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Part (1) Scienti
research



Case study

Professor Abo runs a very active,
productive research group with several
graduate students and doctors. He is a
well regarded scientist who reviews
many manuscripts and serves on study
sections and other review panels. Abo
makes an effort to help his SRGE
member  (trainees) develop their
communication skills: they give talks in
group meeting, seminars in the
department, and papers at meetings and
they write reports and papers. To help
his trainees understand the peer review
system, Abo ask one member to
review manuscripts assigned to Abo
from prestigious journal.

Some of SRGE member have
become quite skilled; their reviews
need virtually no editing Dbefore
Professor Abo signs them and sends
them to the journals.

Professor Abo Is surprised when a
colleague says that this practice Is

not ethical.

Are there ethical issues?



Case Study

What would you suggest me to do?

| have received a manuscript to review for a journal. The
interesting thing is, | had already reviewed this article (exact
same title, abstract and author list, almost exact same content)
for another journal a few weeks ago where | recommended that it
be published, but only after major revisions of both form and
content. When | first reviewed it, | wrote a two-page review,
listing some questions and several ‘“actionable” comments,
ranging from some concerns about exactness of the text (some
conclusions didn't seem fully backed by the results) all the way
down to trivial stuff (grammar, a few typos, graphic issues with
the figures, etc.).

Now, the manuscript has come to me for review again, but it is
almost unchanged from the first version. None of the serious stuff
has been addressed, and even most of the trivial stuff was not
fixed (there's at least one remaining typo, and the figures still
aren't fully legible). However, | think this behavior from the
authors is clearly a bad signal, which should be somehow
conveyed to the editor: they're not willing to amend their work,
and would rather do some journal-shopping.

Should I just re-send
my earlier review?
Add a note to the
editor about my
knowledge of the
“history” of the
paper?

Or maybe even
include it in my
review, so the
authors are aware
that people know of
their behavior, and
maybe feel bad
enough to change
their ways?



Scientific paper
A scientific paper is a written and published
report describing original research results.

An accepted original scientific publication
containing scientific information

A scientific experiment is not complete until
the results have been published and
understood

A scientific paper is a paper organized to

meet the needs of valid publication

The well-written scientific paper should report its origifnaeiEiEs RN
organized fashion and in appropriate languagess



Originality

Not republishing the same findings
(except under special circumstances,
with the original source cited)

Not submitting the same manuscript to
two or more journals at once

Not dividing one research project into

many little papers (“salami science”)




Manuscript submission

Electronic submission of papers for publication: the
days of a complicated, hard-copy paper trail are gone
... good riddance!

After deciding on the appropriate journal for
publication of your paper, carefully READ the
“Instructions to Authors” for that particular journal.

Pay attention to formatting requirements,
manuscript structure, literature citation style, and
allowable file types for figures, illustrations, and
tables.

Ignoring the specific requirements for manuscript
formatting and organizational style can result in your
paper being returned for correction or put reviewers
and editors in a bad mood even before they judge the
guality of the science — not a good move!




Origins of Scientific Writing

Knowledge is lost without Knowledge could not be
written records widely circulated with no

effective duplication

T——— T T

“l

Knowledge is awareness or understanding of someone or something, such
as facts, information, descriptions, or skills, which is acquired
through experience or education by perceiving, discovering, or learning.



Knowledge is lost without
written records

Cave paintings and inscriptions were the
first attempts to leave records (< sS)
About 2000 BC, Papyrus paper was used as
a medium of communication (2.3 G5)

In 190 BC, parchment made from animal
skin came into use(y) sl Al

In 105 AD, the Chinese invented paper
(G5




Knowledge could not be
widely circulated with no
effective duplication

In 1100 AD, the Chinese invented movable i

type
In 1455 AD, Gutenberg printed his 42-line

By the year 1500 AD thousands of copies
of hundreds of books were printed
In 1665, the first scientific journals were

published
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Scientific paper format

A IS a written

report describing original research (1)

results whose format has been edito.rial
practice

defined by centuries of developing
tradition, editorial practice, /\
scientific ethics and the interplay . (2) Sc'e_nt'f'c

N . . \ ethics /
with printing and digital publishing

services.

The result of this process is that virtually every scientific paper has a title, abstract, introduction,

materials and methods, results and discussion — the so-called IMRD structure.



Research integrity

Includes:
the use of honest and verifiable

methods in proposing, performing, and _E:-,

evaluating research

reporting research results with
particular attention to adherence to

rules, regulations, guidelines, and

following commonly accepted

professional codes or norms (Ethics).




What can happen when research
lacks Integrity?

