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Plagiarism in Context

Office of Research Integrity:

“Research misconduct means fabrication, falsification, or plagiarism in 
proposing, performing, or reviewing research, or in reporting research 
results.

a) Fabrication is making up data or results and recording or reporting them.

b) Falsification is manipulating research materials, equipment, or 
processes, or changing or omitting data or results such that the research 
is not accurately represented in the research record.

c) Plagiarism is the appropriation of another person’s ideas, processes, 
results, or words without giving appropriate credit.

d) Research misconduct does not include honest error or differences of 
opinion.”
Source: Dept of Health & Human Services, Office of Research Integrity Annual Report 2006 
http://ori.dhhs.gov/documents/annual_reports/ori_annual_report_2006.pdf



Plagiarism in Context

Plagiarism – taking credit for the work of another, includes:

• citation plagiarism: “the conscious failure to credit 
appropriately a prior discoverer, so as to give an improper 
impression of priority”

• self-plagiarism (auto-plagiarism): the publication of (or 
submission of) the same content in (or to) different journals

• “plagiarism by omission”, or “citation amnesia or “citation 
negligence”: ignoring highly relevant citations intentionally



A growing problem?

ctrl+c ctrl+v





Plagiarism in Context





Garner et. al.

Comparing Medline content using 
eTBLAST

• 9120 articles with "high levels of citation 
similarity and no overlapping authors"

• 212 pairs of articles "with signs of potential 
plagiarism"

• 83 internal investigations leading to 46 
retractions (Feb 09) 



10.1038/457240a 



• 2,709 publisher and society members

• 35 million content items with DOIs

• 22,000 journals

• 81,000 books

• 14,000 conference proceedings



To enable easy identi!cation and use of trustworthy electronic 
content by promoting the cooperative development and 

application of a sustainable infrastructure.



To enable easy identi!cation and use of trustworthy electronic 
content by promoting the cooperative development and 

application of a sustainable infrastructure.



• 2006: CrossRef membership raises plagiarism 
as key area of concern

• Late 2007/ early 2008: pilot with seven large 
publishers and technology partner iParadigms 

• June 2008: CrossCheck launched



Plagiarism Detection



What a machine can do...



• Plagiarism of text outside the database

• Plagiarism of ideas

• Plagiarism of graphics/equations

• Plagiarism by omission

• Incorrect citation

• Acceptable or unacceptable “self-plagiarism”

• Coincidence

• Acceptable copying

A machine cannot determine



Legitimate Duplication



The process



• Software that compares text and looks for 
overlap

• A database of content against which to check 
text















Pricing

• Annual admin fee (20% of CrossRef membership 
fee)

• Per-document checking fee ($0.75– $0.25)



Triage
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Future Functionality 

• Changes will facilitate seamless transition from 
Editorial Manager & Preprint Manager to 
CrossCheck and back again.

• Automatic login to CrossCheck to simplify 
transition from Editorial Manger & Preprint 
Manager

• Automatic upload of files for similarity checking 

• Automated download of similarity report from 
CrossCheck to Editorial Manager & Preprint 





Progress to date

• 46 member publishers

• 35 more in process of joining

• CrossCheck database

– 11 million content items

! 25m+ when all members indexed

– 17,000 titles



Plagiarism Repercussions

• Reputation

• Author, Publication, Publisher, Research

• Legal - an author may

• be a plagiarist without infringing copyright (e.g. if the copying is not 
substantial)

• infringe copyright without being a plagiarist (e.g. if the copying is 
acknowledged)

• Time and money defending ourselves

• from other authors and publishers who believe their work has been 
plagiarised by us

• from our own authors who are aggrieved by actions taken following 
an allegation

Further reading: Plagiarism and the law, Joss Saunders - Blake Lapthorn Tarlo Lyons November 2007 
www.bllaw.co.uk/sectors/publishing/publications.aspx

http://www.bllaw.co.uk/sectors/publishing/publications.aspx
http://www.bllaw.co.uk/sectors/publishing/publications.aspx


Allegations of Plagiarism

...and what to do about them

http://www.publicationethics.org.uk/

http://www.publicationethics.org.uk/
http://www.publicationethics.org.uk/


Contact author in writing, 

ideally enclosing signed 

authorship statement 

stating that submitted 

work is original and 

documentary proof of 

plagiarism

Write to author(s) 

rejecting submission, 

explaining position and 

expected future behaviour

Instructions to authors 

should include a definition 

of plagiarism and state the 

journal’s policy on it

Consider informing 

author’s superior and/or 

person responsible for 

research governance and/

or potential victim



Case Study
• 1969 Mary’s article is published

• April 2004, John submits substantially the same article

• 2005 editor dies

• December 2005 John’s article published

• January 2006 a reader alerts us to the similarity

• Feb 2006 we write to John and Mary

• Feb 2006 John claims he withdrew the article but there is no correspondence 
on file

• March 2006 extensive emails and correspondence on wording of retraction

• April 2006 retraction published

• April 2007 Office of Research Integrity at John’s institution begins formal 
investigation

• June 2007 student newspaper picks up the story….



Why join?

• To increase trust in your content by validating its 
provenance and authenticity

• To deter would-be plagiarists from plagiarizing 
your publications

• To deter would-be plagiarists from submitting to 
your publications

• To protect your reputation

• To promote the value of the publishing process



Why CrossCheck?

• Only service with database of relevant 
publications to check against

• Discounted pricing as compared to using 
iThenticate directly

• CrossCheck community and CrossRef support



• Cost/benefit analysis on where to integrate and how 
much to check

• Use of “CrossCheck Depositor” and “CrossCheck 
Deposited” logos

• Integration into publishing workflows and systems

• Exploring detection of duplicate submissions

Issues to be resolved 



Summary

• Plagiarism is a significant problem in academic 
publishing

• Initial results with CrossCheck are encouraging

• But it requires a critical mass in the target 
database, integration into publishing workflows, 
and a clear business model

• It will never substitute for the diligence of 
publishers, editors and peer reviewers

• …and the cure can be more painful than the 
disease
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