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ABSTRACT

Aims: Inappropriate presentation or reporting of the authors’ affiliation may deprive their institution of the research credit for the published work. 
The study’s primary aim was to detect possible patterns of author affiliations being misreported by evaluating the PubMed-indexed publications of 
Qena Faculty of Medicine, a representative of North African and Egyptian academic institutions, over one year. 
Methods: A PubMed search was limited to one year to search for publications from South Valley University, Qena Faculty of Medicine, and Qena 
University Hospital. The resulting articles were examined to evaluate the contribution of Qena Faculty of Medicine and Qena University Hospital’s 
different departments and the patterns of author affiliations reporting. Author affiliation reporting was divided into three main patterns: I: Missing 
affiliation information, II: Mistakes in affiliation reporting, and III: Inconsistent affiliation reporting. 
Results: For the included 77 articles, there were 59 (76.6%) articles with authors from only one department, 9 (11.7%) with two, 4 (5.2%) with three, 
and 5 (6.5%) with four. The contribution of all departments totals up to 109 articles. Pattern II was seen in 47 (43.1%) articles and was the most 
common pattern, followed by pattern III in 31 (28.4%) articles and pattern I in 16 (14.6%) articles. 
Conclusion: Certain patterns of misreporting authors’ affiliations were detected. Identifying such patterns will help avoid them and protect 
institutions from being deprived of their research credit. Further evaluation of other faculties and universities on a broader scale is highly encouraged.
Keywords: Egypt, authorship, organizational affiliation, research activities, researchers

INTRODUCTION

Individual researchers, as well as academic institutions, are put 
under the pressure of the “publish or perish” dictum (1). The rate 
of scientific publications and citations has been an area of great 
attention in most universities (2). As the quality and quantity of 
research being produced determine the ranking and reputation 
of these academic centers (3).

The scientific activity of an institution or an individual researcher 
is measured by different indicators (4). A common indicator 

is the number of their publications and citations they get, 
preferably in high-ranking well-respected journals (4-6). These 
measurements are primarily based on scientific publications, 
especially those included in major databases, such as the Web 
of Science (6). 

According to the Research Organization Registry (ROR), 
affiliation describes any formal relationship between a 
researcher and an organization associated with researchers, 
including but not limited to their employer, educator, funder, or 
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scholarly society (7). They also define a research organization as 
an organization that conducts, produces, manages, or touches 
research (7). An author may have single or multiple affiliations 
(1). However, it is generally agreed that the affiliation should be 
reported according to where the research work was performed 
(1, 8). Bachelet et al. (9) reported on misrepresenting authors’ 
affiliations by evaluating Scopus-indexed articles published 
in 2016 from Chilean universities. The researchers reported 
that they could not validate the authors’ affiliations in 38% 
of the cases, and the authors considered this as a possible 
case of authorship misconduct and fraud (1, 9). Furthermore, 
inappropriate presentation or reporting of the authors’ affiliation 
may deprive the affiliated institution of getting the research 
credit for the published work (1, 9).

To the best of our knowledge, authors’ affiliation reporting 
patterns were not evaluated in our area. Hence, the primary 
objective of the current cross-sectional study is to detect the 
possible patterns of authors’ affiliation reporting by evaluating 
PubMed-indexed publications over one year from the Qena 
Faculty of Medicine (QFM) as a representative of North African 
and Egyptian academic institutions. The secondary objective 
is to document the incidence of research output contribution 
from QFM’s various departments during the same period. We 
hypothesized that possible mistakes could be detected in these 
reporting patterns.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Setting

Qena Faculty of Medicine, including Qena University Hospital 
(QUH), is one of the faculties of South Valley University (SVU), 
Egypt (10). 

South Valley University was established in 1995, and QFM 
started its undergraduate education in the academic year of 
2007-2008 (10). QFM has been active for 14 years, making 
it one of the youngest Egyptian medical schools (11). It 
comprises a total of 32 departments (22 clinical, 10 academic), 
where the clinical departments, such as general surgery 
and internal medicine, work mainly in the QUH, carrying 
out clinical activities related to patient care. In contrast, the 
academic departments, such as microbiology and histology, 
mainly have operations that do not involve direct patients 
care. The working staff members in both departments are 
responsible for teaching undergraduate and postgraduate 
medical curricula and supervising research activities carried 
out as a part of Master’s and Medical Doctorate degrees or 
independent research projects.

