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ABSTRACT
Formal corrections of research publications should be clearly communicated to users of the scholarly literature, especially 
when these corrections have consequences for reported knowledge. However, the information that a publication was cor-
rected is not always shared and indicated clearly. To test correction communication, we formed a corpus of publications 
with corrections most likely consequential to their reported knowledge. To this end, we selected 3177 publications that were 
recently corrected according to Crossref and that received at least two comments on PubPeer. We used this corpus as a probe 
to assess correction communication on a range of scholarly platforms. The majority of these platforms does not indicate 
the presence of corrections together with the entry for these publications: Web of Science, OpenAlex, Dimensions, Google 
Scholar, Lens, Mendeley, Zotero, Endnote and Elicit. Those that do indicate the existence of corrections, do so for nearly all 
corrected publications as follows: Scopus 90.8%, PubMed 98.7%, EuropePMC 98.8%, Scite.ai 99.7% and the journal's webpage 
94.4%. Even when the presence of a correction is communicated, this is not always indicated clearly. Readers of the scholarly 
literature might miss corrections when they are communicated under a generic header such as ‘referred to by’, or only indi-
cated by a small line of text in the same colours as the rest of the page. We provide suggestions for improved communication 
of corrections through better integration of information across platforms, improved labelling on platforms and the develop-
ment of correction communication standards.

1   |   Introduction

Through the scholarly literature, researchers learn about ex-
perimental procedures, data, results or theories and arguments 
suggested by scientists elsewhere. While forever imperfect, this 
literature gets updated and corrected by new publications, but 
also by corrections to already published works. For users of the 
literature, it is important that corrections are clearly communi-
cated, especially if corrections are consequential to the reported 
knowledge. Some typos or administrative updates may not be 
very significant to all users, even if a typo in an author affil-
iation may have bibliometric consequences affecting research 
evaluation. However, if researchers fail to notice significant cor-
rections, they may attempt to build on faulty research, leading 

to further error, wasted research, failed replication or failed 
translation to practice and application. Similar concerns have 
led to more consistent and explicit communication of retractions 
(Boudry et  al.  2023; Decullier and Maisonneuve  2018), but in 
contrast to these more drastic rectifications of the literature, cor-
rections have so far received far less attention.

The most obvious place to signal the presence of a correction 
is the publication's page on a journal website. The presence of 
one or more corrections should be clearly visible on the page 
of the corrected publication, as specified in publication guide-
lines (ICMJE  2026). In addition, the correction notice should 
be open access—even when the publication itself is not (COPE 
Council 2024).
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Since researchers may look for literature through bibliographic 
databases or reference software, these could be another chan-
nel for correction alerts. While looking up publications, a flag 
in databases such as PubMed or Web of Science (WoS) could 
encourage researchers to pay extra attention to corrections. For 
similar reasons, flags alerting users to retractions are now in-
cluded in reference software such as Zotero (Cheng et al. 2019) 
or EndNote (Clarivate Analytics  2025). If researchers rely on 
green open access, publication copies in repositories may also 
need to flag significant corrections, as otherwise repositories 
risk spreading erroneous information.

Our study investigates to what extent epistemically consequen-
tial corrections are communicated to users of scholarly plat-
forms, that is, corrections that impact the knowledge claims of 
the publication. As a proxy of corrections consequential to the 
reported knowledge, we use the presence of at least two com-
ments on PubPeer, a post-publication peer review platform 
(Knoepfler  2015). To represent a range of functionalities, we 
analyse journal websites, abstract/citation databases, reference 
management tools, AI research assistants and open reposito-
ries. Specifically, we analysed: The journals' webpages, WoS, 
Dimensions, Scopus, OpenAlex, Google Scholar, Lens, Mendeley, 
Endnote, Zotero, Scite.ai and Elicit. Our approach differs from 
previous studies, in that we do not focus on error communica-
tion by one or a few journals (Addelston and Goldsmith  1966; 
Bordignon 2023; Hubbard 2010), but on a wide selection of plat-
forms. Our focus is on recent corrections (from the past 5 years).

The article continues with a description of current correction 
practices, followed by details about our data gathering and 
methods. The results describe the communication of epistemi-
cally consequential corrections for a corpus of 3177 publications 
on a series of platforms, ranging from journal websites and re-
positories to search and bibliographic tools. We conclude with 
suggestions for improved correction communication.

Research Questions

1.	 Which scholarly platforms indicate the presence of correc-
tions together with the page or entry for the corrected article?