Debarment from receipt of agency
funding

High Crimes Supervision & certification of
future research

Stop research

Research Misconduct Termination

| Cancel the degree
® Plagiarism
Formal reprimand and apology

e Fabrication of data
Ethical training

e Falsification of data
Withholding pay w=>

More egregious acts, such as a doctoral candidate fabricating significant amounts of data in the
dissertation, might result in rescission of a degree or termination. Obviously, it is the high
crimes of research, or the acts of research misconduct, that tend to reach the media and threaten
public trust in research.



Example

Patient safety and privacy

Ethics Committee Approval

* Where does clinical practice
end and research begin?

* o Are standards the same for
public institutions vs. private
practices?

Patient informed consent

e Do patients understand whether
or not they will be identified?

e Do patients understand how
their data will be used in
research?

e Do patients understand the
associated benefits and risks?

e What about research in children,
mentally disabled, or in different
cultural settings?

"Nothing about me without me”



Good Publication
Practices

* Avoid misrepresentation in publications Q

Publish accurate, complete, clear, and unbiased
work

» Avoid fragmentary publication

Publish manuscripts that represent substantial
findings

0

o
o
)
C
@

* Avoid duplicate manuscript submission &
publication

Publish research that will add new contributions to
the field

Acknowledge prior publications

‘A suitable footnote might read: “This article is based on a study first reported in the [title
of journal, with full reference].”” — ICJME guidelines



Organization of a Research Paper:

The IMRAD Format

Most scientific papers are prepared according
to a format called IMRAD. The term
represents the first letters of the words
Introduction, Materials and Methods, Results,

And, Discussion.

please

An important point to keep
In mind is that there is no
standard or uniform style
that is followed by all
journals. Each journal has
its own style; but they all
have their own Instructions
to Authors . Once you
select a journal to which
you wish to submit your
manuscript

FOLLOW THE JOURNAL'S INSTRUCTIONS TO AUTHORS



Kenneth Ten top list

Be honest

Be fair

Do good science

Know and follow the rules
Don’t break rules: change
them if needed

Ask questions.

If you think "1 can get away
with this STOP”

If you think "1 know it's
unethical but STOP”

If you see something you
aren’t sure of, investigate.
.You are not trapped.




Organization of a Research Paper:
The IMRAD Format

— The most common is the IMRAD: If a

what problem was studied number of methods were used to

= , achieve directly related results:
how was the problem studied

what are the findings The results are so complex that they

= and need to be immediately discussed:

what do these findings mean

It indicates a pattern or format rather than a complete list of headings or components of research

papers; the missing parts of a paper are: , Authors, Keywords, Abstract, Conclusions, and
References. Additionally, some papers include Acknowledgments and Appendices.



— What's it about? (Brief, informative, and

readily searchable by a person or 2 machine!)
Abstract -
> What is it in a nutshell? (Follow the IMRAD logic
E and highlight major findings.)
A Why did you do it? (The problem, importance,
/ Introduction P> kniown, unknown, and your research questions/
hypotheses/objectives.)
TS | g Where didyou do t? (W e Reece
__________ | your study? This may be part of Methods.)
Method iy How did you do it7 (Not only methods used, but
$hoos also justihcations for using them.)
> What did you find? (Summarize findings with
Results headings and informative hgures; don't discuss)

What does it mean, and 50 what? (Results
Discussion —P>  explained? Objectives achieved? Limitations?
Implications for future research and application?)

- 1 What are your major findings and their
I Conclusions : % significance? (Don't simply repeat what has been
--------- said in Discussion. This may be part of Discussion.)

References

Diagrammatic representation of the IMRAD structure



How to Prepare the Title

«  Make a list of the most important
keywords

*  Think of a title that contains these words

«  The title could state the conclusion of the

paper

«  The title contains abbreviations,
chemical formulas, proprietary names or
jargon

«  Think, rethink of the title before
submitting the paper

- Be very careful of the grammatical errors
due to faulty word order

*  Avoid the use of the word “using”




Publication of a
research

PUBLICATION OF A RESEARCH article
represents the final stage of a scientific
project. It is the culmination of many
months and sometimes years of
meticulous planning, execution, and

analyses of hundreds of experiments




Publish Articles

« After writing the academic paper, the researchers submit it to
a journal.

» Typically you start with the most regarded journal and then
work yourself down the list, until a journal accepts the article.

» Scientific journals use peer review process, which is a panel of
other researchers (most likely in the same field) who review the
work, to ensure that the quality of the paper Publication bias Is
a well known phenomenon, as the peer review process often
rejects "null results".

