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Be first to publish

You worked at breakneck spesd to develsp your reseanch
results—shouldr't your publisher work just as hand to
getyour breakthroughs out to the world?

The Lancat is the only medical joumal to offer the Fast-Track
selice to publish important, prctice-changing research in 4
wieaks ar ks, in prirt and online.

With increzeed  competition for funding and  tenu,
being first makes all the difference.

At The Loncet, we understand the intense pressume
researchers face to hawe their woices heard fist in their
fekd. That's why we're the onby joumal to have its own
separate, dedicated Fast-Track team to giveyour res2arch the
global attention and prestige it desenes.

Authors agree about Fast-Track...

"Thanks... for the astoundingh
fast turnaround”

"You certalnly work fast”

"Qur team werevery Impressed by the
speed and quality of The Lancet editorial
process”

“...| am delighted at the speed of actlon”

"Thanks for your fantastic help... working
with TheLancet has truly been a real joy..."
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TheLancet
—your first choice to publish, fast
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= Lancet’s comm-l}r\@ to pﬁ\ iew H'%iata
One more reason to

publish with a world

Fast-track pr “é \Q 0 e e e
= Onlin mi C’ K

5 Exte&/ewe @
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Article:
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= CONSORT guideline compliance Find out. Cick here.

= Introduction to contain summary of previous research & meta-analysis
= 3000 words and 30 references
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Fraud Case (1):
Singh
INg @ OQ

= 2002:
s " Effect of an Indo-Medlt ssion of coronary
artery disease in hig at/ diterranean Diet Heart
Study). a rana’om/se ngle- tr/a Singh RB, Dubnov G, Niaz
MA, Ghosh S, Sln astogl Manor Pella D and Berrv EM.
= Calls from Rich h fro cal Indian investigators
= 2005

: ”Express
e ( ite problem”™)
Refer ce c@h OQO@ the time of study’s onset
= Learning Pomg
= Lack of study protmﬁ
= Authors’ role and responsibilities for data creation vs. data integrity
= Investigation responsibility—journal vs. institution vs. funding agency

= Reviewer—from same country to use as a rule?
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Fraud Case (2):
Sudbo
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= 2005
« “Non-steroidal anti- M he risk of oral cancer:
a nested case-controlstody”’ bz J Lippman SM, Mork J,
Sagen S, Flatner timaki u 2 A . Zhou X, Kildal W, Evensen
JF. Reith A, Dann@%
= 2006
= Call fro P bé‘mrdlq@e patient’s database used
= Oral ad%o \é&
« “Expressi rn’
= Retraction

@
= Learning Points: q>

= Finding made by the originating institution
= Authors’ role and responsibilities for data creation vs. data integrity
= Norwegian law for scientific misconduct
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Fraud Case (3):

Strasser
= 2007
= “Autologous myoblasts and fi agen for treatment of
stress urinary incontinenc ran ISed controlled trial” by
Strasser H, Marksteiner | gg Mltterberger M,
Frauscher F, Ulmer H, F ofler tsch G.”
= 2008

= “EXxpression o

=« “Department of £ r % %
Correction of g soq@e fllcygu rest, author affiliations
@Avcer
Trial reﬁ m{? is mco‘(
MI% umen ethicalapproval and study conduct
t \NQ <

= Retrac

Lack of efi mmijttee\approval (documents provided were all copies)
Senior autiior cIaim%had no part in the study (“guest authorship”)

Doubts that th as ever conducted
=« Learning Points:
= “Stunning” results need extra care
= Authors’ role and responsibilities for data creation vs. data integrity
= Austria announced the creation of The National Agency for Scientific Integrity
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Conflict on Interest Case (1):
ﬁ Wakefield OQ

= 1999
- “lleal-lymphoid- rh Ias n specific
colitis, and per |sorder in
children” by k |eld A urc 7 Anthony A, Linnell J,
Casson DM, I%VI'[Z hlllon AP, Thomson MA,
Harvey P, Vz |ne K lker-Smith JA
o 2004 0
. e@erpr
QED'R liti

= Learning 3”1'[8

” (Partial Retraction)

= Unusual Col"P
= Authors’ knowledge and collective responsibility
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Conflict of Interest Case (2):

Unpubllshed Q

controversies in obstetrics.