2.	 How consistently do scholarly platforms communicate cor-
rections together with the page or entry of the corrected 
publication?

3.	 How clear is the communication of corrections together 
with the page or entry for the corrected publication to users 
of various scholarly platforms?

2   |   Background: The What and How of Corrections

There are several types of post-publication editorial updates, 
which can be categorised as corrections, expressions of con-
cern and retractions. Which of these should be applied, is spec-
ified in publishing association guidelines. The Committee on 
Publication Ethics (COPE) suggests that ‘If only a small part of 
an article reports flawed data or content, this may be best rec-
tified by a correction’, as opposed to more substantial problems 
requiring a retraction (COPE Council 2019). The International 
Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE) states that 
‘corrections are needed for errors of fact that should have been 
recognised at the time of publication. Matters of debate and 
evolving science and methods are not errors’ (ICMJE 2026). This 
distinguishes corrections from issues that should be addressed 
by some form of reply or commentary, that is, through further 
publications. Expressions of concern (EoC) are used to notify 
readers that a publication is under investigation. Although they 
are typically temporary labels, some EoCs are never resolved 
and become permanent (COPE Council 2025).

Crucially, these updates are applied to a publication after it is 
published and starts to circulate as a publication that has passed 
editorial assessment. All of these updates are therefore editorial 
interventions, that is, part of a journal's remit to curate publica-
tions, although they may be requested by others, such as authors 
or their institutes. In practice, the labels for these different post-
publication updates are not as straight-forward. Corrections are 
also called errata, corrigenda or addenda. In addition, publica-
tions can get multiple post-publication updates, such as multi-
ple corrections or a correction followed by a retraction, but also 
retractions that are corrected, or corrections that are retracted.

Besides guidelines for what requires a correction, there are also 
guidelines for how corrections should be communicated. Like 
other editorial updates, corrections should be published as a 
separate document in the same journal. COPE's further instruc-
tion for correction notices is very short and only states that a 
correction should be open access (COPE Council 2024). The US 
National Information Standards Organization (NISO) does not 
have separate guidelines for corrections, but parts of their guide-
lines for retractions might be applicable to corrections as well 
(NISO  2024). However, ICMJE has more elaborate guidelines 
for corrections. ICMJE advises to update the published version 
and that ‘Previous electronic versions should prominently note 
that there are more recent versions of the article’ (ICMJE 2026). 
ICMJE specifies that a corrected version of the article should 
also be published. The correction notice should describe what 
is problematic in the publication and should be linked on the 
publication's webpage, similar to retractions but without a wa-
termark or stamp on all pages (ICMJE 2026).

In contrast to corrections, retractions have received consider-
able attention in scientometric and meta-research, supported 
by data from the Retraction Watch database (Andersen and 
Wray  2019; Hsiao and Schneider  2021). Studies documenting 
shortcomings in retraction communication also provide useful 
insights for correction communication. Poor visibility has been 
identified as one reason why retracted papers continue to be 
cited (Schmidt 2024). In a survey (De Cassai et al. 2022), 89% of 
authors citing retracted papers were unaware of the retraction, 

Key Points

•	 Most scholarly platforms do not communicate correc-
tions with the entry or on the page of the corrected 
publication.

•	 The scholarly platforms that do communicate correc-
tions do so for nearly but not all corrected publications.

•	 When the presence of corrections is indicated, the 
communication is not always clear.
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mainly because it was ‘not adequately highlighted in the search 
database’ or ‘in the journal’, underscoring the importance of 
clear labelling across platforms. Some studies found retracted 
publications available without mention of retraction (Decullier 
and Maisonneuve  2018; Steen  2011), though more recent ev-
idence suggests improvement (Bakker and Riegelman  2018). 
Compliance with ICMJE communication guidelines for retrac-
tions is limited (Elia et  al.  2014; Suelzer et  al.  2021), and vis-
ibility also differs widely across platforms, with Scopus and 
WoS often failing to match retraction labels found in PubMed 
or Medline (Bakker and Riegelman  2018; Boudry et  al.  2023; 
Suelzer et al. 2021). Preprint servers and repositories also show 
gaps, as many versions of retracted papers remain unmarked as 
such (Avissar-Whiting 2022; Frampton et al. 2021).