A journal rejection does not necessarily mean that you do not havesa
chance to resubmit the journal though.



Parties involved in the act of publishing




Duties

Duties of Editors

Publication decision
Fair play
Confidentiality

Disclosure and Conflicts of
interest

Involvement and cooperation in
Investigations

Duties of Reviewets

- Contribution to Editorial

* Disclosure and
Interest




Duties

Reporting standards
Data Access and Retention
Originality and Plagiarism

Multiple, Redundant or Concurrent
Publication

Acknowledgement of Sources
Authorship of the Paper

Hazards and Human or Animal Subjects
Disclosure and Conflicts of Interest

Fundamental errors in published works

Ensuring that advertising,

Reprint or other commercial revenue
has no impact or influence on editorial
decisions.

Assist in communications with other
journals and/or publishers where this
is useful to editors.

Working closely with other publishers
and industry associations to set
standards for best practices on ethical
matters, errors and retractions



Publication reward

® Publication of results is an integral
and essential component of
research.

® The University encourages all
researchers to promote their work
through publishing and other forms

of dissemination.



Ten common reasons for rejection
Scientific papers

1 Unoriginal work 1 Previous rejection

2 Unsound work 2 Slicing & Duplication

3 Incorrect journal 3 Plagiarism (= copying)

4 Incorrect format 4 Unready work

5 Incorrect type allocation 5 English so bad it’s
ambiguous

* Incorrect type allocation *Unsound work

e Case Report submitted as o Experimental set-up flawed

Statistical analysis flawed
o suggestion of scientific fraud or
data manipulation!

Letter to the Editor



Top ten behaviors

Publishing the same data or results in

two or more publications

Withholding details of methodology

or results in papers or proposals

Using inadequate or inappropriate

research designs

Dropping observations or data points
from analyses based on a gut feeling

that they were inaccurate

Inappropriately assigning authorship

credit

Falsifying or ‘cooking’ research data

Ignoring major aspects of human-

subject requirements

Using another’s ideas without
obtaining permission or - giving due

credit (plagiarism)

Unauthorized use of confidential
information in connection with one’s

own research

Failing to present data that contradict

one’s own Previous research



the importance of science

sclence sav



What happens after your manuscript
IS accepted for publication?

Then

Some journals publish the paper online as a PDF ’ ’©(

file of the final manuscript that was accepted for
publication (days to weeks).

Within a few weeks, journal sends page proofs
of your article as it will appear in printed or
electronic form. These proofs need to

be read very carefully to check for printer’s
errors or other items that need to be corrected. First, the
Journals usually want the corrected proofs back celebration ...
within a few days.




Part (2) The Peer
Review Process

**These coming slides are adapted from c
Henderson, Elsevier Hon



Peer review

Peer review Is the evaluation of
creative work or performance by other
people in the same field in order to
maintain or enhance the quallty ofﬁh.e\ "
e Changing Natire of Faculty Roles work or performance in that field.

In the case of peer revi
which are usually acade
scientific periodicals, peer re\
generally refers to the evaluat
articles prior to publication.




When did peer review start?

Some would say that "Peer
Review” goes back as far as the
17t century, when it was known
as "The Inquisition of the Holy

Roman and Catholic Church”.

e T e
T i R

Al Al Asila o)) Ausisl)
i 53929 ades £

Scholars’ works were examined

for any hints of "heresy”.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Peer_review




Peer review in “modern times”

Peer review (known as refereeing in some
academic fields) is used in:
Publication process
Awarding of funding for research

1
2
3. Patents
4. Standards

Each of these involve slightly different

practices, but ultimately colleagues are

evaluating each other.




Process of peer review

Once a paper has been
submitted for consideration of
publication, the editor will
select 1-2 or 3 scholars from a
pool of volunteers to read and

evaluate the paper.

Typically it is a double blind process: the reviewers do not know who the author is and
the author does not know who the reviewers are. That way only the merits of the paper

are evaluated.



Process of peer review: Big image

The Peer Review FProcess starts with the researcher. ..

The

researcher
writes a
paperand
submits itto
the editor of

ajournal.

B ~

The editorreceives the revised ardicle and
makesthefinal decision to publishor not,
taking into consideration the reviewesrs's
feedback

LA

End Result:
Publication!

The article is
returned to the
researcheralong
with the reviewers’s
feedback andanv
requestsfor
revision. She will
havetorevisethe
article and resubrmit
it.

- H

The editor determines
whetherthe article is
of sufficient quality
and appropriate
content. He will either
rejectoracceptit. If
he accepts the aricle,
he givesitto the

_ recommendation

reviewers.

