
 

 
 

Figure S1. Default search results view in PubMed. The example shows results of 
search for articles with titles containing the phrase: “adolescent substance use” 
published in 2007. The first article is a duplicate publication but this is not indicated 
anywhere on the screen. (This figure is a screenshot of National Library of Medicine 
Web page, available in the public domain.) 



 

(A) 

 
 

 

(B) 

 
 

Figure S2. Default PubMed abstract view of a duplicate publication presented in 
Figure S1. The information that this article was tagged by NLM as a duplicate 
publication is not indicated on the default abstract screen (A), but only upon 
expanding the supplementary information field – “Publication Types, MeSH terms”.  
(B) These figures are screenshots of National Library of Medicine Web pages, 
available in the public domain. 



 

Figure S3. Number of unique instances of duplicate publications per year in Medline 
(N = 347; 12 triplicate publications are excluded). 



 
Figure S4. Number of unique instances of duplicate publications per year in Medline 
(N = 347; 12 triplicate publications are excluded) grouped according to the reason of 
duplication (author’s or publisher’s actions). 



Table S1. Replies of editors regarding duplicate publications indexed in MEDLINE 

Reply N (%) 

This is not a case of duplicate publication 62 (34) 
Will publish notice/follow COPE guidelines* 44 (24) 
Will investigate  28 (16) 
Asked about advice on how to handle the issue or remove the duplication 12 (7) 
Will not publish the notice 11 (6) 

It was a common practice then to publish proceedings and later the paper 3 
Cannot investigate the issue in detail as it was long time ago 2 
This occurred in time of the previous editor 1 
It’s a translated article, only missing is that statement 1 
The publisher intentionally publishing articles in two sister journals 1 
As it is marked as duplicate there is no need to retract it 1 
The editors republished the article in a special issue intentionally 1 
The authors apologised and the NLM had been informed 1 

Did not specify the course of action 10 (6) 
Notified about already existing notice 7 (4) 
The other journal should investigate due to a later publication date 5 (3) 
Retracted without informing us of the investigation results   2 (1) 

COPE - Committee on Publication Ethics. *6 out of the 44 had published a notice till 
May 2017 

 



Table S2. Citation counts of duplicate publications indexed in MEDLINE 

Characteristic  
Original articles 

(N = 309)† 
Duplicate articles 

(N = 309)† 
P* 

Total citation count (Md, 95% CI) 7 (5 - 8) 6 (5 - 7) 0.125 

Average Citation by year (Md, 
95% CI) 

0.6 (0.4 - 0.7) 0.6 (0.4 - 0.7) 0.438 

 
Articles with 

published notices 
of DP (N = 145)‡ 

Duplicates with 
published notices 
of DP (N = 145)‡ 

 

Total citation count  (Md, 95% CI) 12 (7-15) 10 (7 - 13) 0.444 

Average Citation by year (Md, 
95% CI) 

0.9 (0.6 - 1.1) 0.8 (0.7 - 1.1) 0.828 

Total citation count two years 
following publication of a notice 
(Md, 95% CI)§  

6 (4 - 9) 6 (5 - 8) 0.835 

Md – median. CI – confidence interval. DP – duplicate publication.*Wilcoxon signed-
rank test. †12 cases of triplicate publications are excluded, as well as 38 indexed 
articles without matching duplicate publication. ‡Of 185 cases of DP with published 
notices, 31 had no matching tagged duplicate publication, and 9 referred to triplicate 
publications. §N = 143 for citations to articles two years following the notice of 
duplication, as 2 notices were confirmed as published by the editors but due to them 
belonging to old issues their full text or date of publication could not be retrieved by 
the journals’ editors. 



Table S3. Authorship by-line changes from original to duplicate publication 

Reason behind 
duplication 

Identical 
by-line 

order, N 
(%) 

Different 
by-line 

order, N 
(%) 

Different 
number 

of 
authors, 

N (%) 

Different 
author 

team*, N 
(%) 

Number 
of 

authors 
listed, N 

(%) 

Total, 
N (%) 

Authors’ action 68 (43) 18 (11) 57 (36) 16 (10) 0 (0) 
159 
(44) 

Submission to 
multiple journals  

56 (22) 10 (45) 35 (52) 8 (50) 0 (0) 
109 
(30) 

Study fragmentation  9 (4) 7 (32) 13 (19) 4 (25) 0 (0) 33 (9) 

Submission without 
co-author(s) 
approval  

2 (1) 1 (5) 9 (13) 0 (0) 0 (0) 12 (3) 

Plagiarism 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (19) 0 (0) 3 (1) 

Pharmaceutical 
company sent the 
same database to 
two different teams 
for write-up 

0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (6) 0 (0) 1 (0) 

Authors lost 
communication with 
the journal following 
prolonged article 
processing 

1 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (0) 

Publisher’s action 185 (93) 4 (2) 10 (5) 0 (0) 1 (1) 
200 
(56) 

Article published 
twice in different 
volumes 

105 (42) 1 (5) 1 (1) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
107 
(30) 

Double publication 
in sister journals or 
agreement between 
journals without 
citing the original 

54 (21) 3 (14) 6 (9) 0 (0) 1 (100) 64 (18) 

Article published 
twice in the same 
volume 

20 (8) 0 (0) 1 (1) 0 (0) 0 (0) 21 (6) 

Wrong indexation 
sent to MEDLINE 

4 (2) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 4 (1) 

Journal’s oversight 
of authors 
declaration of 
secondary 
submission/redactio
n error 

2 (1) 0 (0) 2 (3) 0 (0) 0 (0) 4 (1) 

Total 253 (70) 22 (6) 67 (19) 16 (4) 1 (0) 
359 

(100) 
*These refer to the same number of authors in the by-line, but different identity of at 
least one of the authors. 



Template Letter to Editors 

 
Dear Editor,  
The following article(s) published in your journal(s) have been marked as duplicate 
publications in MEDLINE (If you click on publication types below the abstract you will 
see the duplicate designation):  
(Links specific for each case of DP was inserted here) 
As a part of our research on duplicate publications (see our presentation at the Peer 
Review conference at http://www.peerreviewcongress.org/abstracts_2013.html#16), 
we were unable to find any acknowledgment or published notice from your journal(s) 
about this duplication, and were wondering whether you were aware that these 
articles were designated as duplicate in MEDLINE? As part of our follow up research, 
we would be grateful if you would contact us about this issue, and let us know if you 
as an editor have been aware of the NLM practice of tagging highly similar 
publications as duplicate publications irrespective of official notice by the journal(s).  
We are also in constant contact with the NLM indexers about duplicate issues, and 
are happy to work with you to resolve this matter, if you find that the duplicate 
indexation is incorrect and should be removed.  
Thank you for considering this request.  
We look forward to your comments and suggestions. 
 
Kind regards,  
Mario Malicki, MD, MA 
Department of Research in Biomedicine and Health 
University of Split School of Medicine 
Šoltanska 2 
21000 Split 
Croatia 
Phone: +385 21 557 820 
Fax: +385 21 557 820 
e-mail: mario.malicki@mefst.hr  
ORCID ID: http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0698-1930 
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