Although retractions are studied much more, corrections are far 
more frequent. For example, the WoS lists 454,564 corrections 
and 23,133 retractions,1 reporting numerous corrections even 
back when retractions were still sporadic. Among the rare stud-
ies of corrections, some focus on one research area, such as chem-
istry (Addelston and Goldsmith 1966; Hubbard 2010) or smaller 
fields within biomedical sciences, such as emergency medicine 
(Vural et al. 2022), COVID-19 research (Chatterton et al. 2023) 
and neurosurgical publications (Liu and Kaliaperumal  2022). 
Some studies include correction notice visibility and indexing 
(Bordignon  2023; Farrah and Rabb  2019). These studies sug-
gest update labels are not always applied consistently. For a 
small set of corrections, Farrah & Rabb showed that some da-
tabases may include a separate record for a correction, but do 
not update the original record to communicate the presence of 
a correction or the other way around (2019). Bordignon showed 
another inconsistency: Some retractions (announced in re-
traction notices) are mislabeled as corrections on the journal's 
webpage for the publication. Interestingly, labeling mistakes 
made by the original source, for example, labeling a retraction 
as a correction, are not necessarily copied by the bibliographic 
databases (Bordignon  2023, 6). Recently, Aquarius et  al. dis-
covered that some corrections are not notified to the readers at 
all. They termed these stealth corrections and defined them as 
‘at least one post-publication change made to a scientific arti-
cle, without providing a correction note or any other indicator 
that the publication was temporarily or permanently altered’ 
(Aquarius et al. 2025, 1). The discovered stealth corrections in-
cluded epistemically consequential changes, for example a fig-
ure that had been updated without a correction notice (Aquarius 
et al. 2025, 2).

Some particular scholarly platforms have received very little 
attention at all concerning the communication of editorial up-
dates. Repositories may provide open access to publications, but 
rarely provide notice of their editorial updates. A recent study 
of the second-largest repository in the world, Hyper Articles 
en Ligne (HAL), found that there was no indication of retrac-
tions or corrections for the majority of updated publications. 
Only one of 62 corrected articles was listed as such, although 
the numbers were slightly better for retracted publications 
(Bordignon  2025a). A recent survey revealed that most repos-
itories do not have any mechanism in place to check for post-
publication updates (Hargitt  2025). However, as green open 
access copies might be earlier versions of the publisher's version 
or record, what is corrected in the official version might not need 

correction in the repository (Bordignon 2025a). Differences be-
tween repository versions and publisher versions can also cre-
ate other problems as discussed by Hinchliffe  (2024). Besides 
repositories there are also new platforms that aim to help re-
searchers find, select, organise and understand the scientific 
literature: AI research assistants (e.g., Elicit). Since these plat-
forms are new, there are not many studies on how they (should) 
deal with retracted or corrected literature yet, though a study 
about ChatGPT shows there are some problems incorporating 
retractions (Thelwall et al. 2025). There is at least one opinion 
piece on how they should deal with retractions, in which Tay 
proposes two modes as follows: One that excludes all retracted 
works, and one that includes them but labels them as retracted 
(Tay 2025). Correction communication poses similar challenges 
for AI research assistants.

The available research shows that the communication of correc-
tions remains a challenge, to which we aim to contribute with 
an assessment of the extent and clarity of communication across 
platforms.

3   |   Data and Methods

3.1   |   Corpus of Corrected Publications

Our aim was to assess the communication of epistemically 
significant corrections to users of various scholarly platforms. 
While all types of corrections should be reported properly, the 
consequences are bigger for corrections with consequences for 
the reported knowledge. For this purpose, we needed a corpus 
of publications corrected for significant errors in order to assess 
whether and how these publications are flagged as corrected in 
different platforms. To increase the number of corrections with 
consequences for the knowledge, we selected corrected publi-
cations with two or more PubPeer comments selected from 
publications marked as corrected on Crossref. Crossref shares 
publication metadata from a wide range of scientific publishers, 
accessible at scale through an API, including correction notices. 
For the purpose of this study, we therefore considered the cor-
rection status in Crossref as the starting point, although these 
data admittedly depend on how carefully journals communicate 
corrections to Crossref.

Corpus collection consisted of four steps (Figure 1). For the first 
step, we queried the Crossref API for correction notices (labelled 
correction, corrigendum, addendum or erratum) from the last 
5 years (January 2020 till December 2024), and retrieved meta-
data (DOI, publisher, journal, title of correction notice) about 
the publications they correct. This resulted in 120,246 corrected 
publications.