These reviewears have
specialized knowledge of
thesubject area and are
often times researchers
themselves.

They review the article for
quality of research. Their
goalistofind anvgapsin
reasoning andto ensure
that nothing has been
overlooked.

The article is
returned tothe
editor along with a

to eitherrejectthe

aricle, reviseitor
acceptit.




Why do peer review?

Advantages

* The peer review process stops a lot of
substandard and poor science from
reaching publication

They can, therefore, reject duplicate research

and plagiarized papers.

- Saves a lot of wasted time and money, Peer reviewing Is not only used for
_ _ _ L journals but for grant applications and
especially if the work is plagiarized. University standard textbooks. This

helps to ensure that money is diverted
only towards viable research proposals.
More papers submitted than could be “printed” The peer review of textbooks ensures

Eliminate “bad” science, pseudo-science, harmful that students are taught correctly and
science are provided with excellent information.

Without referees,




Disadvantages

An excellent paper written by a new or
maverick scientist can be rejected, whilst
a poorer but uncontroversial paper by an
established researcher can sail through
the peer review process.

The whole process, especially for
prestige journals, Is very time consuming
and expensive. Papers can be held up for
many months

Much of the decision-making power rests in the hands of the editors, who are the link
between author and referee. In most cases, this is fine, and helps the process to proceed
smoothly, but it can lead to misuse of this authority



Part (3) Peer-re
ethics



Publishing ethics

The publication of an article
In a peer-reviewed journal
IS:

An essential building block in
the development of a coherent
and respected network of
knowledge.

« |t is a direct reflection of the
quality of the work of the
authors and the institutions that
support them.

Peer-reviewed articles support
and embody the scientific
method.

It I1s therefore important to
agree upon standards of

expected ethical behavior
for all parties involved iIn the
act of publishing: the author,
the journal editor, the peer
reviewer, the publisher and
the society of society-owned
or sponsored journals.



How Journals Detect and
Handle Problem Papers

» Information received from reviewers or
other editors

» Literature search for related papers by the
author

*

L)

» Withdrawal of a paper from publication

D)

% Banning gio authors from publication in
the journal for 3-5 years and informing the
co-authors and editors of related journals
of our action

¢ For less serious cases, placing the author
on a "watch list” for careful examination
of their submissions prior to requesting
review




Peer review

When a paper arrives at a journal’s office

A. Editor reviews paper herself/himself
B. Editor assigns to Associate Editor (AE)

C. Editor or AE assigns to Peer Reviewers

'GIVE IN TO PRIR REVIEW"




Peer review process

What to look for

Good for the journal

s the topic relevant to

the journal?

s the topic timely?

s the topic significant?

s the study unique? If

so, How?

What type of paper/research is.it?

If research, how is it
structured?

Randomized,
controlled, blinded
Meta-analysis?
Retrospective?

Case series or single
=N

Adapted from a presentation by Richard Henderson, Elsevier Hong Kong



Editors and Peer-
review Process

Editors/Peer Reviewers look for:

Did the author follow the instructions of the journal?

Correct Number of Authors?

Conflict of Interest/Disclosure
Statement?

Copyright release signed?

Informed consent (if applicable)/Ethics
considerations



Peer review Process

Did the author follow the

Instructions of the journal?

Is the article format correct?

— Structured abstract?

— Correct article format (Abstract,
Introduction, Methods, Results,

Discussion, Conclusion, Refs?)

— Are References in correct format?




Peer review Process

Peer Reviewers look for:

Are the technical aspects
correct?

Research Structure:

« Correctly described and
performed

Statistics:

 Correct analysis?

 Accurate interpretation?

 Clear presentation?



Peer review Process

Editors/Peer Reviewers look for:

Technical aspects, continued
Tables and Figures:

Accurate and clear structure,
presentation, and
presentation?

Do the numbers add up?

Are the data consistent with
the body of the paper?

hagencartoons..corn

HAGEN @ 203

Do number of patients, other
data match?

It is a bad pper and, as a reviewer, I shoul rejec I,
but it cites five of my own papers...



he review of manuscripts raises many
ethical issues and problems

Reviewers should be aware of

these:
When deciding whether to
review a paper
Throughout the review process
After they submit their reviews

The ethical issues can be complex. There may be no clear right or
wrong pathway to follow .