Search Strategy

We conducted a PubMed search limited to one year, starting 
from January 2020 to the end of December 2020. By using the 
advanced search option, we searched articles by affiliation using 
three search terms 1- “SVU”, 2- “Qena Faculty of Medicine”, and 
3- “QUH”. The search results were downloaded in three forms: 
As a citation list opened in the Endnote program, as an Excel 

sheet containing the characteristics of each article, and as full 
abstracts containing the authors and their affiliation data.

The citation list downloaded to the Endnote program was used 
to find duplicates, which were later deleted. The search results 
for term 1 were confirmed to contain all the search results for 
terms 2 and 3 as well, thus, the final analysis was carried out 
only for the resulting articles of search term 1.

The official names of the QFM’s departments were collected from 
the faculty’s official website’s departments directory (http://
www.svu.edu.eg/faculties/med/en/faculty-departments/), 
which were later compared with the department names reported 
in the authors’ affiliation sections of the published articles. 

Extracting the Results of Interest

We examined all the final studies to define the authors’ 
exact affiliation and authors’ departments for articles from 
QFM or QUH. A publication was credited to a QFM if at least 
one contributing author was affiliated with it at the time of 
publication. For the articles from the QFM or QUH, we defined 
the contributing departments, the incidence of contribution, 
and the percentage of clinical and academic departments; then 
we compared the presented name of the affiliated department 
with its official name in the QFM department names directory. 
To ensure the accuracy of the data collected, the most senior 
author revised the extracted data by reviewing randomly 
selected abstracts.

Defining the Patterns of Affiliation Reporting

Each author independently reviewed the abstracts of the 
published articles from QFM and QUH in order to form an 
opinion on the possible controversies and mistakes in reporting 
the affiliations. A meeting was carried out among the authors 
to discuss the suspected patterns of affiliation reporting in the 
articles. It was agreed on to divide the articles into three different 
patterns. Each pattern will have a number of sub-patterns that 
indicate possible forms of affiliations’ misreporting (Table 1).

Statistical Analysis

Description of data as frequencies and percentages for 
qualitative variables were performed. No further statistical 
analysis was needed. 

We downloaded the search results from the PubMed database in 
the form of an Excel sheet with details of the articles, an option 
offered by the PubMed database. We used this Excel sheet to 
organize the data and then reported simple explanations of 
numbers and percentages.

RESULTS

The search for term 1 (SVU) resulted in a total of 261 articles, 
while using the search terms 2 (QFM) and 3 (QUH) resulted in 
20 and 9 articles, respectively. It is noteworthy that the search 
terms 2 and 3 (29 articles) resulted in 62.3% fewer QFM articles 
compared to the results obtained from search term 1, which 
resulted in 77 articles that were included in the analysis.
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Of the 77 articles published from QFM and QUH, three (3.9%) 
articles were in collaboration with other SVU faculties, two with 
the faculty of veterinary medicine, and one with the faculty of 
science. Collaborations between different QFM departments 
were as follows: Authors from only one department (59, 76.6%), 
two (9, 11.7%), three (4, 5.2%), and four (5, 6.5%) departments, 
this provides a total contribution of all departments as 109 
articles from clinical and academic departments, 83.8% and 
16.2%, respectively. The share of each department in the total 
publications is shown in Figure 1.

Regarding the detected patterns, the sub-patterns of authors’ 
affiliation reporting are each shown with an example in Table 2 
(12-21). The most commonly occurring pattern was pattern II, 
where the authors mistakenly reported their affiliations in 47 
(44.8%) articles.

DISCUSSION

Universities are complex academic organizations, serving 
to create knowledge by conducting scientific research and 
educational activities, then transferring the generated knowledge 
to students through tutoring and training, as well as passing 
this knowledge on to society (6, 22). Participation in scientific 

research and subsequent publishing of the scientific literature 
are considered the main factors in improving a university’s 
reputation and ranking, which helps acquire accreditation and 
increases research funding (6, 9, 23). Misreporting the authors’ 
affiliation in the published scientific articles might deprive 
universities or academic institutions of this research credit  
(1, 9).

The main finding of this study is that there exist specific 
patterns, including mistakes and variations, in the reporting of 
author affiliations. In 44.8% of the reviewed articles, the authors 
misreported their departments’ names or mentioned a division 
or a unit that is not present on the official faculty website. Per 
our investigation, a report with the same aim as ours was not 
published in an Egyptian University before. We expect that this 
study’s findings will also apply to other universities, and the 
protocol used can be reproduced by other researchers.

