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Publication integrity is the honest, comprehensive and accurate reporting of research




Post-publication integrity assessment
is akin to quality control
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Inconsistency in publishers’ responses to integrity concerns about
published research. Evidence and suggested improvements
Andrew Grey™”, Alison Avenell”, Alan Gaby®, Mark J. Bolland"

No published reports of timely, transparent, comprehensive assessments with consistent outcomes

Multiple reports of slow, opaque, incomplete assessments and inconsistent outcomes
Retraction Watch documents innumerable instances of unsatisfactory assessments and/or outcomes



Concerns about the integrity of 172 clinical trials published 2011-2019 by a single research group

1. Evidence that random allocation of participants could not have produced the treatment
groups reported in this large body of trials. See pp 22-25

2. Evidence that the distribution of numbers of participants withdrawing from the trials is
implausible. See pp 25-27

3. Evidence that reporting of the size of participant populations is frequently contradictory.
See pp 27-28

4. Astonishingly and implausibly prolific research activity. See pp 29-35

5. Unethical conduct of trials. See pp 36-37

6. Very frequent discrepancies between trial registration documents and journal publications
for study conduct, study location, participant age and participant number. See pp 39-42

7. Evidence of compromised integrity in numerous individual publications. See pp 43-116

Concerns and methodologies are published:

Anaesthesia 2020;75:1683-92
J Clin Epidemiol 2021;131:22-9
Account Res 2020;28:149-61

Publishers (20) and journals (65) notified simultaneously by email July 2019
Concerns structured using 11- domain REAPPRAISED publication integrity checklist - Nature 2020;577:167-9



Outcomes 5 years later
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Springer Nature issued ‘editors notes’

Thieme issued ‘notes of concern’

None in Pubmed, ie almost invisible

No journal or publisher provided a detailed response to itemized concerns
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How toimprove assessments
of publication integrity Nature 2024; 632:26-28

Andrew Grey, Alison Avenell, Andrew A, Klein, Jennifer A. Byrne, Peter Wilmshurst & Mark J. Bolland

Committee on Publication Ethics - help or hindrance?

‘Charity’ evolved from an ad hoc group of UK-based journal editors in response to publication integrity
management

Publisher funded, publisher staff majority of councillors/trustees

>14,000 member journals, membership advertised as evidence of commitment to publication integrity
Publishes guidance documents for members in various aspects of publication integrity

A common journal/publisher response is “we have followed the COPE guidelines”

Current iteration in place since about 2006, during which time publication integrity has worsened



Committee on Publication Ethics guidance

Problems

Persistent focus on misconduct rather than publication integrity
Inflamm atory language (guikty/not guilty)

Mo time frames . oy g
Undue reliance on institufional assessment Journals and publishers can follow the guideline but fail miserably

Roadblocks/delays — failure to respond by a nefified party derails progress. Linear to undertake an adequate assessment of publication integrity
pathway means nothing happens quickly

Endless loop - no response from any party goes to requlatory body. Mo action if they

don't respond. If they act, it is just to ask the authors’ institution to investigate. If

unsatisfactory response, an endless loop is established

Mo indication of how to assess concems.

4. Mo recommendation to identify and assess other publicafions by the same researchers
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Could be improved:

 Recommend timelines for notification of readers and resolution of concerns

 Recommend transparency in assessments and outcomes

« Advise how to assess publication integrity

* Focus on reliability of publication not researcher behaviour

« Improve how COPE functions — better engagement with journal readers, reduce conflicts of
interest, take action against members which behave egregiously

Nature 2024; 632:26-28



Issues arising from publishers’ assessments of
concerns about publication integrity

1. Inadequate examination of key research documents

2. Time to notification of readers about the existence of
concerns is too long

3. Format for notification of readers is inconsistent and
opaque

4. Time to resolution is too long

5. Editorial outcomes vary widely in nature

6. Editorial outcomes are opaque

7. Communication with those raising concerns is erratic and
slow

Recommendations for improvement

1. Systematic collation and examination of participant data,
registration documents, ethics oversight documents, laboratory
data

2. Immediate notification of readers once a formal assessment
of concerns is commenced

3. Consistent approach to editorial notices and commitment to
easy and general visibility

4. Focus on publication integrity, not researcher behaviour
Adopt 6 month timeline for resolution of concerns

5. Adopt systematic and methodology-driven assessments

6. Publish concerns raised, processes undertaken and author
responses
Provide point by point responses to itemized concerns
Audit and report results of integrity assessments

7. Proactive, timely and respectful communication with readers
who raise integrity concerns




ACCOUMNTABILITY IN RESEARCH
2011, VOL. 28, NO. 5, 2E5-279

https/doiorg/10.1080/08589621.2020. 1852928
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Correcting the scientific record - A broken system?

Mark ). Bolland &*F, Andrew Grey

Concerns about
publication integrity

Expected route for
notifying concems

Y

Concern raised to
Jaurnal editor

Editor reviews concem
if necessary comesponds with
author

Concermn resolved?

Yes

Editor responds to all relevant
parties

Alternative

2. Alison Avenell @, and Andrew a Klein?

Concerns refermed to Panel
Editor suggests content spacialist reviewers

3

Panel reviews concern
May involve:
Contact author/co-authors
Requestireview raw data
Expert review: content, ethics, statistics

Y

Panel makes judgemeant on publication intagrity

Decision communicated to all parties
Decision published, includes:
Details of concerns raised
Evidence considered
Processes undertaken
Decision by panel
Reasons for decision
Recommended actions

Editor receives Panel Report and decides
whather any actions nacessary

Editor responds to all relevant parties and
publishes response on journal website.
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