Possible outcomes of the manuscript

review process é
=\

Acceptance without revision (a rare event)
Acceptance with minor revisions
Revise major changes ) — usually with additional
experiments required; Editor usually sends the revised
manuscript back to one or more of original reviewers)
Reject (with encouragement to re-submit after extensive
revisions and addition of new experimental data to address
the flaws/issues in the original manuscript)

Reject (submit to another journal)




Role of the reviewer

Journal staff — oversees the receipt of manuscripts,
manages communications with authors and reviewers
and processes accepted manuscripts for publication

Scientific editors - make the final decision as to
whether a specific manuscript will be accepted for
publication, returned for revisions, or rejected

Members of the editorial board — read and review
papers, select reviewers and monitor quality of
reviews, and recommend actions to editor

Reviewers — provide reviews of manuscripts, make
recommendations concerning publication

7YYV

Staff Review

one must
understand the
peer review
process and the
role of the
reviewer



What do the editors look
for in reviewers?

Expertise in one or more areas of
paper
No conflicts of interest
Good judgment
Able to think clearly and
logically
Able to write a good critique
Accurate
Readable
Helpful to editors and authors
Reliable in returning reviews
Able to do the review in the
allotted time frame




Overview of review process

(considerable variation between journals)

Potential reviewer
contacted by journal

Given authors, title,
abstract, and time frame
for review

Reviewer agrees to review
paper (or declines)

Reviewer receives paper
Reviewer performs review

Reviewer submits review
to editors

Editors examine reviews,
obtain additional reviews
If needed, and make
decision

Decision goes to author,
with comments from
reviewers

Reviewer thanked; may be
Informed of decision; may
receive copy of comments
sent to author



Remember and Confidentiality is

critical

Remember:

You cannot use the
information in the paper in
your own research or cite it
in your own publications.

This can raise serious ethical
issues if the work provides
insights or data that could
benefit your own thinking
and studies.

Confidentiality is critical

only the paper, but
also the outcome and
content of the review
are confidential.



Can you pass the paper on to someone

else to review?

Only with the permission of the
editor

Permission sometimes granted
In cover letter: if not, the editor
should be contacted in advance

The reviewer initially contacted
should always let the editor
know that the manuscript has
been given to another reviewer

Important for journal records

Journal staff may need to
configure web portal forthe
new reviewer

Allows actual reviewer to
receive credit for his/her
efforts



Some ethical issues to consider as you
read and review the paper

Can you contact the author about thework
or the paper?

—this destroys the blinding of the review

process. If you need information from the author,
contact , and they will contact
the author



Can you seek help

with your review?

In some cases, simple questions can be
asked without compromising the
confidentiality of the review process.
Before going beyond such anonymized
questions, the reviewer should contact

the editor. The consultation becomes part of a
confidential process.

The consultation should be made with
appropriate discretion.

The consultant becomes committed to
handling the paper and its contents in
confidence.

The review should note in the comments to the editor
that the consultant has seen the paper.



NOTE: Computer-generated images

Computer-generated images may be
processed only minimally. Processing (e.qg.,
changing contrast, brightness, or color
balance) is acceptable only if applied to all
parts of the image, as well as to the
controls, equally, and descriptions of all
such adjustments and the tools used (both
hardware and software) must be provided
In the manuscript. Unprocessed data and
files must be retained by the authors and
be provided to the editor on request.




Acceptable
enhancement

Adobe
Photoshop
“levels”
command was
applied to entire

Image - no data
are created or
removed
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Ethical “"Hot"” Issues —
Biomedical Journals

e Conflicts of Interest

e Authorship Decisions

* Role of Funders

e Patient Safety and Privacy




Rewarding reviewers

Some journals find it useful
to publicly thank reviewers
for their generous volunteer
efforts. This may take the
form of a published list of
reviewers that appears in the
journal on a regular
(annually, semiannually)
basis.




Part (4) Resear
Misconduct



Wh at i S resea rC h Research misconduct includes, fabrication,

falsification or plagiarism, in proposing,
m i SCO n d u Ct’? performing or reviewing research or in
' reporting research results OR any other

practice that seriously deviates from

practices
(a) FABRICATION is making up data or
results and recording or reporting
them (@) PLAGIARISM is the appropriation
of another person’s ideas, processes,
(b) FALSIFICATION is manipulating results or words without giving
research materials, equipment or appropriate credit
processes, or changing or omitting (b) Research misconduct
data or results that the research is not include honest error or differences of
accurately presented in the research opinion or necessarily, inability to
record replicate

Researchers sometimes mistakenly accuse their peers of misconduct. It is important to distinguish
between misconduct and honest error or a difference of scientific opinion to prevent
unnecessary and time-consuming misconduct proceedings, protect scientists from harm, and
avoid deterring researchers from using novel methods or proposing controversial hypotheses.



