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Abstract

Background: Photographs from medical case reports published in academic journals have previously been found in online
image search results. Thismeansthat patient photographs circul ate beyond the original journal website and can be freely accessed
online. While this raises ethical and legal concerns, no systematic study has documented how often this occurs.

Objective: Theaim of this cross-sectional study was to provide systematic evidence that patient photographs from case reports
published in medical journals appear in Google Images search results. Research questions included the following: (1) what
percentage of patient medical photographs published in case reports were found in Google Images search results? (2) what was
the relationship between open access publication status and image availability? and (3) did the odds of finding patient photographs
on third-party websites differ between searches conducted in 2020 and 2022?

Methods: The main outcome measure assessed whether at least 1 photograph from each case report was found on Google
Images when using a structured search. Secondary outcome variables included the image source and the availability of images
on third-party websites over time. The characteristics of medical imageswere described using summary statistics. The association
between the source of full-text availability and image availability on Google Imageswas tested using logistic regressions. Finally,
we examined the trend of finding patient photographs using generalized estimating equations.

Results:. From arandom sample of 585 case reports indexed in PubMed, 186 contained patient photographs, for atotal of 598

distinct images. For 142 (76.3%) out of 186 case reports, at least 1 photograph was found in Google Images search results. A
total of 18.3% (110/598) of photographsincluded eye, face, or full body, including 10.9% (65/598) that could potentially identify
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the patient. The odds of finding an image from the case report online were higher if the full-text paper was available on ResearchGate
(odds ratio [OR] 9.16, 95% CI 2.71-31.02), PubMed Central (OR 7.90, 95% CI 2.33-26.77), or Google Scholar (OR 6.07, 95%
Cl 2.77-13.29) than if the full-text was available solely through an open access journa (OR 5.33, 95% CI 2.31-12.28). However,
all factors contributed to an increased risk of locating patient images online. Compared with the search in 2020, patient photographs
were less likely to be found on third-party websites based on the 2022 search results (OR 0.61, 95% Cl 0.43-0.87).

Conclusions: A high proportion of medical photographsfrom case reportswasfound on Google Images, raising ethical concerns
with policy and practice implications. Journa publishers and corporations such as Google are best positioned to develop an
effective remedy. Until then, it is crucia that patients are adequately informed about the potential risks and benefits of providing
consent for cliniciansto publish their images in medical journals.

(J Med Internet Res 2024; 26:€55352) doi: 10.2196/55352
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Introduction

Case reports are an important tool for medical, scientific, and
educational purposes [1]. Written by practicing clinicians,
peer-reviewed case reports provide relevant and timely medical
information that contributes to evidence-based practice [1,2].
A large number of case reports are published each year; for
example, 74,270 case reports were published in 2022 and
indexed in PubMed.

Casereportsoften includeimages, including patient photographs
[3,4]. Guidelines related to the publication of medical
photographsin case reports often refer to overarching statements
such as the Declaration of Helsinki, or slightly more specific
policies such as the guidelines outlined by the Committee on
Publication Ethics (COPE), or the Case Report (CARE)
guidelines for case reports [5-7]. The Declaration of Helsinki
states that research participants must be fully informed of any
potential risks and benefits associated with the relevant study
[8]. COPE guidelines provide clear recommendations for
publishers, editors, and various research institutes on the topic
of publication ethics [9]. Meanwhile, CARE guidelines are
specific to case reports and seek to promote and improve their
transparency, accuracy, and usefulness [10]. The CARE
guidelines include a checklist with items such as deidentified
patient information, informed consent, and patient perspective
on the treatment they received [10]. While multiple guidelines
exist, adherence is not mandatory; 1 study found that out of 50
journals, 76% did not adhere to any guidelines for publication
of personal information [11]. Another study investigating CARE
guideline adherence in 36 Indian medical journals found that
only athird exhibited average adherence and that overall there
was poor reporting of subject-informed consent [7].

