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Bluey, ‘Promises’, 2021.



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 publisher was ideal: communicative, timely, fair, and 

effective.



The Okay

• This matter involved an undeclared conflict of interest in a research output.

• The journal acted in an author-centric way to prepare a correction before 

investigative processes were completed by RMIT.



The Unexpected

• This investigation identified multiple breaches including plagiarism, incorrect 

authorship listing, and conducting human research without ethics approval.

• RMIT requested multiple retractions.

• In one instance, an editor responded within half an hour of our request, and both 

retracted the paper and ‘blacklisted’ the author.



The Frustrating

• This matter involved mediation of an authorship dispute.

• 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 text recycling and self-plagiarism.

• 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 publishers issuing corrections 

instead of retractions.

• We experienced publishers that privileged authors found to be in breach of 

principles of research integrity over institutions.



Assess integrity of research rather than 
conduct of researchers

Release investigation reports to 
publishers

Take responsibility for research even 
when researchers have left institution

Consider anonymous or pseudonymous 
allegations



Reflections 

1. Improvement to reporting

2. Timeliness

3. Research integrity rather than researcher misconduct

4. Investigating researcher who had left the institution

5. Considering anonymous allegation



Report peer review 
concerns to university

Cooperation on 
corrigenda and 

retraction notices



Star Trek, ‘Is There In Truth No Beauty?’, 1968.
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