Some universities and academic institutions implement 
specific measures to improve their research output, such as 
funding and support to the researchers (24). However, to give 
back to these institutions, the individual researcher’s task is to 
correctly report their affiliation, securing the research credit to 
their institution (23).

Table 1: Possible affiliation reporting patterns. 

Pattern Description Possible presentation forms (sub-patterns)

I Missing affiliation information
A- Missing faculty name (authors mentioned the department only).

B- Missing the department name (author mentioned being affiliated to QFM or QUH).

II Mistakes in affiliation reporting
A- Department affiliation was presented but different from the QFM website departments directory. 

B- Reporting affiliation to a department or a division that was not present in the QFM website 
departments directory.

III Inconsistent affiliation reporting

A- Reporting as being affiliated either to the QFM (for academic departments) or QUH (for clinical 
departments).

B- The same department name was written in different forms in the same article.

C- Department name is presented but different among various articles.

QFM: Qena Faculty of Medicine, QUH: Qena University Hospital

Figure 1: Department contribution to the publications from QFM.

QFM: Qena Faculty of Medicine
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There is an increasing interest in measuring universities’ academic 
performance and ranking them nationally and internationally 
(25). Universities in non-English speaking countries, such as 
Egypt, may be ranked lower due to the fact that most of the 
vital reference databases contain very few non-English scientific 
publications (25, 26). This poses a larger burden on faculties of 
medicine, as almost all of their publications are published in the 
English language, which helps their respective universities to be 
recognized among these databases (27).

Although measuring the research productivity of an academic 
institution or an individual researcher is not a straightforward 
process, they are considered easier to measure compared to other 
academic activities such as teaching and community development 
(22, 27). So research output is not only the gold standard for 
evaluation but also the most reliable variable (22, 27).

Why is Evaluation and Diagnosis of Such Affiliation 
Misreporting Patterns Important? 

Correct identification of the department and the faculty that an 
author is affiliated with will help acquire research credit for that 
particular institution (28). This credit is not only required for 
international ranking, but also for national competition and for 
increasing visibility to research societies (28). An example of the 
patterns we noticed is when a researcher mentioned the name 
of a department without reporting the faculty name (Pattern I 
A), “Department of Obstetrics & Gynaecology, SVU”. The exact 
name of this department is shared with different faculties in the 
same university, namely: The faculty of medicine and the faculty 
of nursing (12, 29). Another example was when the authors 
reported that they were affiliated with QFM or QUH without 

mentioning a department (Pattern I B). This can occur when an 
undergraduate researcher is a co-author of such a publication 
(30). However, if a researcher is affiliated with a department 
that they did not mention, this will deprive that department of 
taking credit for that research (9).

As our research pool was a medical faculty with an associated 
university hospital, the question of whether reporting the 
affiliation as the faculty or the university hospital was raised, 
as detected in pattern III A. For the academic departments, 
it was clear that all the authors reported their affiliation as 
QFM. However, a dilemma was present among the clinical 
departments. Some authors reported being affiliated to QFM 
only, and some reported being affiliated to QUH only, as an 
example of pattern III A. 

Two of the authors in one article were from the same clinical 
department; however, they reported different affiliations, QFM 
and QUH. This caused the publishing journal to consider both 
authors as affiliates of two different bodies, which might confuse 
the reader into thinking that these two authors were from 
separate departments. A different presentation was reported 
as an example of pattern III C, where one of the authors from 
a clinical department reported being affiliated with both QFM 
and QUH and reported it as “QFM and University Hospital”. One 
important point we noticed in our study was that we missed 
some of the QFM scientific literature during the search process 
while using different search terms. When the search terms 
were limited to the faculty and the university hospital only, we 
noticed a loss of 62.3% of the articles compared to using the 
university name as the search term. This means that if someone 

Table 2: Examples of the affiliation reporting patterns and their incidence.

Pattern Example
Incidence
(n=109)
[Number (%)]

I A
In a study by Leduc-Robert et al. (12), one of the authors reported its affiliation as “Department of Obstetrics & 
Gynecology, SVU” without reporting the faculty name; the issue with this pattern is that the same department is present in 
other faculties, such as the nursing faculty. 16 (14.7%)

I B
In a study by Mahdy et al. (13), one of the authors reported his affiliation as “QUH” without reporting the department; in 
another study by Shehata et al. (14), one of the authors reported his affiliation as “Faculty of Medicine, SVU”.