With the growth of online publishing and advancements in
technology, case reports from academic journals are widely
avalable as web-based publications, and their reach has
expanded to a larger audience [4]. While increased access to
medical case reports may be beneficial, photographs from case
reports published in academic journals are now also available
in online image search results such as Google Images[3,4]. In
such cases, patient photographs circulate beyond the original
journal website and can be accessed by anyone using the
internet. This raises ethical and legal concerns regarding
patients’ informed consent and privacy of health information.

https://www.jmir.org/2024/1/e55352

Inthe original study on thistopic, drawing on a sample of case
reports with patients who are transgender published between
2008 and 2015, at least 1 patient photograph was available on
Google Imagesfor 37% of themedical casereportsinthesample
[3]. Curious about whether the results would be the same for a
random sample of medical case reports published more recently,
the aim of this cross-sectional study was to provide systematic
evidence that patient photographs from case reports published
in medical journals appear in Google Images search results.
Research questions for this study were (1) what percentage of
patient medical photographs published in casereportsare found
in Google Images search results? (2) what is the relationship
between open access publication status and image availability?
and (3) do the odds of finding patient photographs on third-party
websites differ between searches conducted in 2020 and 20227

Methods

Study Design

The Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in
Epidemiology (STROBE) cross-sectional checklist was used
when writing up results[12] (see Multimedia Appendix 1).

Ethical Considerations

Research ethics approval was not required because the data
were collected from case reports published in medical journals.

Data Source and Study Population

PubMed includes a diverse range of medical journals and is
“the most widely used database with biomedicine-related article
abstracts’ with over 36 million entries [13]. The efficient
identification of a random sample was facilitated by the ways
medical casereportsareidentified within PubMed. A structured
search of PubMed was conducted to identify all indexed medical
case reports published within a 1-year period between July 1,
2017, and June 30, 2018 (Search: *“2017/07/01"
[Date—Publication]: “2018/06/30" (Date—Publication) Filters:
Case Reports). The search produced 23,589 results (the search
was conducted on August 15, 2018).

Sample Size

To determine samplesize, apilot study was conducted toinform
an estimate of effect size and power. All medical case reports
indexed in PubMed for the month of February 2018 were

JMed Internet Res 2024 | vol. 26 | €55352 | p. 2
(page number not for citation purposes)


http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/55352
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH

identified. This search produced 955 references. Full-text PDFs
were retrieved for each reference and the documents were
visually checked to see whether each case study included
photographic images of patients. Of the 955 case reports
published in Englishin February 2018 and indexed in PubMed,
370 (38.7%) included patient photographs. Based on the original
study, it was anticipated that approximately 37% of the case
reports with photographs would include at least 1 image found
online. Using a95% Cl and a4% margin of error, asamplesize
of 585 was required.

Data Collection and M easures

To identify the random sample for this study, the list of 23,589
case report references was exported from PubMed to Microsoft
Exce (Microsoft Corp). A random number generator was used
to assign a number to each of the references, and then the list
of references was rank-ordered from the smallest to the largest
random number. Thefirst 585 referenceswere selected in order,
imported into EPPI-Reviewer (EPPI Centre) [14], and then
full-text papers were uploaded for each reference (Figure 1).

For the 585 references, the full text of each case report was
examined to determine whether the publication included clinical
photographs of patients or not. The photographs from each
publication were consecutively numbered on a hard copy, and
then the information was entered into a Microsoft Excel
spreadsheet, with a unique number for each case report and
photograph. A total of 186 case reports included patient
photographs, with a total of 598 patient photographs in the
sample.

Marshall et &

Two categories of data were collected—data at the case report
level and data at the image level. At the image level, details
were documented related to the specific part of the patient’s
body that was photographed (eg, eye, face, or torso); thetiming
of the photograph (eg, pre- or posttreatment or during surgery);
the gender and age of the patient as described in the body of the
case report; whether the photograph was in color or not; and
whether the authors had attempted to anonymize the photograph
using image blurring or bars covering parts of the image. For
each case report, 1 member of the team entered data about the
images into the Excel spreadsheet. All data were then
independently verified by a second team member.

At the case report level, data collection included author
information, year of publication, open access status, and
availability on Google Scholar, ResearchGate, and PubMed
Central. To document the open access format for each of the
case reports, 1 member of the team searched for each paper in
the open database Unpaywall. The open access status of case
reportsis classified using colors[15]. The color classifications
are (1) gold—published in an open accessjournal that isindexed
by the Directory of Open Access Journalss; (2) green—toll-access
on the publisher page, but thereisafree copy in an open access
repository; (3) hybrid—free under an open license in a
toll-access journal; (4) bronze—free to read on the publisher
page, but without a clearly identifiable license; and (5)
closed—all other papers, including those shared only on
academic social networks or Sci-Hub. For the purposes of this
analysis, open accessincluded papers categorized asgold, green,
hybrid, and bronze.