Do not

Lie (fabrications)
Cheat (falsifications)
Steal (plagiarism)

An easy to remember scientific moral code =



Why does misconduct happen?

Publish or Perish Pressure
Desire to "get ahead”
Personal problems
Character issues

Cultural Differences

How is misconduct » Suspected and reported by a colleague
identified * Failure to confirm research results
by own lab or others



Instances of misconduct

A post doc changed the numbers
In assays in order to 'improve' the
data.*

A colleague used Photoshop to
eliminate background bands on a
western blot to make the data
look more specific than they
were.

A colleague duplicated results
between three different papers but
differently labeled data in each

paper.

A co-Investigator on a
large, interdisciplinary
grant application reported
that a postdoctoral fellow
In his laboratory falsified
data submitted as
preliminary data in the
grant. As principal
Investigator of the grant, |
submitted supplementary
data to correct the
application.



Case A

ADbo Is submitting a grant application to support a large-scale research
project. The grant agency requires evidence that experimental methods
have been successful in smaller-scale projects. Abo hasn’t conducted

any preliminary investigations, but he believes his methods will be
successful, so he created a “make-believe” report about preliminary
studies to include in the grant proposal.

Questions

s this plagiarism, fabrication, falsification, or
serious deviation!?

What consequences could Abo be facing?
How could this problem be prevented?

Abo’s misconduct may be reported to the profession in a publication. As a result, his reputation may be
profoundly affected.
Abo will not receive the grant. As a result, his research productivity will be negatively affected.

He may be barred from future funding applications to the same agency.

Abo may lose his job or suffer other penalties at his university.

Abo needs to do the work associated with good scholarship



Case B

Abo is a member of a SRGE in which everyone uses variations of the
same experimental methods. In the first draft of his dissertation, Abo
love original phrases from one of his mentor’s publications to describe

his experimental methods. Abo was not concerned because he knew
that her mentor used exactly the same wording in multiple
publications.

Questions

Is this plagiarism, fabrication, falsification, or serious
deviation!

What consequences could Abo be facing?  Abo stole her mentor’s

How could this problem be prevented? descripHOi.

: _ ; experimental methods
e Abo may use the "my advisor does this all the time”

defense. If this claim is investigated, Abo’s mentor may
also have problems.

Consequences if Abo’s plagiarism is not detected:
Consequences if Abo’s plagiarism is detected:




Conflict of interest

A person has a conflict of interest when
he or she has an attribute that is
invisible to the reader or editor but

which may affect his or her judgement.




Plagiarism “ PLAGIARIS

" = suggesting that other pe
Plagiarism is the acft of 7} work is done by yourself

stealing someone else's work
and attempting to "pass it
off" as your own. This can
apply to anything, from term
papers to phofographs to

songs, even ideas!

http://www.ulm.edu/~lowe



http://www.ulm.edu/~lowe

Types of

Plagiarism:

1. Plagiarism of copying
2. Patchwork Plagiarism
3. Paraphrasing

4. Unintentional

Plagiarism of Self

Plagiarism of
Authorship

Plagiarism of Ideas
Plagiarism of Words
Plagiarism of Structure




Plagiarism of copying

The most well-known and, sadly,
the most common type of
plagiarism is the simplest:

. If you copy someone
else's work and puf your name

on it, you have plagiarized.

 Plagiarism of Structure Plagiarism of Authorship
 Plagiarism of Ideas
 Plagiarism of Words



Patchwork
Plagiarism

The second kind of plagiarism is similar N D L

to copying and is perhaps the second
most common type of plagiarism:
patchwork plagiarism. This occurs when
the plagiarizer borrows the "phrases
and clauses from the original source
and weaves them into his own writing"
without pufting the phrases in

quotation marks or citing the author.

(McConnell Library, Radford University)



http://lib.runet.edu/tutorial/XI/plag.asp

Paraphrasing
Plagiarism

The third type of plagiarism is called
paraphrasing plagiarism. This occurs when
the plagiarizer paraphrases or summarizes
another's work without citing the source.
Even changing the words a little or using
synonyms but retaining the author's
essential thoughts, sentence structure,
and/or style without citing the source is still

considered plagiarism.




Unintentional

it occurs when the writer
incorrectly quotes and/or
incorrectly cites a source they are
using. How is this plagiarism, if the

author didn't mean to do it¢

Whaddya mean

facts are wronc

| copied
everything
straight off the
internet!!