A year later, the first tlc ert@ the leader of the series
arrived com(:ldentally h article from a different
group on a related tgpic as ccepte ommentary editor
approached the s Iead Vlt Q&to write the accompanying

commentary. \
ll-based diagnosis, despite the fact that

The comme tea \?ﬁdra
revelatl ire
comp fe
it nor any pending patents.

the co ny S had%
The comm %edlt rted the commissioning editor and it was then
discovered that theF r did not reveal this information as a conflict of

Authors were commissioned t{@ a ;f f& review papers on

|nV|tat|on upon the author’s
position at a university spin out

interest to the ¢ ssioning editor for the series paper.

The author was asked to withdraw the submission of the series paper,
which created anger, frustration and a letter of complain to the
ombudsman.
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Conflict of Interest Case (2):
i Unpublished OQ

= Learning Points: (Q q
= Coincidental f|nd|n 0
= Non-published V\Q< $
= “Uncorrec since tpubll owledge
= Can creat a‘? % ﬁlp with a particular journal

= Who is @b ameé)Q
ion t constitutes a Col

&on r university spin-out company and/or non-profit
ion

= Editorial s
Lack of clear information on the differential Col requirement for
a review vs. a research type article
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i “Ethical” Requirements abThe Lancet

= Signatures: {Qﬁ'\g’\Q O\

= Author’s contributi
= Acknowledged) Id
= Conflicts of Interest

Data ‘\Q’ Q% ’&*

: Sys tlc ure@ w & Meta-analysis
4 ISSI
nd Institutional approval
o Stateme

n Confllcts of Interest
= Role of the Funding Source
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Authorship
Criteria
i (be 0<2
S5
= Vancouver gwdell Ql" Q
= Substantlally ﬁ %ceptlon and
design, data ISIt nal
mterpretat d)
= Draft or@ IS$ rticl @r intellectual content

= Appr, the verst

An (Xfor n@aﬂ/&@n all three steps.

m Lancet reqm@ent

= Contributory*Signatures are a must for acceptance.
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= What about:
= People who contr{% sgm’f& Iy&: not meet all three

criteria?

= Large multi- :&Ner{&@’
S
< %ez
= Two neQ te&
= Contributo
= Acknowledged Individuals
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Authorship

Unusual Clrcumstances Q

s Contributors C;Q

= When author number ex@ 8§ oQhold
= Multicentre trials Q $
= List of mdmpn@dmlman%d stu@rgamzations

= Acknowledged In d@ﬁal >
L Staff q; N‘?{ co@n

cal 2§
Statlstl |brary support
Critical review paper drafts
Editorial & M&g assistance

= Lancet requirement
= Signatures of all acknowledged individuals agreeing to be acknowledged
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i Misuse OQ

= Gift (guest) a%@éﬁQ

= Confer a sta

= NO mtelle aI contp utlonﬁ*

: G‘Q\.s‘t hors
= who made major contributions
ofes pald) writers

Both to be avoided at all costs.
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Systematic Liéerature Review

Meta- anaIyS|s OQ

Q
= Adequacy & Scope & Co te Q

= Research redundanc

= Funding redundan &O

= Patient Safety

The case of E//e e J@pkms@eryty and Hexamethonium

= PubMed

. Penl%ﬁmﬁ \‘)‘7

s Lancet req @
= Information m e included in the article’s Introduction section.

= Reference to be mentioned or analysis to be performed by the authors
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ﬁ Patient Consent and A@preval

= Ethics Committee Appr Q
= Where does clinical prac arch ?
= Are standards the same r ubI tutlo S\v prlvate practices?
= Patient infor ’b'
m Noz‘h/ng e
. Wh no t |I be| |ed’?

. How r dat be u esearch7
= Do they omated benefits and risks?
= Research | hlldren ntally disabled, or in different cultural settings?

s Lancet reqwrement

= Information on how and who must be included in the Methods section.
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Conflicts of Interest (Col)
ﬁ Definition and Type6Q

m A Conflict of Interest exi. en z‘h an authors
/nstitution), reviewer, oreaitor or personal
relationship that in oriately in /uen es’or biases his/her actions

ap,
(relationships also k& ments, competing
Interests, or com es).’ 0

TS
= Perceived vs. QI ( %al) Col

= Affect perceptlon‘b[
= Create biased r s and interpretations
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Conflicts of Interests

causes

Direct financial conflj

= Employment

= Stock/share owne

= Grants (travel arc

= Patents
3 ﬁsw

Indirect fi |aI
I (personal) conflict:

om
Pers§ b@f

Lancet reqwrement
= List and signatures from all authors
= Differs for a research article versus a review piece
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ﬁ The Role of the Fundeé(RoF)

Who is the study’s funder? @ Qlio Qq
Who controlled design, daQ\?ecq&anahﬂ\/ d data interpretation?