Figure 1. Identification of arandom sample of case reports with patient photographs.
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Google Images Search

To determine whether it was possible to find photographs from
the case reports on Google Images, searches were carried out
for each of the 186 case reports that included patient
photographs. Searches were conducted on ayearly basis from
2019 to 2022, using an approach referred to as algorithmic
probing [16]. This analysis focuses on the results of the most
recent searches conducted in 2022.

Three members of the research team (AC, HJ, and ZM)
conducted manual searches on Google Images for each paper
in the study sample using the same strategy first developed by
Marshall et a [3]. For each reference, the researcher used the
title of the case report in quotation marks asthe text key. These
searches were conducted using a Tor browser, “a proxy that
masksthelocation information and browsing history of the user,
allowing for anonymous use of the Internet” [17]. This browser

Figure 2. Sample of source linksincluded in Google Images search results.
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Data M anagement

Data were entered into Microsoft Excel and screened for
misentries (eg, spelling errors, empty cells, or shifted cells).
The primary outcome variable was the availability of medical
photographs on Google | mages and was coded as“ 0" not found
and “1” found. Secondary outcome variablesincluded theimage
source and the availability of images on third-party websites
over time. Missing data analyses were performed to screen the
datafor entry errors.

Statistical Analysis

Sample characteristics were described using means, SDs,
quantiles, and frequency distributions. The level of analysisis

https://www.jmir.org/2024/1/e55352
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was used to minimize theinfluence of Google's personalization
strategiesto hel p prevent results from being skewed by historical
searches conducted by team members[18]. Images of the search
result pages were saved in PDF by date. One member of the
research team then manually compared the search resultsin the
PDF to the photographs in the published medical case report,
circling the matching image using PDF editing software. Google
Images search resultsalso include alink directly under theimage
to the origina source of the photograph. In Figure 2, for
example, the first 3 images are from a case report [19] and
include links to BMJ Case Reports, and Europe PMC. Thelink
was extracted for each image and then each source was coded
as ajournal website, publisher website, research database (eg,
Semantic Scholar), research repository (eg, ResearchGate),
social media, professional association, or other. A second
member of the team verified the results.

[ ResearchGate P Semantic Schola
Herpes simplex transm

Case Reports ¥ Semantic Scholar

Figure 13 from Herpes simplex vir

¥ Semantic

Figure 19 from Herpes simplex virus ...

individual case reportsrather than individual photographs. This
isnecessary for 2 reasons. First, some published figures contain
more than 1 patient photograph. For example, a figure may
include 4 images of a patient taken from different perspectives.
Second, case reports included a range of 1 to 33 patient
photographs. The relationship between multiple images found
in 1 case report is different from multiple images found in
separate case reports, and as a result, each photograph cannot
be treated independently.

To better understand whether the characteristics of case reports
(such asfull-text availability on ResearchGate, PubMed Central,
or Google Scholar, and open access status) were related to the
availability of medical images on Google Images, chi-square
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tests and simple logistic regressions were conducted. To test if
there is any trend for finding images on third-party websites
over different searches over time, generalized estimating
equationswith alogit link and robust sandwich estimatorswere
used. Odds ratios (OR) with 95% CI were reported. P<.05 was
considered significant. Analyses were conducted using SAS
(version 9.4; SAS Ingtitute).

Results

Sample Demographics

From the sample of 585 case reports, 186 (31.7%) case reports
had at least 1 patient clinical photograph. A total of 598 images
were identified in these 186 medica case reports. Individual
photographs were coded into five broad categories (1) the
specific body part that was photographed; (2) patient sex as
identified in the case report; (3) patient age (adult vs child); (4)
the timing of the photograph (pretreatment, during surgery,
autopsy, etc); and (5) whether the photograph was anonymized
or not.

https://www.jmir.org/2024/1/e55352
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From the 186 case reports with 598 photographs, 309 (51.7%)
were photographs of women, 278 (46.2%) were photographs
of men, and 3 (0.5%) were photographs of trans women.
Information about patient sex or gender was not provided for
8 (1.3%) of the photographs. Patients who were photographed
ranged in age from 2 days to 93 years. A total of 412 (68.9%)
photographs were taken of adult patients (older than 18 years),
and 176 (29.4%) were photographs of infants, children, or
teenagers younger than 18 years of age. Information about age
was not provided for patientsin 10 (1.7%) photographs.