Second, since publications may go through different update 
statuses and therefore receive multiple labels (e.g., a correction 
followed by a retraction) and since we focus on corrections, we 
excluded retracted publications and publications with an expres-
sion of concern (EoC), which left us with 117,354 publications. 
To this end, we excluded all publications that were labelled as 
retracted or as having an EoC by the Retraction Watch Database 
or had retract*, withdraw* or expression as the start of the title of 
the update notice or the publication.
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Third, we kept only publications with two or more comments on 
PubPeer, reducing our corpus considerably to 3351 publications. 
PubPeer is a platform that enables post-publication peer review, 
which means commenting on publications that are already pub-
lished (Knoepfler 2015). Commentators can reveal their identity 
or remain anonymous. While PubPeer hosts all kinds of com-
ments, such as journal club discussions of publications, more 
than two-thirds of the comments are to flag some sort of mis-
conduct, mostly image manipulation (Ortega  2022). Therefore, 
we think that selecting corrected publications with two or more 
PubPeer comments is an adequate proxy to test the communica-
tion of significant corrections, while we acknowledge that likely 
not all of the publications in our corpus have a substantial correc-
tion. Using PubPeer skews our corpus towards biomedical publi-
cations, in correspondence with its main user base (Ortega 2022).

Lastly, we manually excluded all remaining retracted publica-
tions and those with an EoC that we previously missed. A cor-
pus of 3177 corrected articles remained. The majority of these 
publications are published by Elsevier and Springer Nature, fol-
lowed by Wiley, MDPI and Frontiers (Table 1, for a full list of all 
publishers in our corpus see Table S1). The median of PubPeer 
comments per publication was three, with a maximum of 223 
comments on a single publication. There are 848 different jour-
nals in our corpus; Table S2 shows the journals with 10 or more 
publications in our corpus.

3.2   |   Platform Selection

In our analysis, we included a variety of platforms through 
which researchers can obtain their literature in order to check 
how corrections are displayed on each of them. Although pre-
cise usage data are not universally available, we did aim for 
platforms researchers would typically use to consult the liter-
ature. We have selected platforms that, among the diversity of 
functionalities and services, present examples of: Journal web-
sites, abstract/citation databases, reference management tools, 
AI research assistants and open repositories. We started with 
the journal's webpages, as these present the version of record. 
Typically, journal webpages are organised by the publisher, fol-
lowing its conventions and house style and therefore we also 
compare publishers.

Next, we included some of the well-known abstract and index-
ing databases, such as Scopus, WoS, PubMed, EuropePMC, 
Dimensions, The Lens (on Lens.​org), OpenAlex and Google 
Scholar. These databases differ in terms of coverage, disci-
plinary focus or search functionalities (Gusenbauer 2022).

To manage their literature, many researchers use reference soft-
ware that integrates with text editors. Using browser plugins 
or extensions, one can easily add publications, often including 
the PDF file, which can then be read from within the referenc-
ing software. If users save references or entire texts stored here 
before post-publication updates are applied, then update warn-
ings in this software are very useful. As Endnote (Clarivate 
Analytics 2025) and Zotero (Cheng et al. 2019) already flag re-
tractions, and Mendeley is also widely used, we tested Endnote, 
Zotero and Mendeley.

We also included the browser plugin of Scite.ai. Scite.ai is a plat-
form providing information about how a publication is cited, 
with a free browser extension for Chrome that pops up with ci-
tation counts and citation polarity (supporting, mentioning and 
contrasting citations). In addition, it also shows if an article has 
a correction or retraction. In the Chrome Webstore, Scite.ai has 
100,000 users.2

A more recent development is AI research assistants, of which 
we have included Elicit. Instead of searching for keywords and 
getting a list of articles, Elicit generates a ‘structured research 
report’ plus a list of the sources in response to a question. Elicit 
claims to assist researchers with literature reviews, including 
systematic reviews.

FIGURE 1    |    Corpus creation workflow.

TABLE 1    |    Overview of the most common publishers in our corpus 
of 3177 corrected articles.

Most common publishers Number of publications

Elsevier BV 986

Springer Nature 975

Wiley 343

MDPI 222

Frontiers media SA 171
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Researchers can also obtain publications through open reposito-
ries. However, whether these should also always communicate 
corrections is a difficult question. As Bordignon  (2025a, 5–6) 
suggests:

‘open repositories inherently destabilise the scholarly record; in-
deed, they are not a perfect reflection of what has been officially 
published: They can archive a copy of the published official ver-
sion (version of record) but also an “unofficial” version from the 
author, either before acceptance by the journal (preprint) or after 
acceptance (postprint). The reason that led to a correction or re-
traction may not exist in the version deposited in an open ar-
chive, for example an error may have been introduced in a later 
version than the initial shared preprint’.

