in the Chat box)

publicationethics.org


https://publicationethics.org/case/plagiarism-3
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PLAGIARISM
IN A PUBLISHED ARTICLE

https://publicationethics.org/files/plagiarism-published-article-cope-flowchart.pdf

Note

The ingtructions to
authors should include
a definition of plagiariem
and state tha journals
policy on plagiansm.

READER INFORMS EDITOR

ABOUT SUSPECTED PLAGIARISM

Thank reader and say you
plan to investigate, Get full
documentary evidence if not
aready provided

o

Cheack degree of copying
1

Y

=

Clear plagiarism
(unattributed use of large portions
of text and/or data, presantad as

if they were by the plagianst)

\J

>

Contact comesponding author in writing,

ideally encloeing signed authorship
statement (or cover letter) stating that
work is original/the author's own and
documentary evidence of plagiariem

v

%

Minor copying of ehort phrases only
(eg, n discussion of reeearch paper).
No mieattribution of data

\

Contact author in neutral terme expreesing
disappointment/explaining joumal's poeition.
Diecuse publishing comection giving reference

to orignal paper(g) if this has been omitted

v

INFORM READER
(AND PLAGIARISED AUTHOR(S) IF

DIFFERENT) OF JOURNAL'S ACTIONS



https://publicationethics.org/files/plagiarism-published-article-cope-flowchart.pdf

Cite thio as:

COPE Council.
.COPE Flowcharts
‘and infographics —

Plogiariam in o

published article

— English.

httped/doi.org/

10.24318/cope.
201822

@202 Committee
on Publication Ethica

(CC BY-NC-ND 4.0) &
‘publicationethics.org :

Veoraion 1: 2008,

INTELLECTIML
PROPERTY

©-

No reeponee

Attempt to contact
all other authore

Author responds
Y \
Uneatisfactory Satisfactory explanation
explanation/ (honest error/journal inetructions
admits guilt unclear/very junior researcher)
Y
Contact all authors Wiite to author
and tell them what {all authors if poesibla),
you plan to do explaining position
] and expectad
future behaviour.
INFORM EDITOR OF Coneider if need for
OTHER JOURNAL(S) retraction or comrection

INVOLVED OR

PUBLISHER OF
PLAGIARISED BOOK(S).
CONSIDER PUBLISHING

RETRACTION

CONSIDER INFORMING
AUTHOR'S SUPERIOR
AND/OR PERSON

RESPONSIBLE
FOR RESEARCH
GOVERNANCE

e

INFORM READER
AND VICTIM{S) OF 2%

(check Medline/Google for

No reepones

Contact author's
your concem is
passed to author's
supearior and/or
person reapongible for
research governance

OUTCOME/ACTION

)

If no responea,
KEEP CONTACTING

g INSTITUTION EVERY

3-6 MONTHS

if no resolution, corsider
contacting other authorities,




clos

E

INTERACTIVE CASE 3

PRO
RES

EARCH AND ITS PUBLICATION

OTING INTEGRITY IN SCHOLARLY

]

-

publicationethics.org



PROMOTING INTEGRITY IN SCHOLARLY

E RESEARGH AND ITS PUBLICATION

]

clos

-

INTERACTIVE CASE 3, PART 1

Based on Case 12-16

One of your handling editors sends a submitted manuscript to 5 peer reviewers:
« 3 agree to review

« All reviews are very positive and recommend the revised manuscript to be accepted
You, as editor, think the reviews are suspicious and investigate:

* You can’t find any past publications for the 3 reviewers

» Their email addresses are from web-based email providers, not institution-based

* You discover all 3 reviewers do not exist

publicationethics.org


https://publicationethics.org/case/compromised-peer-review-unpublished
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INTERACTIVE CASE 3, PART 1

Based on Case 12-16

What do you do?