Patient photographs most often included internal organs (eg,
endoscopy, laparoscopy, or bronchoscopy; n=151 images,
25.3%). Other common types of photographs included limbs
such as legs, arms, hands, or feet (n=109 images, 18.3%), or
images of the abdomen or torso (n=53 images, 8.9%). A total
of 110 (18.3%) out of 598 photographs included eye, face, and
full-body photographs, including 65 (10.9%) that could
potentially identify the patient. In terms of the context of when
the photograph was taken, 403 (67.4%) were photographs of
the patient’s condition pre- or posttreatment whereas 144 (24%)
were photographs taken during surgery (Table 1).
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Table 1. Patient demographic characteristics of medical images.

Marshall et &

Patient demographic characteristics

Values, n (%)

Gender
Women
Men
Trans women
Unknown
Age (years)
Adult (18 years or older)
Infant, child, or teenager (younger than 18 years)
Unknown
Type of photograph
Internal organs or endoscopy
Limbs (legs, arms, feet, or hands)
Mouth
Torso or abdomen
Face
Eyes
Breasts or chest
Full body
Genitals
Ears
Head
Nose
Context of photograph
Photograph of condition
Presurgery
During surgery
Specimen
Autopsy
Other

309 (51.7)
278 (46.2)
3(0.5)
8(1.3)

412 (68.2)
176 (29.4)
10 (L.7)

151 (25.3)
109 (18.2)
62 (10.4)
53 (8.9)
44.(7.4)
41 (6.9)
36 (6.0)
25(4.2)
22(3.7)
13(2.2)
13(22)
2(0.3)

403 (67.4)
7(1.2)
144 (24.1)
39 (6.5)
3(0.5)
4(0.7)

Open Access Status of Case Reports With Medical
Images

Of the 186 casereports, 102 (54.8%) were closed access; among
the closed-access reports, 66 (65%) case reports had at least 1
image found on Google Images. Of the 83 case reportsthat were
open access, 76 (92%) had at least 1 image found on Google
Images. From crude comparisons (P<.001), it appearsthat case
reports with open access were more likely to have medical
images visible as Google Images.

https://www.jmir.org/2024/1/e55352

RenderX

Image Availability

For 76.3% (142/186) of the case reports, at least 1 image was
found on Google Images. The odds were higher of finding an
image from the case report online if the full-text paper was
available on ResearchGate (OR 9.16, 95% Cl 2.71-31.02),
PubMed Central (OR 7.90, 95% Cl 2.33-26.77), or Google
Scholar (OR 6.07, 95% Cl 2.77-13.29) than if full-text was
available solely through an open accessjournal (OR 5.33, 95%
Cl 2.31-12.28), but al factors contribute to increased odds of
locating patient images online (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. The relationship between the characteristics of case reports and availability of medical photographs by unadjusted ORs (simple logistic

regression). OR: odds ratio.
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Image Source

To better understand where Google Imagesis obtaining patient
photographs, information about data sources was extracted from
the hyperlink under each of the images that were found online.
Raw image sources included the journal website, publisher
website, research database (eg, Semantic Scholar), research
repository (eg, ResearchGate), socia media, and professional
associations. These were grouped into 2 man
categories—journal websites or other websites (any third-party
sources). A total of 51.0% of photographs came from the journal
website, and 49.0% were from athird-party site. In 2021, 51.1%
were from journal websites, and 48.9% from third-party sites.
In 2022, the number of images from journal websitesincreased
t0 63.4%, while the number from third-party sites was 36.6%.

Trend Over Time

Based on generalized estimating equations, after adjusting for
individual study differences, compared with the search in 2020,
patient photographs were less likely to be found on third-party
websites based on the 2022 search results. Specifically, the odds
of finding a patient photograph on a third-party site in 2022
were about 40% less likely, compared with the search done in
2020. This finding was statistically significant with OR 0.61,
95% Cl 0.43-0.87. The likelihood of finding a patient
photograph on a third-party website was not significantly
different between the search in 2021 and the search in 2020
(Table 2).

