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



Resolution

Post-publication integrity assessment
is akin to quality control



Resolution



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

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 



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

SLOW and INCOMPLETEINCONSISTENT

OPAQUE

Outcomes 5 years later



Nature 2024; 632:26-28

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

Journals and publishers can follow the guideline but fail miserably
 to undertake an adequate assessment of publication integrity 

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

Recommendations for improvement

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

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

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

3. Format for notification of readers is inconsistent and 
opaque

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

4. Time to resolution is too long 4. Focus on publication integrity, not researcher behaviour
    Adopt 6 month timeline for resolution of concerns

5. Editorial outcomes vary widely in nature 5. Adopt systematic and methodology-driven assessments

6. Editorial outcomes are opaque 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. Communication with those raising concerns is erratic and 
slow

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