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Why publish? 

We all want literature we can trust 

But there are sometimes conflicting priorities… 

• Readers (public & professional): authorative 
information 

• Editors: to publish “good” papers 

• Journalists: to get a story 

• Authors: to get published, funded, and promoted 

• Institutions: to attract high-calibre faculty 

 



Culture of scientific research 

• Online survey, 970 
responses 

• 15 discussion events 
with universities 
around UK 

• Evidence-gathering 
meetings with funding 
bodies, publishers and 
editors of scientific 
research, and 
academics from social 
sciences 



Pressure to publish 

“…publishing in high impact factor journals is still 
thought to be the most important element in 
determining whether researchers gain funding, jobs 
and promotions, along with article-level metrics such 
as citation numbers. This has created a strong 
pressure on scientists not only to ‘publish or perish’, 
but to publish in particular journals.” 



Pressure to publish 

• 58% aware of others feeling tempted or under 
pressure to compromise on research integrity and 
standards; 26% themselves felt tempted  

• 38% think ‘pressure to publish’ can encourage 
fabrication, altering, omitting, or manipulating data 

• 31% think researchers rushing to publish results 
may not conduct appropriate replications and 
scrutiny of their work 

 



The staircase of misconduct 

Marcovitch et al. 
Croat Med J 2010; 
51: 7–15 

 



Fabricated/falsified data 

• Fabrication: invention of data 

• Falsification: manipulation of real data – eg, 
omission of “inconvenient” findings, alteration of 
images 

 



Fabricated/falsified data - consequences 



Plagiarism 



Plagiarism - consequences 



Conflicts of interest 



Duplicate publication, text recycling 

• Publication of all (or a substantial part of) a piece 
of work more than once (in the same or another 
language) without adequate cross-referencing or 
justification 

• Not considered as serious as plagiarism (indeed 
considered fine by some) but has potential to 
distort publication record (eg, meta-analyses) 

• Has potential copyright ramifications 

 



Duplicate publication - consequences 



Peer review misconduct 

• Use of confidential information for reviewer’s own 
benefit (eg, plagiarising text, stealing data or ideas) 

• Submission of biased review in the hope of preventing 
or delaying publication by a rival 

• Failure to declare competing interests 

• Fake peer review: author recommends a known 
reviewer, providing a false email address which 
he/she administers; author essentially reviews own 
paper 

 



Peer review misconduct - consequences 



Conclusions 

• Pressure to publish is real but should be resisted 

• Journals are part of the problem! 

• Focus on rigour, relevance, and responsibility (to 
patients, communities, policy makers) 

• Ethical conduct is not optional! 

• The consequences can ruin careers and potentially 
harm patients 



Recommendations 

“Researchers [should] actively contribute to the 
adoption of relevant codes of ethical conduct and 
standards for high quality research… and engage with 
funders, publishers and learned societies to maintain 
a two-way dialogue and contribute to policy-making.” 

 

Nuffield Council on Bioethics. The culture of scientific 
research in the UK. December, 2014. 