Table 2. Google Images findings over time based on generalized estimating eguations.

Search Odd ratio (95% Cl) P value
2021 vs 2020 1.04 (0.78-1.40) a7
2022 vs 2020 0.61 (0.43-0.87) .006
. . 0 .
Discussion PubMed Central (OR 7.90, 95% Cl 2.33-26.77), or Google

Principal Results

The aims of this study were to identify what percentage of
patient photographs published in medical case reports were
found in Google Images search resullts, to better understand the
relationship between open access publication status and image
availahility, and to verify whether thereisatrend over timefor
finding patient photographs on third-party websites. Out of the
186 case reports that included clinical photographs, at least 1
photograph from the case report was available on Google Images
for 142 (76.3%) references. The odds of finding an image from
the case report online were higher if the full-text paper was
available on ResearchGate (OR 9.16, 95% CI 2.71-31.02),

https://www.jmir.org/2024/1/e55352

RenderX

Scholar (OR 6.07, 95% CI 2.77-13.29) than if full-text was
available solely through an open accessjournal (OR 5.33, 95%
Cl 2.31-12.28), but al factors contributed to an increased risk
of locating patient images online. This study is the first of its
kind to search Google Images for medical photographs from a
random sampl e of case reports; as such there are no studieswith
which to compare results.

Findingsfrom this study are notably higher than the resultsfrom
earlier research, where 34 (37%) out of 94 case reports had at
least 1 photograph accessible on Google Images[3]. While the
difference in sample population may partially account for the
disparity in outcomes, this study identified severa additional
variables that influenced the availability or unavailability of
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patient photographs on Google Images. For instance, finding
images from the case reports online was more likely if the
full-text paper was also available on ResearchGate, PubMed
Central, or Google Scholar, compared to case reports solely
accessible through open access publications.

To better understand how Googl e retrievestheimages, theimage
source was recorded for all photographs found on Google
Images and these results were compared over a 3-year time
period. From 2020 to 2022, there was a notable changein where
images were sourced, with asignificant decrease in photographs
housed on third-party websites such as ResearchGate and
Semantic Scholar. This change may be linked to a recent legal
judgment where Google was held liable for copyright
infringement for displaying content with links to a third-party
infringer's website which was not the original publisher and
owner of the copyrighted content [20].

Limitations

The systematic, documented approach to searching for patient
medical photographs on Google Images is a strength of this
study. The primary challenge is that Google Images search
results are not stable. Although the team attempted to manage
as many factors as possible, including using the Tor browser to
control for theinfluence of team member search histories, search
results changed. I nvestigating the same data set yearly for over
3 years, sometimes the photographs were never found, while
others were consistently located. The primary findings in this
paper are based on the most recent searches in 2022, as the
purpose of this study was not to demonstrate the ways search
results change over time, but whether the images were found
or not. Search results from 2020, 2021, and 2022 are available
on request.

A further limitation is that the team did not investigate other
image search engines or social media platforms where patient
photographs might also appear. While the team was able to
provide clear evidence using Google Images it would be an
interesting avenue for future research to explore some aternate
image search engines and platforms. In addition, the use of the
Tor browser to minimize personalization in search results may
not completely replicate the typical user experience and may
have introduced aform of selection bias.

Conclusions

From a clinica standpoint, the availability of patient
photographs on Google Images presents both advantages and

Acknowledgments

Marshall et &

risks. Results demonstrated a high proportion of medical
photographs from case reports on Google Images. While this
concentration allows for wider accessibility and educational
benefits, the public availability of these sensitiveimages online
also raises ethical concerns with respect to the privacy of
personal health information. Patients should be adequately
informed about the possible impacts of providing consent for
clinicians to publish their images in medical journals. Even if
clinicians seek consent for their publication in case reports, it
isnot clear whether patients are informed about the possibility
of photographs becoming available on Google Images and
reaching unintended audiences, including the media and the
genera public. Similarly, it is not known whether clinicians
themselves are aware of these risks. As such, they may not be
in a position to ensure informed consent from their patients
regarding the potential availability of their clinica images
online. A recent content analysis of journal consent forms for
the publication of patient photographs found that 55.5% (10/18)
of consent formsrelated to 132 journal s mentioned photographs
being available to an audience outside of the journal website,
but only 16.7% (3/18) addressed the possibility of the patient’s
images being linked to journal or publisher social media
platforms[21].