Who controlled the @ag an@lca,@emsmn?
Did the corre @_@hg a@ have{h)access to all the data?

6
Lancet requw gt QQ

= Methods section to j a paragraph as an answer to the above questions.
= Funding source to be eclared in the acknowledgement section.
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Funding Source

Issues OQ

= Financial incentives{Q

= Control of Data: ﬂ

= Contracts with r|ct|

= Sponsors (no
Dr. Bez‘ty O z‘s ana’ r0/0’ The “Thyrord Storm” case
Dr N, O//V/er/ f Tor A otex and Deferiprone

= Public ?
. G I|ke ﬁe |t|ve result studies will be:

&ted Q@bllcatlon
IS e§
ub S uickly

= Attempts to vent the problem:

= Disclosure of design of all clinical trials is urged
Clinical trial registration is currently enforced

= Disclosure of results of all clinical trials is under discussion
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Col and RoF
Solutions Q
0

= Transparency and dl@s Kelf,

= Disclose everythm K

= Let the editor ud@t constitutes a Col
= Firm guide]i ﬂl

n Clear a t ctions

ro aI to, al (too strict or not strict enough)
res rtlcle Versus review paper

0 MISta

= Post- ubI| correctlons

“Col/RoF is an additional information for the reader.”
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The “Big” Ones
’b' \QOQ
= Fabrication ‘D

= Making up of re dat O\

ﬁ Scientific Misconduct

s Falsification Q

. Manlpulq\@ f e>%@p resQ’éﬁ data
B PIa
or 0 text and ideas
Exte atte%

teral
Subs | copying
rasing (human judgement?)
= Unintentonal
Self-plagiarism?
= Cultural differences?
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Scientific Misconduct
ﬁ The “Minor” Ones Q
0

= Repetitive Publlcatlo:ésQ \lf’ Q
= Duplication \Q K
= Same publi in d@ent I

. SalamE@g %
Seve bllcg\Qﬁs nysém research
X3

<
Crea(é%ro@%s éO
o Intr@s a |g|nto medical evidence
= Distorts atic reviews and meta-analyses
= Usually uﬁ%rz‘to one or more authors
= Violates copyright laws
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Scientific Misconduct
The “Other” Ones? Q
O

G
Irresponsible authog§§$Q Q{S, QQ
Failure to decla&sQ Q

Self- mtaﬂ%\
Sel ife pub{'m‘é\llo ata

o res& d@ubllcatlon of negative data
= Over ca positive data

= Editors

i

%%
S S
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Actions OQ

= How it is identified?
« Editors and Reviewer N& \# %a
= Researchers (when ble ta)
- Whlstleblower $
Journallsts
= Who inve u&tes-? ‘K*

Edltor b|ISh d/o tleblowers
I un({eé esearch
@E C|e |
Régqu t@ odi

! &te of RedegarcCh Integrity

= What is to 'Bé{done?

= Retraction (whole or partial)
= “Expression of Concern”
= Long-term punishment?

ﬁ Scientific Misconduct
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Misconduct
Solutions?
i (Q@ 0<2
= Internal self-regulatio S
& O

= Ombudsman-- TheL

= Journal's Eth|caIQ |t’$ /t/;@ ical Journal
s External Co teg&

= WAME-- eme 0

= IC
N&Caa@ & rEa’/tors) ---Advisory
= Other Q b

= Internaﬂon’?} ngress on Peer-review in Biomedical Publications
= World Conference on Research Integrity
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i Ethical Web Resour Qes
{Q’O'
= Council of Science Edi
0 C@Zﬁuﬁ%&@
= World Assofc%n of Medica Ed rs
e.9r

= Intern @al Co@ﬁ\tee {%DEdlcal Journal Editors

. Comm%w bgatmn Ethics

tionethics.org.uk

s Lancet’s Information for Authors
www. thelancet.com/authors/lancet/authorinfo
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Elsevier's Resourc
O

“Publishing Ethics” Statement a
www. elsevier.com/WpsA
www.elsevier. com/LQ hin

“Standard Operating Rfecedur
www.elsevie /W Sinfo.editors/sopethics

Conflict of Int%@r Policg‘_’ K

jer: W%/@authorshome. authors/conflictsofinterest

Legal guide to ?‘ghris
www. elsevier. @S/ﬁnd/edlmrs/nfa editors/ethicshelpdesk

Full member of COPE (January, 2008)
= Only publisher so far to do it
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