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Trust Markers make research integrity practice visible

Singapore  
Statement
(2010)

Montreal 
Statement 
(2013)

Amsterdam 
Agenda
(2017)

Hong Kong 
Principles
(2019)

Research Integrity practices and 
expectations for research 
institutions and funders have 
gradually been codified over the 
past decade

Standard Operating 
Principles for 
Research Integrity 
(2020)

https://sops4ri.eu/
(European Union)

Publishers have played a critical 
role in reflecting these practices in 
the research record

Trust Markers
● Funding Statements
● Ethical Approval 

Statements
● Conflicts of Interest
● Authorship
● Data Sharing

World Conference on Research Integrity

Trust Markers and the evolution of Research Integrity practice…



Trust Markers



The Good
Data Sharing 



Data Availability Statements

A statement offset from main text 
detailing access to a study’s data. .



Transparently 
Reported Research

⇪ Significant 
increase in DAS

⇔ Little change in 
data availability

Wellcome Trust Report

How have policies affected data 
sharing practices from 

2016 to 2019?

✉ info@ripeta.com |  @ripetareview

https://wellcome.figshare.com/articles/online_resource/Transparently_Reported_Research_An_analysis_of_Wellcome-funding_publications_in_2016_and_2019/13810220
https://ripeta.com/contact-us/twitter.com/ripetareview


Ripeta: Publishing Better Science with Less Effort 

Reproducibility Trends (n=12.4M)



Which country has the most 
publications with Data 

Availability Statements?



Data Availability 
Statements in 
publications 
across global 
institutions

Quality indicators of trust



Partners

Working together to make 
science better

Researchers

Academia

Publishers

Gov’t & Funders

Industry



Policies affect Practice

Data Availability Statements have 
been required in policies from 

Funding Agencies & Publishers 
supported by Institutions



When policies align,  

change happens



The Bad
Citation Cartels 



How it Started



   Researcher #1 30 yrs experience 
   4 years of publications



   Researcher #2 20 yrs experience 
   4 years of publications



   Researcher #3    7 yrs experience (post-doc)

   2 years of publications 



https://retractionwatch.com/2022/08/24/how-a-tweet-sparked-an
-investigation-that-led-to-a-phd-student-leaving-his-program/

How it‘s Going



Partners

Working together to make 
science better

Researchers

Academia

Publishers

Gov’t & Funders

Industry



Coordination of bad actors, 

needs cooperation among good 

ones.



The Ugly
Peer Review 



Peer Review
A publisher problem?



Shapes
Role of individual in the process, 
such as editor, author, and 
reviewer 

Outline
Organizational relationship 
between roles. The thickness 
depicts the strength of the 
affiliation. 

Colors
Disciplinary and functional 
expertise, such as genomics, 
analytics, computer science 

Reviewers AuthorsEditor

Legend

Peer Review Process: 
Independence



Shapes
Role of individual in the process, 
such as editor, author, and 
reviewer 

Outline
Organizational relationship 
between roles. The thickness 
depicts the strength of the 
affiliation. 

Colors
Disciplinary and functional 
expertise, such as genomics, 
analytics, computer science 

Legend

Peer Review Process: 
Affiliation Overlap

Reviewers AuthorsEditor



ReviewersEditor AuthorsPeer Review 
Process: A 
Conflict of 
Interests

Active in pro-life organisations



ReviewersEditor AuthorsPeer Review 
Process: A 
Conflict of 
Interests

Active in pro-life organisations



ReviewersEditor Authors

Active in pro-life organisations

Should this 
paper be 
discussed on 
the merits of its 
content even if 
the process was 
manipulated?



ReviewersEditor Authors

Stephen 
Sammut

Paid legal expert on anti-abortion 
cases and oft cited by Lozier (CLI)

Active in pro-life organisations
Patrick 
Yeung

Denis 
Larrivée

Peer Review Process: A Conflict of Interests



Political manipulation is 

within science



Partners ?

Working together to make 
science better

Researchers

Academia

Publishers

Gov’t & Funders

Industry



Enhancing Trust



Manually checking authors 
cannot keep pace with 

scams



Trusting science is vital 
(and takes time)



Research integrity responsibility 

belongs to every stakeholder 
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Trust Markers make research integrity practice visible

Singapore  
Statement
(2010)

Montreal 
Statement 
(2013)

Amsterdam 
Agenda
(2017)

Hong Kong 
Principles
(2019)

Research Integrity practices and 
expectations for research 
institutions and funders have 
gradually been codified over the 
past decade

Standard Operating 
Principles for 
Research Integrity 
(2020)

https://sops4ri.eu/
(European Union)

Publishers have played a critical 
role in ensuring that these 
practices are reflected in the 
research record

Trust Markers
● Funding Statements
● Ethical Approval 

Statements
● Conflicts of Interest
● Authorship
● Data Sharing

World Conference on Research Integrity

Trust Markers and the evolution of Research Integrity practice…



Trust Markers
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Dimensions Research Integrity 
10+ Trust Markers, 33M+ data points 

Competing Interests Statements 20%

Funding Statements 20%

Ethics Approval 25%

Author Contributions 25%

Data Availability Statements 20%

Code Availability Statements New in 
2019

Trust Markers in research have increased dramatically 
over the last 10 years, with each Marker on a path to 
become an established part of research community 
practice 
      Source: Dimensions Research Integrity  via Google Bigquery
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Different 
Fields require 
different 
levels of 
engagement

For fields in band 1, there is already well 
established practice, and it would be 
reasonable to work towards 100% compliance 

For band 2, there is awareness of the trust 
marker, but more training is required to shift 
practice. 

For bands 3 and 4, low awareness is assumed, 
and significant training is required.
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Some 
Regions have 
made more 
progress 
than others
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Trust Marker 
uptake by 
Funder
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Benchmarking Publishers Open Access Publishers have made early moves to 
implement trust markers in their publications



Dimensions Research Integrity:         Powered by Ripeta

Use Dimensions Research 
Integrity to benchmark Trust 
Marker uptake 

At a deeper level, Trust Markers also reveal 
patterns of researcher behaviour, be it the need to 
encourage more researchers to deposit in online 
repositories

There is a marked difference between having 
data availability statements, and making data 
available in an appropriate repository

    Source: Dimensions Research Integrity  via Google Bigquery

(Data filtered by Chemical Sciences)
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Use Dimensions Research 
Integrity to benchmark Trust 
Marker uptake 

…or identify the repositories that researchers are 
using using so that they can be better 
supported…

    Source: Dimensions Research Integrity  via Google Bigquery

Github has become a ‘repository’ of choice for 
many researchers, but how many are also 
persistently creating a copy of their code/data in  
repository?



Dashboards (soon):



Dimensions 
Research 
Integrity

Digital Science White Paper

https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21997385.v1