A lack of standardized guidelines poses a challengeto obtaining
patient consent for publishing case reports with photographs.
In addition to the policy and practice recommendations
highlighted in earlier research, current findings underline the
need for increased dialogue among academics, patients,
governments, and industry. Discussions should focus on
improving the consent process and establishing consistent
practices and policies for publishing case reports with patient
photographs. Study findings indicate that patient photographs
are accessible on Google Images, even when published in
closed-access case reports. Engagement with Google and other
major online image repositoriesis critical to raise awareness of
thisissue and to seek input regarding the underlying causes and
potential solutions. New policies should be implemented to
ensure that patients are protected and that all stakeholders are
aware of the risks involved in submitting clinical photographs
to online medical journals. Accordingly, the next phase of this
study focuses on qualitative interviewswith case report authors,
journal editors, publishers, and patients. The goal isto identify
potential solutionsto this complex ethical challenge, including
responsive policiesthat will influence practices across academic
publishing to maintain patient privacy.

The Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada (554764-2021) provided student scholarship funding. The
funders had no role in study design, in collection or interpretation of data, in writing the report, or in the decision to submit the

paper for publication.

Data Availability

The data sets generated and analyzed during this study are available from the corresponding author on reasonable request.

https://www.jmir.org/2024/1/e55352

JMed Internet Res 2024 | vol. 26 | €55352 | p. 8
(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH Marshall et al

Authors Contributions

ZM wasresponsible for conceptualization (Iead), investigation (Iead), methodology (equal), supervision (Iead), writing—original
draft preparation (lead), and writing—review and editing (lead). MB carried out the investigation (equal), project administration
(equal), writing—original draft preparation (equal), and writing—review and editing (equal). MW contributed to the formal
analysis (lead), methodology (equal), visualization (lead), writing—original draft preparation (equal), and writing—review and
editing (supporting). AC did theinvestigation (equal), writing—original draft preparation (equal), and writing—review and editing
(supporting). HJ did the investigation and writing—review and editing (supporting). SA aided in conceptualization (supporting),
methodology (equal), writing—original draft preparation (equal), and writing—review and editing (supporting). RP contributed
to the investigation (equal), project administration (equal), and writing—review and editing (supporting). VB performed the
investigation (equal), project administration (equal), writing—original draft preparation (equal), and writing—review and editing
(supporting). VFR did the investigation (equal), project administration (equal), and writing—review and editing (supporting).
BC performed the investigation (equal) and writing—review and editing (supporting). LA performed the investigation (equal)
and writing—review and editing (supporting). MS contributed to the methodology (equal) and writing—review and editing
(supporting). VW aided in conceptualization (supporting), methodology (equal), and writing—review and editing (supporting).
FB was involved in conceptualization (supporting) and writing—review and editing (supporting). CK contributed to the
conceptualization (supporting) and writing—review and editing (supporting).

Conflictsof I nterest
None declared.

Multimedia Appendix 1

Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studiesin Epidemiology (STROBE) cross-sectional checklist.
[PDE File (Adobe PDF File), 123 KB-Multimedia Appendix 1]

References

1. Marshal Z, Brunger F, Welch V, Asghari S, Kaposy C. Open availability of patient medical photographsin Google Images
search results: cross-sectional study of transgender research. JMed Internet Res. 2018;20(2):€70. [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.2196/jmir.8787] [Medline: 29483069]

2. Nedly JG, Karni RJ, Nussenbaum B, Paniello RC, Fraley PL, Wang EW, et al. Practical guide to understanding the value
of case reports. Otolaryngol Head Neck Surg. 2008;138(3):261-264. [doi: 10.1016/j.0tohns.2007.12.014] [Medline:
18312868]

3. Rogulji¢ M, Simunovi¢ D, Perici¢ TP, Vidak M, Utrobici¢ A, Marusi¢ M, et a. Publishing identifiable patient photographs
in scientific journals: scoping review of policies and practices. JMed Internet Res. 2022;24(8):e37594. [FREE Full text]
[doi: 10.2196/37594] [Medline: 36044262]