Common author misconduct situations

arising for publishers

Figure manipulation or
falsification

Data falsification or fraud

Plagiarism—copying someone
else’s words, ideas, procedures
without attribution

Duplicate/redundant
publication, self-plagiarism--
overlap with previous
publications or other
submission, “salami slicing”

Conflicts of interest (financial,
professional, personal)

Authorship conflict---missed
authors,

Failure to provide a
published reagent

Unethical research (violation
of legal/ethical guidelines for
use of subjects, materials)

Reviewer misconduct

NOTE: Author misconduct is
not the only ethical challenge
that publishers face---reviewer
ethics and editorial ethics are
equally important.




Avoiding Plagiarism

« Take careful notes
 Always credit the work of others
* Be sure to cite sources

* Include all cited sources in the
reference list and vice versa

 Obtain permission to include
figures, models, graphs, etc.

» Keep track of all bibliographic
information and the date you
retrieved the information if
from the Web.

Whaddya meanall my
facts are wrong?!?

everything
straight off the
internet!!







Authorship (Case study)

have
worked on a project on the climate change in Cairo
University for two years. role was as

the research grant holder. He designed the research initially
but thereafter had little day-to-day involvement. He attended
most of the monthly research meetings, at which she made
useful suggestions.

worked part-time for the team (10 hours a week) for
the whole two years to support his study as an undergraduate
In the Robotic Department. He played a major role in the
research in getting questionnaires printed, distributing them,
entering the data and performing some basic quantitative data
analyses the team directed him to perform (descriptive data
and some one-way analyses of variance). He also helped
transcribe many of the ‘open comments’ on the questionnaire
on to a single file that could be used in conjunction with a
qualitative analysis package.



Authorship (Case study) Cont.

is one of the three professorsin the
SRGE and was named on the original grant
proposal, though he has played no role in the
development of the research from design
through to writing up. However, his measure
was the central scale used in the study.

Finally, supervised the project
throughout the two years, and was closely
involved throughout. She wrote the complete
first draft of the paper reporting the results of
the study.



Authorship

Authorship should be defined early in the

research project before writing the manuscript
Be aware of and avoid publication abuses

Know the institutional, organizational and

journal requirements for publication

Always obtain permission before

acknowledging someone in a submitted

manuscript.




How to avoid problems with authorship?

v" Agree with your collaborators that you will follow the

international guidelines

v" Agree on the tentative order of authors and on who will

be corresponding author.

v" Agree before starting the research who will be an author,
and 1f necessary discuss why each person should be an

author. (Clarify the requirements)

v" Don’t add a senior author to improve the chances of

publication




Honorary vs Ghost

Honorary authors

Honorary authors: named
authors who have not met

authorship criteria

Ghost authors

Ghost aut
not name
who contrib

substantially to




Authorship order

 Authors are ranked in order of
magnitudes of their input into the
research:

* o First Author conducts and/or
supervises the data analysis and the
proper presentation and interpretation
of the results

o Puts paper together and submits the

paper to journal




Authorship
Acknowledged individuals

Staff who made a direct contribution to a
study but did not fulfill the criteria for
authorship:

* oGeneral support

* oTechnical help
 oStatistical, graphics
* olLibrary support

 oCritical review of the paper drafts




Authorship

® guest authors are those who do not

meet accepted authorship criteria but are
listed because of their seniority,

reputation or supposed influence

o gift authors are those who do not

meet accepted authorship criteria but are
listed as a personal favour or in return for

payment

® ghost authors are those who meet

authorship criteria but are not listed




Contributors Listed In
Acknowledgments

All contributors who do not meet the
criteria for authorship should be listed in
an acknowledgments section.

Editors should ask corresponding
authors to declare whether they had
assistance with study design, data
collection, data analysis, or manuscript
preparation. If such assistance was
available, the authors should disclose the
identity of the individuals who provided
this assistance and the entity that
supported it in the published article.
Financial and material support should
also be acknowledged.

Groups of persons who have
contributed materially to the paper but
whose contributions do not justify
authorship may be listed under such
headings as “clinical investigators” or
“participating investigators,” and their
function or contribution should be
described—for example, “served as
scientific advisors,” “critically reviewed
the study proposal,” “collected data,” or
“provided and cared for study patients.”
Because readers may infer their
endorsement of the data and conclusions,
these persons must give written
permission to be acknowledged.

* Examples of those who might be acknowledged include a person who provided
purely technical help, writing assistance, or a department chairperson who

provided only general support.



Part (6) The Com
on Publication E



The Committee on
Publication Ethics.