A. Reject the manuscript

B. Ask the handling editor to explain
C. Ask the authors to explain

D. Other (please type in the Chat box)

publicationethics.org


https://publicationethics.org/case/compromised-peer-review-unpublished

https://publicationethics.org/files/peer-review-manipulation-during-review-cope-flowchart.pdf

C/OP|E

PEER REVIEW MANIPULATION
SUSPECTED DURING THE PEER REVIEW PROGESS

Note

See ako infographic
'How to recognise
potential manipulation of
the peer review process’ SUSPEND PEER REVIEW PROCESS IF PEER
https://doi.ory/10.24318/ REVIEWER NAME APPEARS LEGITIMATE BUT
cope.2019.215 and SUSPICIOUS EMAIL ADDRESS PROVIDED
guidance on ‘Systematic
manipulation of the
publication process’
https://doi.org/10,24318/
cope,2010.2.23.

Vexify pear reviewer
at organisation

@@

Check publication record, online search,
or reviewer database to find other means
of independently locating email addreea

Contact named peer reviewer and ask if thay

aleo use the email addmes provided to you
|

v : :

Yas @ @ No @ No reepones

P
e ®



https://publicationethics.org/files/peer-review-manipulation-during-review-cope-flowchart.pdf

Cite thie am:

COPE Council.
COPE Flowcharts
and nfographice —
Pear revieow
manipulation
suspacted dunng
the peer review
process — Engliah,
httpa//doi.org/
10.24318/ cops.
2019.2.20

@221 Committea
on Publication Ethios
[CC BY-NC-ND AL 2

publicationethics.org

Yerwon 1;
November 2018

. )

Can named reviewer

: x Thank the contacted
NUAG VAl PV individual and say you
details of the manuecript plan to nvestigate
they are reviewing?
l
\J
SATISFACTORY O -
EXPLANATION,
THANK REVIEWER Contact individual who

suggested the named peer
reviewer (eg, handling editor)
and ask for explanation

@ < |

if eatisfactory
(eq, naive or genuine mistake)

-©

If unsatisfactory/no reepones
or author ssamingly suggestad

| the pesr reviewer

: ;
THANK INDIVIDUAL
AND CONSIDER
WHETHER AN
ADDITIONAL PEER
REVIEWER COULD
BE SOUGHT

O

Explan situation to author and
author institution in neutral
terme and see if any further
information can be shared

®-

If satisfactory
(eg, naive or genuine mistaks)

l
\

THANK AUTHOR AND INSTITUTION,
CONSIDER CONTINUING WITH

PEER REVIEW BUT INVITE
ADDITIONAL REVIEWERS

-Q©

If unsatiefactory

\

REJECT
MANUSCRIPT

Explain to author
and author nstitution
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INTERACTIVE CASE 3, PART 2

Based on Case 12-16

You ask the handling editor to explain:

« 2/5 reviewers were nominated by the handling editor but did not reply

» The 3 reviewers who reviewed the paper were suggested by the authors at submission stage
You ask all authors to explain, but none reply:

* You also can’t find the institutional research ethics committee

* You discover the vice principal is the paper’s senior author

publicationethics.org
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INTERACTIVE CASE 3, PART 2

Based on Case 12-16

What do you do?

A. Dismiss the handling editor

B. Keep trying to contact the authors/institution

C. Search for submitted/published papers with same authors/reviewers

D. Other (please type in the Chat box)

publicationethics.org


https://publicationethics.org/case/compromised-peer-review-unpublished

https://publicationethics.org/files/COPE%20PR Manipulation Process.pdf

HOW TO RECOGNISE POTENTIAL MANIPULATION OF THE PEER REVIEW PROGESS

Peer reviewers may be suggested by:
¢ the Editor handling the manuscript.

¢ authors on submission of their manuscript to a journal.

* another reviewer who is unable to peer review
the manuscript.

While there is an expectation that everyone involved in the
process acts with integrity #¢'7), the peer review process can be
susceptible to manipulation ¢/ as discussed at COPE’s 2016
North American Seminar. 7¢'%

The features or patterns of activity shown opposite are
suggested to help Editors recognise potential signs of peer
review manipulation. Often it is the occurrence of these features
in combination that may indicate a potential issue, and they may
only become apparent at later stages in the peer review or
publishing process.

