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…

already have systems in place

Academia thinks so.



Others think so.

• Maurer H., Kappe F. and Zaka B. 2006. Plagiarism - A Survey : Journal of 
Universal Computer Science. 12:1050-1084
http://www.jucs.org/jucs_12_8/plagiarism_a_survey

• The Plagiarism Today  blog. 
http://www.plagiarismtoday.com/

•Council of Science Editor's White Paper on Promoting Integrity in Scientific 
Journal Publications
http://www.councilscienceeditors.org/editorial_policies/white_paper.cfm

•Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) 
http://www.publicationethics.org.uk/flow-charts/cope-flowcharts-
optimal.pdf/download

•The Center for Academic Integrity has some research and statistics 
concerning the prevalence of plagiarism in academia. 
http://www.academicintegrity.org/cai_research.asp



CrossRef’s membership thinks so.

– Fall 2006

Identified as a top need in Annual Member survey 
– Q2 2007

Formation of a board level sub committee 
– Summer 2007

Re-confirmed in interviews of publisher editorial staff 
– Q3 2007

Pilot initiative: 8 publishers, 3.5 million indexed articles
4600 documents checked

– Q1 2008

Production service authorized by the CrossRef board
(Official launch in May)
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Plagiarism detection aids.



submitted manuscript on left, database “hit” on right; similarities 
highlighted. Textual overlap might be due to: plagiarism attempt, 
incorrect citation, “self-plagiarism”, reverse plagiarism (when 
somebody  copies an earlier manuscript but gets published first), 
coincidence, acceptable re-use

Text regions examined for similarity.



Duplication of bibliographies is perfectly legitimate; or a 
math paper might legitimately contain lots of quoted 
material and only a few lines of original text -- say, in the 
context of completing or extending a proof, etc. 



Some limitations for current PD 
technology (clockwise from top 
left): photographs, graphs & tables, 
formulae



CrossCheck.

CrossRef established agreements with PD vendors offering services to members.

• Achieve economies of scale
• Eliminate one-on-one negotiations between publishers and vendors
• Make available other vendors as opportunities arise

CrossRef run program to provide support to members and monitor compliance.

• Enforce reciprocity principle
• Centralize issue management
• Create community benefits 

IParadigms / iThenticate is currently the only vendor 
(terms stipulate exclusivity for one year).
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Using CrossCheck.

Participant obligations (CrossCheck is an opt-in service).

• Must have content indexed within 7 days of publication
• Maintain appropriate internal access to the PD service
• Exercise professional judgment in determining the existence of plagiarism 

Participant benefits

• Identifying circumstances in which works being considered for publication  
may have been previously published in whole or in part.

• Ability to view raw text (no formatting) of any duplicative items
• Use of the                        and                      logos

DepositorDeposited

Community benefits

• All iParadigms users will be checking their documents against a much
more complete database of scholarly works (No access to full text!)

• Defuse a complaint from aggressive open-access supporters.



CrossCheck fees.

$0.35

100,001~
200,000

$0.25$0.45$0.55 $0.65$0.75 Price 

200,000 +50,001~
100,000 

25,001~
50,000 

5,001~
25,000 0-5,000 Volume 

A publisher will have two costs to participate in CrossCheck

• An annual fee paid to CrossRef to support the program
• A transaction fee paid to iParadigms to check a document

CrossRef fee assessed in arrears, will not exceed 20% of annual member fee

• For 2008 amount to be raised is $50,000

iParadgims transaction fee is volume based



Thank you

ckoscher@crossref.org

gboucher@crossref.org

me

But call 
this guy!