Therefore, we decided not to test which open repositories com-
municate corrections and how consistently they do so, but only 
to look at what correction communication in open repositories 
could look like, by showing two examples of repositories that do 
communicate them. These were repositories that answered yes 
to the question ‘Do you currently have a mechanism in place 
to check for retraction, errata, corrigenda or other updates to 
the scholarly content that you provide to users?’ in a repository 
survey (Hargitt  2025), namely the KU Leuven and Chapman 
University repositories.

3.3   |   Platform Testing

To answer the three research questions, we took a three-step ap-
proach (Figure 2).

To determine which platforms communicate corrections on 
the entry of the corrected publication, we checked a subsam-
ple of 343 publications for each platform (based on Cochran's 
formula for size determination (Ahmed 2024), see Supporting 
Information: methods). For PubMed, this step was automated 
using the API (with the Octoparse no-code tool3) by checking 
if the field ‘erratum in’ was in the reference field in the JSON 
output file.4 For the other platforms, we checked the subsa-
mple manually. If on the pages of these 343 corrected pub-
lications there was no communication about the correction, 

we concluded that the platform does not communicate cor-
rections on its publication entries, or, to be precise, at most 
sporadically.

For the platforms that did communicate corrections, we con-
tinued with the second research question. To assess how con-
sistently platforms communicate corrections, we tested for the 
full corpus. Again, for PubMed, this step was automated. For 
the other platforms, we checked the full corpus manually. For 
the 153 publications that displayed multiple corrections on the 
journal's webpage, we checked if the other platforms displayed 
multiple corrections as well.

To determine the clarity of the correction communication, we 
inductively gathered and compared visual and textual signals 
used on the platforms. As there are no formal guidelines on how 
corrections should be communicated, and the guidelines for re-
tractions do not necessarily translate, we took a bottom-up ap-
proach of inductive coding.

More details about the corpus creation, data collection and anal-
ysis can be found in the Supporting Information: methods.

For both institutional repositories, we selected all the publica-
tions in our corpus affiliated with this institution (using affil-
iations in Scopus) and then searched the repository for these 
publications using DOIs. This was successful for the repository 
of KU Leuven, but for the Chapman University repository, this 
resulted in zero publications; hence, we instead searched Scopus 
for the affiliation Chapman University and document type er-
ratum, implying these are not necessarily epistemically conse-
quential corrections.

4   |   Results

4.1   |   Which Platforms Communicate Corrections?

The majority of platforms where researchers can obtain scien-
tific literature do not communicate corrections on the page of 
the corrected publication (Table 2). Based on the 343 randomly 

FIGURE 2    |    Methods overview, to check the communication of cor-
rections on the page or entry of the corrected publication.

TABLE 2    |    Overview of which of the tested platforms communicate 
corrections on the page where the corrected publication is displayed.

Platforms that 
communicate corrections

Platforms that do not 
communicate corrections

EuropePMC Dimensions

Journal's webpage Elicit

PubMed Endnote

Scite.ai Google Scholar

Scopus Lens

Mendeley

OpenAlex

Web of Science

Zotero
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selected articles we checked, we found that WoS, OpenAlex, 
Dimensions, Google Scholar, Lens, Mendeley, Zotero, Endnote 
and Elicit do not systematically communicate corrections on the 
entry of the corrected publication. Beside the journal's webpage, 
only PubMed, EuropePMC, Scopus and the Scite.ai browser ex-
tension signal corrections.

While WoS, OpenAlex, Dimensions, Google Scholar, Lens, 
Mendeley, Zotero, Endnote and Elicit do not communicate cor-
rections on the page of the corrected publication, researchers 
might still notice the correction. When searching for keywords 
or a title, the correction notice might also pop up in the query 
results besides the publication, which an observant researcher 
might spot. In addition, in rare cases, a change to the title of 
the corrected publication was made, which would also alert the 
reader to the correction notice. There was one instance in Elicit 
for which the entry of the corrected publication had the pdf of 
the correction notice attached instead of the pdf of the corrected 
publication.

4.2   |   How Consistent Are They in Their 
Communication?