Relevant COPE Cases:

Case 11-27: Author Creates Bogus Email Accounts
for Proposed Reviewers
http://bit.ly/2eTOMVm

Case 12-12: Comp ised Peer Review in Published Papers
http://bit.ly/2wVLkKU
Case 12-16: C d Peer R (Unpublished)

http://bit.ly/2y204nv

References:

1. COPE Ethical Guidelines to Peer Review.
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peer review database
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submit manuscripts to
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when inviting peer reviewers.
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the manuscript and their email
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may suggest peer review
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INTERACTIVE CASE 4, PART 1

Based on Case 01-33

You, as editor, receive an email saying that:

* A published article in your journal has nearly the same title and content as an article previously
published in another journal

 The author lists of the two articles are different

publicationethics.org
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INTERACTIVE CASE 4, PART 1

Based on Case 01-33

What do you do?

A. Retract the article

B. Inform the other journal about duplicate publication
C. Report the authors to their institution for plagiarism

D. Other (please type in the Chat box)

publicationethics.org
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https://publicationethics.org/files/respond-whistleblowers-
concerns-cope-flowchart.pdf

C|O P|E ( BioMed Central
The Open Access Publisher

Notes

- The tone of the \([z’_fg’]‘ll“_lfd

may be aggressive or

personal. Respond

politely; don't get drawn | A PUBLISHED ARTICLE IS CRITICISED VIA DIRECT EMAIL
into personal exchanges. TO THE EDITOR OR PUBLISHER. THIS COULD INCLUDE

- Sometimes the ANONYMOUS OR NOT ANONYMOUS CONCERNS
whistieblower may prefer ABOUT SOUNDNESS OF THE DATA OR ALLEGATIONS
to remain anonymous. OF PLAGIARISM, FIGURE MANIPULATION,

It is important not to try ‘ OR OTHER FORMS OF MISCONDUCT

to ‘out’ people who wish

A\

1O De anonymous. -
Let the publisher and the communications
team know about any allegations. It is useful to
establish an escalation procedure and agree

a process for responding ahead of time

l_

Do the allegations contain specific and detailed
evidence to support the claim?

5

WHEN CONCERNS ARE RAISED DIRECTLY

RESPONDING TO WHISTLEBLOWERS

é

©-

Yes No
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you are unable to investigate
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let them know the outcome but \ ‘ /
will not necessariy be in contact When more detail is No more
_ reguisrly before then J provided, investigate details provided
~
Investigate according to the IF THEY PERSIST WITH
bR e R B appropriate COPE Flowchart or VAGUE CLAIMS, POLITELY
: COPE Council. : guidance, and also follow own SAY YOU CANNOT PURSUE
: COPE Flowcharts L publisher’s guidance J THIS FURTHER
‘ and infographics —
+ Responding to l
: whistieblowers when

' concerns are raised

: directly — English. : IF THERE IS AN OUTCOME TO YOUR
+ https//doi.org/ 5 INVESTIGATION, SUCH AS A CORRECTION
: 10.24318/cope. -

OR RETRACTION, INFORM THE PERSON

1 2019225
: ©2021 Committee

* on Publication Ethics
' (CC BY-NC-ND 4.0) (7 /\
: publicationethics.org : \

WHO ORIGINALLY RAISED THE CONCERN

Version 1:
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Notes

- The instructions to
authors should state
the journal’s policy on
redundant publication.

- To help in future
investigations, ask
authors at submission
stage to verify that their
manuscript is original and
has not been published
elsewhere.

- ICMJE advises that
translations are acceptable
but MUST reference the
original. Editors may
consider publishing a
correction (ie, the link to
the original article) rather
than a retraction/notice

IN A PUBLISHED ARTICLE

of duplicate publication
in such cases.