4. Rogulji¢ M, Perici¢ TP, Gelemanovi¢ A, Juki¢ A, Simunovi¢ D, Buljan |, et al. What patients, students and doctors think
about permission to publish patient photographs in academic journals: a cross-sectional survey in Croatia. Sci Eng Ethics.
2020;26(3):1229-1247. [doi: 10.1007/s11948-019-00134-y] [Medline: 31541413]

5. ReesM, Corson SL. Publication of medical case reports and consent. Case Rep Womens Health. 2017;15:A1. [FREE Full
text] [doi: 10.1016/j.crwh.2017.07.002] [Medline: 29593998]

6.  Neavyn M, Murphy C. Coming to a consensus on informed consent for case reports. JMed Toxicol. 2014;10(4):337-339.
[FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1007/s13181-014-0421-4] [Medline: 25135309]

7. Ravi R, Mulkalwar A, Thatte UM, Gogtay NJ. Medical case reports published in PubMed-indexed Indian journalsin 2015:
adherence to 2013 CARE guidelines. Indian J Med Ethics. 2018;3(3):192-195. [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.20529/1IME.2018.036] [Medline: 29699955]

8.  World Medical Association. World Medical Association Declaration of Helsinki: ethical principles for medical research
involving human subjects. JAMA. 2013;310(20):2191-2194. [doi: 10.1001/jama.2013.281053] [Medline: 24141714]

9.  Promoting integrity in research and its publication. Committee on Publication Ethics. URL: https://publicationethics.org/
[accessed 2024-03-22]

10. Gagnier JJ, Kienle G, Altman DG, Moher D, Sox H, Riley D, et al. CARE Group. The CARE guidelines: consensus-based
clinical case report guideline development. J Clin Epidemiol. 2014,67(1):46-51. [doi: 10.1016/j.jclinepi.2013.08.003]
[Medline: 24035173]

11. Taheri A, Adibi P, Jafari MS, Saeedizadeh M, Rahimi A, Abbasi A. Thereporting requirements of case reports and adherence
of case report reporting guidelinesin medical journals: an analysis of the authors' guide sections. JMed Case Rep.
2023;17(1):2. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/s13256-022-03710-2] [Medline: 36604759]

12.  von Elm E, Altman DG, Egger M, Pocock SJ, Ggtzsche PC, Vandenbroucke JP, et al. STROBE Initiative. Strengthening
the Reporting of Observational Studiesin Epidemiology (STROBE) statement: guidelines for reporting observational
studies. BMJ. 2007;335(7624):806-808. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1136/bmj.39335.541782.AD] [Medline: 17947786]

https://www.jmir.org/2024/1/e55352 JMed Internet Res 2024 | vol. 26 | €55352 | p. 9
(page number not for citation purposes)


https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=jmir_v26i1e55352_app1.pdf&filename=ef48fad003fd135e5e1493c279d5c697.pdf
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=jmir_v26i1e55352_app1.pdf&filename=ef48fad003fd135e5e1493c279d5c697.pdf
https://www.jmir.org/2018/2/e70/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.8787
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29483069&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.otohns.2007.12.014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=18312868&dopt=Abstract
https://www.jmir.org/2022/8/e37594/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/37594
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=36044262&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11948-019-00134-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31541413&dopt=Abstract
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S2214-9112(17)30053-X
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S2214-9112(17)30053-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.crwh.2017.07.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29593998&dopt=Abstract
https://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/25135309
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13181-014-0421-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25135309&dopt=Abstract
https://doi.org/10.20529/IJME.2018.036
http://dx.doi.org/10.20529/IJME.2018.036
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29699955&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.2013.281053
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24141714&dopt=Abstract
https://publicationethics.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2013.08.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24035173&dopt=Abstract
https://jmedicalcasereports.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13256-022-03710-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13256-022-03710-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=36604759&dopt=Abstract
https://boris.unibe.ch/id/eprint/22092
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.39335.541782.AD
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=17947786&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH Marshall et al

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21

NovoaJ, Chagoyen M, Benito C, Moreno FJ, Pazos F. PMIDigest: interactive review of large collections of PubMed entries
todistill relevant information. Genes. 2023;14(4):942. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.3390/genes14040942] [Medline: 37107700]
Thomas J, Grazios S, Brunton J, Ghouze Z, O'Driscoll P, Bond M, et a. EPPI-Reviewer: advanced software for systematic
reviews, maps and evidence synthesis. EPPI Centre. URL : https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/cms/Default.aspx?tabid=2967 [accessed
2024-04-07]