The platforms that communicate corrections do so with high con-
sistency, as shown in Table 3. Scite.ai, PubMed and EuropePMC 
correctly flag over 98% of the publications in our corpus, while 
Scopus achieves a rate of just over 90%. One might expect that 
journal webpages communicate corrections for all corrected 
publications, since the journal is the origin of the information 
and the source of Crossref data (our starting point). However, 
this is not the case: Only 94% of the publications were communi-
cated as corrected to the user on the page of the journal.

There are differences between publishers (Table 4): Wiley and 
MDPI communicate corrections for all tested articles, Springer 

Nature for 99.5%, Elsevier for 85.6% and Frontiers for 97.1%. This 
lower number for Elsevier can partly be explained by how it 
communicates corrections: For corrected publications, Elsevier 
has a text box marked as referred to by, followed by a link to 
the correction notice. In some cases, the correction notice starts 
with correction, errata or another synonym; in other cases, it 
does not and simply has the same title as the corrected publica-
tion. As the ‘referred to by’ header was also used to link to other 
types of articles and not only correction notices, if the word cor-
rection or a synonym was not used, we counted these cases as 
not visibly communicated. However, an observant reader might 
spot that the publication they read is ‘referred to by’ another 
publication with the exact same title and might realise this con-
stitutes a correction.

Some publications have multiple corrections on the journal's 
webpage, but this does not always translate to the different plat-
forms. Scite.ai communicates multiple corrections in all cases, 
PubMed and EuropePMC communicate them in most, but not 
all cases (114/141 for PubMed and 120/143 for EuropePMC), and 
Scopus not at all. There are differences between the journal's 
webpages and PubMed and EuropePMC. In some cases PubMed 
and/or EuropePMC miss a correction, in other cases the jour-
nal's webpage has two corrections, but PubMed and EuropePMC 
label it as one correction and one EoC.

4.3   |   How Clear Is the Communication 
of Corrections?

Scopus, PubMed and EuropePMC communicate corrections 
similarly (Table  5). Scopus has a box with a blue outline un-
derneath the publication title with an icon of a blue exclama-
tion point marked Update notice, followed by the title, journal 
and volume of the correction notice (Figure  S1). PubMed has 
a similar header marked erratum in underneath the author 

TABLE 3    |    For the platforms that do communicate corrections, how consistently do they do this.

Total number of publications Of which communicated as corrected Percentage

Scite.ai 3177 3166 99.7%

EuropePMC 2845 2810 98.8%

PubMed 2704 2669 98.7%

Journal's webpage 3176 2999 94.4%

Scopus 3163 2872 90.8%

TABLE 4    |    An overview of visibly corrected publications on the journal's webpage for the most common publishers in our corpus.

Total number of publications Of which communicated as corrected Percentage

Wiley 343 343 100.0%

MDPI 222 222 100.0%

Springer Nature 976 971 99.6%

Frontiers Media SA 171 165 97.1%

Elsevier BV* 986 844 85.6%

*We've only counted those that mention the word correction or a synonym; an observant reader might notice more.
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information, followed by the title, authors, journal and volume 
of the correction notice. EuropePMC does not use a header, but 
otherwise similarly uses a blue box underneath the author infor-
mation with this article has been corrected. Scopus, PubMed and 
EuropePMC all provide easy access with a link to the correction 
notice from the corrected publication. A bidirectional link (the 
notice linking to the publication, and the publication linking 
to the notice), is required according to the ICMJE guidelines, 
and for retraction communication sometimes called connec-
tivity (ICMJE 2026; Xu et al. 2026). We only tested one side of 
the bidirectional link, whether the corrected article links to the 
correction notice. Scopus, PubMed and EuropePMC all use co-
lours otherwise also used in their home-style, which is not very 
alarming.

The Scite.ai browser extension is a pop-up. On the right side of 
the screen, Scite.ai gives information about how a publication 
is cited, including a pencil icon followed by a number indicat-
ing the number of corrections (Figure S2). This does, however, 
not link to the correction notice, as a click on the pop-up box 
leads to Scite.ai. Unlike the browser plugin, the Scite.ai plugin 
for Zotero (Scite 2018) does not include correction information. 
While Scite.ai had a warning for nearly all publications in our 
dataset, warning for corrections is not the primary intended 
purpose of Scite.ai.

