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Outline

 The research integrity system at RMIT
 Our experience in working to the Cooperation and Liaison 

between Universities and Editors (CLUE) recommendations
– David Blades, 8th World Conference on Research 
Integrity, Athens, 2024

 Strengthening the role of institutions in cooperation with editors 
and publishers – considerations 



The research integrity system at RMIT

 Principles-based policy and governance
 Risk management
 Voices from the top
 Research integrity advisors and champions
 Education and training
 Data and Research
 Advice and Strategy
 Engagement 
 Investigation processes that assess the integrity of research 

rather than the conduct of researchers



There’s no research misconduct at RMIT

 Investigations into alleged breaches of research integrity

 A breach is a failure to meet the principles and responsibilities of 
research integrity

 Various factors affect the seriousness of a breach

 Corrective actions to address a breach

 A focus on the trustworthiness of research, not on the 
trustworthiness of a researcher (misconduct)





Variation in meeting recommendations of CLUE (2021)

The Good
• This investigation identified an incorrect attribution of authorship in a book chapter.
• RMIT requested that the book chapter be corrected.
• The interaction with the editors and publisher was ideal: communicative, timely, 

fair, and effective.



The Frustrating
• This investigation involved breaches of responsible authorship.
• RMIT cooperated with changing requirements of the editors for corrections.
• Recommendations from the institution for transparent corrections to the paper 

were ignored by the journal. 
• The publication was finalised by the journal with ‘ghost authors’—researchers 

who made significant contributions to the work, but who are not recognised 
anywhere in the publication.



The Bad
• This investigation identified an instance of duplicate publication.
• RMIT requested retraction of the duplicate publication.
• RMIT contacted the publisher and pursued the matter for 18 months when the 

publisher conducted its own investigation and dismissed concerns.
• The publisher did not share details of their investigation.



The Ugly
• This investigation identified falsified images and figures in many outputs.
• RMIT requested corrections and retractions.
• We experienced unexpected outcomes such as editors issuing corrections 

instead of retractions.
• We experienced editors and publishers that privileged authors found to be in 

breach of research integrity over institutions.



Challenges in the CLUE recommendations

1. Improvement to reporting
2. Mixed success in identifying editors
3. Timeliness
4. Largely unidirectional reporting
5. Author-centric practice



Strengthening to role of institutions

 Take responsibility for research 
 Assess integrity of research rather than conduct of researchers
 Improve data and transparency
 Advocate for more balance to author-centric practices 
 Co-authorship of correction and retraction notices

 Support and ensure responsible editorial practice by 
employees
 Policy and guidance
 Education and training
 Address breaches of research integrity due to editorial 

practice



Thank you

David Blades, Anita Arndt.
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