II A
The clinical pathology department is the department’s official name in the QFM directory. However, in a study by Suliman 
et al. (15), one of the authors reported his affiliation as “Clinical Pathology and Laboratory Medicine Department”. In 
another study by Hetta et al. (16), one of the authors reported it as “Department of Clinical and Chemical Pathology”.

47 (43.1%)

II B
In a study by El-Abd Ahmed et al. (17), one of the authors reported his affiliation as “Department of Pediatric Surgery, 
Pediatric Surgery Unit”, while neither the name of the department nor the name of the unit is present in the QFM 
departments directory.

III A

When reporting the affiliation as a clinical or an academic department, the affiliation should be for QUH or QFM, 
respectively. In a study by Baseer et al. (18), all the authors were from the Pediatric department, which is a clinical 
department. However, one of the authors reported being affiliated with QFM, while the others reported QUH as their 
affiliation.

31 (28.4%)
III B

In a study by Ibrahim et al. (19), two of the authors were affiliated with the same department; however, one author 
reported his affiliation as “Dermatology, Andrology, and Venereology, QFM” while the other author reported it as 
“Dermatology, Venereology, and Andrology, QUH”.

III C
In a study by Khalifa and Ahmed (20), the authors reported the department name as “Orthopaedic açnd Traumatology 
Department, QFM and University Hospital”. In contrast, in another study (by one of the two authors listed in the previous 
article) (21), the author in this article reported his affiliation as “Department of Orthopaedic Surgery, SVU”.

QFM: Qena Faculty of Medicine, QUH: Qena University Hospital, SVU: South Valley University
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is looking for the research output of QFM, about two-thirds of 
the already published work will be missed during this search, 
this is mostly due to incorrect affiliation reporting.

We admit that this study has several limitations. Firstly, we 
investigated only one faculty and with a specific time limit 
of one year; however, we considered this study a preliminary 
report to raise awareness of the existence of such a problem 
and initiate further studies on a larger scale which should 
contain a larger sample size. Secondly, we used only one search 
engine (PubMed) to find the articles. The reason for doing so 
is that, besides PubMed being known as one of the oldest and 
most popular scientific indexing databases, amount of articles 
indexed in PubMed is used as a measurement by some Egyptian 
faculties to decide whether to offer someone a promotion 
(31). Furthermore, it offered the ease of using search filters, 
such as searching by affiliation only, and the results could 
be downloaded in various forms, which enabled easier data 
processing. Research on the entirety of a specific institution’s 
research output can be carried out by detecting publications 
in journals that are indexed in leading global indices such as 
the Science Citation Index, Web of Science, or Scopus, their 
equivalents. However, the disadvantage of using the previously 
mentioned indices is that they list only a small number of 
journals (27). Lastly, the use of academic e-mail or researcher 
identifiers, such as ORCID, by the authors could not be assessed 
because the corresponding author was not affiliated with QFM 
in some articles; therefore, their e-mail addresses were not 
provided. Additionally, an ORCID ID was not mandatory for 
some journals.

Some recommendations to avoid affiliation reporting diversity 
detected in the current study include implementing new policies 
by the universities, governmental and institutional organizations 
through the Ministry of Higher Education to ensure a uniform 
and accurate presentation of affiliations (25). Ministry of Higher 
Education and relevant authorities should provide accurate and 
standardized translations of the institutions’ and departments’ 
names. A separate affiliation protocol should be included for 
undergraduate students or interns who publish their work, 
as they are affiliated with the faculty and not with a specific 
department. Evaluating the research performance of certain 
academic institutions using previous evaluation models, such as 
the one recommended by Caminiti et al. (32), can be beneficial. 
From the researchers’ side, they should be encouraged to use 
their academic e-mail addresses and researcher identifiers, such 
as ORCID, as suggested by Bachelet et al. (9). From journals’ 
and specialized communities’ perspectives, the publication 
process should include verifying the authors’ affiliation before 
submitting manuscripts. As Gould (33) discussed, further 
affiliation reporting and verification should be offered by 
specialized communities such as ROR. Gould (33) also stressed 
the importance of correctly reporting affiliations and the role of 
creating ROR IDs for the research institutions, which prevents 
researchers from losing any of their work. 

CONCLUSION

Specific patterns of authors’ affiliation reporting mistakes and 
diversity were detected in our study. Identifying such patterns 
will help avoid them in future publications and prevent depriving 
a particular institution of its research credit. A checkpoint 
verifying the authors’ affiliation before manuscript submission 
may benefit many institutions. Further studies evaluating the 
authors’ affiliation reporting patterns in other universities on a 
broader scale are highly encouraged.
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