For the journal webpages there is a larger variation in how cor-
rections are communicated (Table 6). Nearly all publishers use 
the same approach for all their journals, following the conven-
tions of their house style, with the exception of Wolters Kluwer 
which differed in communication for some journals. Some 
publishers use a specific header to indicate a post-publication 
update, to display a change in the status of the publication, for 
example this article has a correction (AAAS), this article has 
been updated (PNAS) or corrections (PLOS). However, ten 
publishers used unspecific headers such as connected content 
(AIP, American Society of Haematology, American Diabetes 
Association, Rockefeller University Press, Portland Press Ltd.), 
related content (American Association for Cancer Research) 
or referred to by (Elsevier). Communicating corrections under 
these unspecific headers might mean that readers miss the 
warning, since they might skim over recommended publica-
tions, especially when many publications are shown under this 
header. The use of unspecific headers to communicate correc-
tions suggests that publishers make use of a generic platform 
feature, instead of building a specific mechanism to warn read-
ers of corrections. For example, the Royal Society of Chemistry 
labelled its corrected publications in a side column labelled 
associated articles (Figure  S3). Since this is the place where 

publishers typically recommend other publications instead of 
updates of the same publication, corrections are hard to spot, 
even though this publisher only uses this feature to communi-
cate corrections, rather than related contents.

Although some publishers use an outlined or coloured box to 
communicate a correction, other publishers use a smaller line 
of text, easily missed if not in some bold colour. For example, 
SAGE indicates corrections by a hyperlink view correction, 
right underneath the authors, which are also blue hyperlinks 
and next to the DOI (Figure  S4). Taylor and Francis uses a 
bold colour for their exclamation point icon, but the correction 
link is an inconspicuous line of text, lower on the page below 
the abstract, which means you may have to scroll down to spot 
it (Figure S5).

There was only one publisher (Wolters Kluwer) that showed 
the correction notice content on the corrected publication page, 
preventing the reader from having to check a separate page 
(Figure S6).

In both institutional repositories we analysed, we found an ex-
ample of correction communication. In both cases it was a pub-
lished publication—that is, not an author version. The Chapman 
University repository links to the full text, which led us to the 

TABLE 5    |    Presentation of the correction on publication entries in scholarly platforms.

Scopus PubMed EuropePMC Scite.ai

The page displays a link to the correction notice Yes Yes Yes No

The page has a specific correction header Yes Yes No No

The correction is positioned high on the page (above the abstract or higher) Yes Yes Yes No

The correction is included in the main text section (as opposed to a sidebar) Yes Yes Yes No

TABLE 6    |    Presentation of the correction on the publication page at 
the publisher website.

Number of 
publishers

The page displays a link to the correction 
notice

37/37

The page has a generic header (e.g., related 
content)

10/37

The correction is positioned high on the page 
(above the abstract or higher)

33/37

The correction is included in the main text 
section (as opposed to a sidebar)

35/37

The correction has an outlined or coloured 
box

25/37

The correction is in red/orange (deviating 
from colours in the website's design)

8/37

The correction shows the content of the 
correction notice

1/37
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journal's webpage. In the case of KU Leuven, the site immedi-
ately downloaded the deposited PDF, but also the journal's of-
ficial published version. Both repositories communicated the 
correction, but in a different way. Chapman University com-
municates the correction below the abstract in the text, with-
out the use of a coloured outline or box, hence easily overlooked 
(Figure S7), but the reader might still see the correction on the 
linked journal website. In the repository of KU Leuven, the cor-
rection is communicated more clearly, as publication with corri-
gendum, in red with a red outline at the top of page (Figure S8). 
However, it does not link to the corrigendum, so a reader would 
have to search further to find out what was corrected.

5   |   Discussion

We observed that the communication of corrections in the 
scientific literature leaves much to be desired. First, the large 
majority of platforms where researchers can obtain or find sci-
entific literature do not communicate corrections on the page 
or entry of the corrected publication. Especially if bibliographic 
tools give direct access to publications (such as PDFs), even 
corrections that substantially affect their contents are easily 
overlooked. Second, those platforms that do communicate cor-
rections do so for nearly all publications, but correction labelling 
is still incomplete. In addition, the labelling is not always very 
clear. Sometimes this is caused by repurposing a different plat-
form feature to communicate corrections, such as the ‘related 
contents’ box or by using inconspicuous text on an information-
dense page.

Similar to the improved communication of retractions, plat-
forms are also changing their communication of corrections. 
For example, Dimensions has a dataset of problematic publi-
cations, currently only accessible on request, but they plan on 
integrating it into the interface, either as a filter or perhaps also 
as a signal to communicate corrections.5 Another initiative is 
an STM Integrity Hub6 working group on the communication of 
post-publication updates in open repositories—mostly focussed 
on retractions, but including corrections (Hargitt 2024), facing 
the complication mentioned earlier that corrections might not 
apply to the version in the repository (Bordignon 2025a).