Piwowar H, Priem J, Lariviére V, Alperin JP, Matthias L, Norlander B, et al. The state of OA: alarge-scale analysis of the
prevalence and impact of open access articles. PeerJ. 2018;6:e4375. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.7717/peerj.4375] [Medline:
29456894]

Rogers R. Algorithmic probing: Prompting offensive Google results and their moderation. Big Data Soc. 2023;10(1). [doi:
10.1177/20539517231176228]

Macrina A. Accidental technologist: the Tor browser and intellectual freedom in the digital age. Ref User Serv Q.
2015;54(4):17. [doi: 10.5860/rusq.54n4.17]

Bozdag E. Biasin algorithmic filtering and personalization. Ethics Inf Technol. 2013;15(3):209-227. [doi:
10.1007/s10676-013-9321-6]

van Vonderen JJ, Stol K, Buddingh EP, van der Kaay DCM. Herpes simplex transmission to chest and face through
autoinoculation in an infant. BMJ Case Rep. 2017;2017:00. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1136/bcr-2017-220447] [Medline:
28827297)

Bhattacharjee M, Kaposy C, Grossman MR, Marshall Z. Patient photographs on Google |mages. acommentary on informed
consent, copyright, and privacy laws. Law Innov Technol. 2023;15(2):536-557. [doi: 10.1080/17579961.2023.2245684]
Asaad L, Bhattacharjee M, Marshall Z. A content analysis of patient medical image consent forms. 2024. Presented at:
International Conference on Clinical Ethics and Consultation & Canadian Bioethics Society; May 29-31, 2024; Montreal,
Canada. URL: https.//event.fourwaves.com/iccec2024/abstracts/d53bdd80-d964-4811-985d-910793a762b1

Abbreviations

CARE: Case Report

COPE: Committee on Publication Ethics

OR: oddsratio

STROBE: Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studiesin Epidemiology

Edited by T de Azevedo Cardoso; submitted 13.12.23; peer-reviewed by M Rogulji¢, D Sngh; comments to author 08.03.24; revised
version received 08.04.24; accepted 24.04.24; published 24.06.24

Please cite as:

Marshall Z, Bhattacharjee M, Wang M, Cadri A, James H, Asghari S, Peltekian R, Benz V, Finley-Roy V, Childs B, Asaad L, Swvab
M, Welch V, Brunger F, Kaposy C

Finding Medical Photographs of Patients Online: Randomized, Cross-Sectional Study

J Med Internet Res 2024, 26:€55352

URL: https://www.jmir.org/2024/1/e55352

doi: 10.2196/55352

PMID: 38913416

©Zack Marshall, Maushumi Bhattacharjee, Meng Wang, Abdul Cadri, Hannah James, Shabnam Asghari, Rene Peltekian, Veronica
Benz, Vanessa Finley-Roy, Brynna Childs, Lauren Asaad, Michelle Swab, Vivian Welch, Fern Brunger, Chris Kaposy. Originally
published inthe Journa of Medical Internet Research (https.//www.jmir.org), 24.06.2024. Thisisan open-access article distributed
under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits
unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work, first published in the Journal of
Medical Internet Research (ISSN 1438-8871), is properly cited. The complete bibliographic information, a link to the original
publication on https:.//www.jmir.org/, as well as this copyright and license information must be included.

https://www.jmir.org/2024/1/e55352 JMed Internet Res 2024 | vol. 26 | €55352 | p. 10

RenderX

(page number not for citation purposes)


https://www.mdpi.com/resolver?pii=genes14040942
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/genes14040942
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=37107700&dopt=Abstract
https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/cms/Default.aspx?tabid=2967
https://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/29456894
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.4375
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29456894&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/20539517231176228
http://dx.doi.org/10.5860/rusq.54n4.17
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10676-013-9321-6
https://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/28827297
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bcr-2017-220447
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28827297&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17579961.2023.2245684
https://event.fourwaves.com/iccec2024/abstracts/d53bdd80-d964-4811-985d-910793a762b1
https://www.jmir.org/2024/1/e55352
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/55352
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=38913416&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