REDUNDANT (DUPLICATE) PUBLICATION

Major overlap/redundancy (ie, based on same dataset
with identical findings and/or evidence that authors
have sought to hide redundancy, for example, by changing
title or author order or not referring to previous papers)

-
/A\ (" Contact stthor In nevirsi tanms | INFORM READER
2 expressing concernv/explaininag iournal's OF DECISION

A

READER INFORMS EDITOR ABOUT
REDUNDANT PUBLICATION

N

(" Thank reader and say you A
plan to investigate. Get full
documentary evidence if

not already provided P,

v

Check extent and nature
of overlap/redundancy

Minor overlap (‘salami publishing’ with some

No significant
element of redundancy) or legitimate repetition overlap

or re-analysis (eg, subgroup analysis/

extended follow-up/repeated methods)
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stating that submitted work has not been published to original paper.
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elsewhere and documentary evidence of duplication * / \
l /Where editor has reason\ [
to believe failure to refer
to previous paper(s)
\ was deliberate, consider
Dl informing author’s
No response superior or person
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\_ research governance )
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all other authors
L\ ’ (check Medline/Google for INFORM READER OF
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‘ published article
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POST-PUBLICATION DISCUSSIONS

AND CORRECTIONS

) 4

Unsatiéfa ctory
explanation/
admits guilt

l

INFORM EDITOR OF
OTHER JOURNAL
INVOLVED.
CONSIDER PUBLISHING
RETRACTION,

OR STATEMENT
OF REDUNDANT
PUBLICATION
IF OTHER JOURNAL
AGREES TO RETRACT

CONSIDER
INFORMING
AUTHOR'’S SUPERIOR
AND/OR PERSON
RESPONSIBLE
FOR RESEARCH
GOVERNANCE

v ,'
@‘ '@‘
(=) () )
. 4 N’

Satisfactor)} Vexplanation No reébonse
(honest error/legitimate

publication)

e

Write to author

(all authors if possible),

explaining position
and expected
future behaviour.
Consider if need for

\retraction or correction

J

Inform

author(s)

of your
action
/

-

Contact author's institution |

requesting your concem is passed
to author’s superior and/or person
responsible for research governance

INFORM READER OF /\

e

,"’/ -\\

If no response,

KEEP CONTACTING
INSTITUTION EVERY
3-6 MONTHS
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INTERACTIVE CASE 4, PART 2

Based on Case 01-33

You then receive a request from the corresponding author to withdraw the article on the

grounds that “the same work has been published by my senior colleague in some other

journal”

publicationethics.org
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INTERACTIVE CASE 4, PART 2

Based on Case 01-33

What do you do?

A. Retract the article

B. Retract and remove the article

C. Ask the other journal to publish a statement of redundant publication

D. Other (please type in the Chat box)

publicationethics.org
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https://publicationethics.org/files/Research institutions guidelines final 0 0.pdf

C O P |E | commiTTEE ON PUBLICATION ETHICS

Gooperation hetween research institutions and journals on
research integrity cases: guidance from the Committee on
Publication Ethics (GOPE)

Summary

Institutions and journals both have important duties relating to research and publication misconduct.
Institutions are responsible for the conduct of their researchers and for encouraging a healthy research
environment. Journals are responsible for the conduct of their editors, for safeguarding the research
record, and for ensuring the reliability of everything they publish. It is therefore important for institutions
and journals to communicate and collaborate effectively on cases relating to research integrity. To
achieve this, we make the following recommendations.

Institutions should:

e have a research integrity officer (or office) and publish their contact details prominently;
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‘C|D‘ P‘E ‘ publicationethics.org

GUIDELINES:
SHARING OF INFORMATION AMONG
EDITORS-IN-CHIEF REGARDING
POSSIBLE MISCONDUCT
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https://publicationethics.org/files/cope-retraction-guidelines-v2.pdf

|G |0 P|E | publicationethics.org

GUIDELINES:

RETRAGTION GUIDELINES
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GUIDELINES: SUBMIT YOUR CASE

A SHORT GUIDETO o for discussion and advice
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