To improve correction communication, there is some low-
hanging fruit. First, platforms that do not communicate cor-
rections could start to flag corrected entries. Whether specific 
platforms should signal corrections may depend on their idea 
of what the platform should be doing, but from the perspec-
tive of researchers, updates to the literature are relevant. If 
they list correction notices, the link already exists in one way 
(the correction notice links to the corrected publication), but 
a link in the other direction should be added. Second, for the 
platforms that do communicate errors, there is much to gain 
from bolder flags and marks, such as by using a colour that 
stands out from the platform's design, or using words like cor-
rection or updates as section headers rather than the cryptic 
‘referred to by’. Some standardisation of this communication 
across platforms would make it even easier for the reader to 
recognise corrections, though of course this might come with 
the cost of some freedom and contextuality (allowing for a dif-
ference between a correction and an addendum, for example). 

This could be accomplished by standards set by NISO as they 
have for retractions (NISO 2024).

More advanced technical solutions could also assist correc-
tion communication. For example, Crossref has developed 
Crossmark, an icon on PDFs. When users click the icon, it shows 
whether the document is up to date, for example, whether it has 
been corrected. Not all publishers participate in Crossmark, 
and readers may overlook the logo, but this mark has correction 
communication potential. However, this currently requires an 
action from the user, namely clicking the mark to check for up-
dates (Meyer 2011). Since updates are rare, users are not likely 
to systematically check for them. A mark actively displaying the 
presence of an update would be clearer, but this is not possible 
in PDFs.

Versioning has been suggested as a solution to stealth cor-
rections (Aquarius et  al.  2025). Versioning might have ad-
vantages in terms of transparency, as researchers should be 
able to see every change. However, there are also downsides. 
Versioning might actually blur corrections, as not every new 
version might really be a correction of an error. The different 
versions might not travel well between databases, as we al-
ready observed by the lack of multiple corrections in Scopus. 
Bibliographic databases largely hinge on the existence of one 
current version of record, at best with one post-publication 
status qualifier (EoC, corrected or retracted). For example, 
this lost eLife its listing in WoS, as WoS requires one single 
version of record and did not accept eLife's versioning system 
(Brainard 2024).

However, in the long run, the most effective way to improve cor-
rection communication would require an investigation of how 
researchers access the literature: When using another platform, 
do they still turn to the publisher's website? If so, improvement 
on the publisher's websites might suffice; if not, improvements 
in these platforms might be a better solution. Do researchers 
go back to the online version of a publication they previously 
read or saved locally? If not, would an addition of flags in ref-
erence software help them? Research on how readers find and 
access the literature could help optimise adequate correction 
communication.

6   |   Limitations

Since we need a reference set, we started from Crossref data, but 
corrected publications that are not labelled as such in Crossref 
are not included in our corpus. Platforms that have a very high 
coverage of corrections most likely make effective use of the 
Crossref dataset. This is illustrated by the 100% consistency of 
communication of corrections by MDPI. This is somewhat sur-
prising as MDPI ranked second among publishers in a corpus 
of publications with stealth corrections (Aquarius et al. 2025).

If publishers do not communicate corrections to Crossref, we 
underestimate the problem of imperfect error correction. As 
other research indicates that researchers alert each other to er-
rors through informal means (Bordignon 2025b), we may over-
estimate the problem of error correction if researchers become 
aware of corrections through other channels.
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As we selected for publications with two or more PubPeer 
comments and most PubPeer comments are on the biomedical 
literature (Ortega  2022), our findings are based on mostly the 
biomedical literature. However, as we focus on scholarly plat-
forms and since journals are mostly organised at the publisher 
level, we deem it plausible that our analysis of correction com-
munication can be extended to other fields.

As there are very few studies on the communication of correc-
tions, we focused only on corrections. However, publications 
can get multiple different updates, such as a correction followed 
by a retraction; future studies could explore how multiple update 
notices are communicated across platforms.

Last, we analysed how corrections are communicated to the 
reader, but not how readers would receive this communication. 
As we focused on correction communication to users, this may 
overestimate actual visibility to actual users in all their diversity 
and varied contexts. While our study can signal the inadequa-
cies of error communication, an assessment of effective commu-
nication would require a study with actual users.
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