COPE is a forum for editors and

publishers of peer reviewed journals to The Committee on Publicati
discuss all aspects of publication ethics. 15—
It also advises editors on how to handle journal

has over 9ooo r
cases of research and publication oM.
misconduct. Membership is

academic journals

interested in publica

http://publicationeth

http://publicationethics.org/cope-case-taxonomy



The flowcharts cover

*Redundant (duplicate) publication
*Plagiarism

*Fabricated data

*Changes in authorship

* Ghost, guest or gift authorship

* Conflicts of interest

* General suspected ethical concerns
*Reviewer misconduct

*How COPE deals with complaints




What to do if you
suspect plagiarism

1. Suspected plagiarism in a
submitted manuscript
2. Suspected plagiarism in a

published article




K7 (99) Scientific R

k

f M Flowcharts | Commit x

€ = C' [} publicationethics.org/resources/flowcharts

E o

members into: Croatian, Japanese, Korean, Turkish, Arabic, Brazilian
Portuguese, ltalian, Spanish. French, Chinese and Persian (14 flowcharts) are now

available here on the website.

We are currently reformatting the remaining translated versions but if you would like a PDF,

please contact the COPE Administrator. We are always looking for new translations. If you
are able translate the flowcharts into a language not yet represented, please contact the
Administrator here.

Individual flowcharts

What to do if you suspect redundant (duplicate) publication
+ Suspected redundant publication in a submitted manuscript (Download POF. 60 kb)

» Suspected redundant publication in a published article (Download PDF. 84 kb)
What to do if you suspect plagiarism

« Suspected plagiarism in a submitted manuscript (Download PDF. 80 kb)

» Suspected plagiarism in a published article (Download PDF. 76 kb)
What to do if you suspect fabricated data

+ Suspected fabricated data in a submitted manuscript (Download PDF [84kb]. revised May 2011)

+ Suspected fabricated data in a published article (Download PDF [84kb). revised May 2011)
Changes in authorship

+ Comesponding author requests addition of extra author before publication (Download PDF. 52 kb)
+ Corresponding author requests removal of author before publication (Download POF. 52 kb)

+ Request for addition of extra author after publication (Download POF_60 kb)

+ Request for removal of author after publication (Download PDOF. 68 kb)

+ Suspected guest, ghost or gift authorship {Download PDF_ 76 kb)

+ Advice on how to spot authorship problems (Download POF. 64 kb)
What to do if a reviewer suspects undisclosed conflict of interest (Col) in a submitted
manuscript

(Download PDF. 56 kb)

What to do if a reader suspects undisclosed conflict of interest (Col) in a published article

All floweharts - ftalian version
Download 475.16 KB

H
All floweharts - Spanish version
Download 486.92 KB

Al flowcharts - French version

(revised 1 June 2012)
Download 373.5 KB

AN fowcharts (1 carrently

available) - Persian version
Download 374.76 KB

e B Il @ -=vecnvor.




uspected plagiarism in a submitted

manuscript

( Reviewer informs editor about suspected plagiarism )

Thank reviewer and say you plan to investigate
Get full documentary evidence if not already provided

 J

Check degree of copying

)

A 4

L]

Note: The instructions
to authors should
include a definition of
plagiarism and state
the journal's policy

on it

Clear plagiansm (unattributed
use of large portions of text
and/or data, presented as if
they were by the plagiarist)

|

Minor copying of short
phrases only (e.g. in discussion
of research paper from
non-native language speaker)
No misattribution of data

own

4

y

Contact corresponding author in
writing, ideally enclosing signed
authorship statement (or cover

letter) stating that submitted work

is original/the author's own and

documentary evidence of plagiarism

Contact author in neutral
termms/expressing
disappointment/explaining
joumal’s position
Ask author to rephrase copied
phrases or include as direct
quotations with references

£ )
Author responds

v

Proceed with review

No response

i)
\

Unsatisfactory
explanation/admits
guilt

Attempt to contact all
other authors (check

Medline/Google for emails)

Satisfactory
explanation
(honest ermror/
ourmal instructions
unclear/fvery junior
researcher)

v

Write to author {(all authors if
possibie) rejecting submission.,
explaining position and
expected future behaviour

v

Consider informming
author's superior and/
or person responsible

for research governance
and/or potential victim

v
‘ No response .
v

Redundancy
(i.e. copying
from author's

ork)—
see flowcharts
on redundancy

No problem

C )

Discuss with
reviewer

Developed for COPE

Contact author's institution requesting your concem
is passed to author's superior and/or person
responsible for research governance

by Liz Wager of
Sidevies
(wrvww lizwager.com)

© 2013 Committee on
Publication Ethics
First published 2006

A

A non-exclusive
kcence to reproduce

Write to author (all authors if
possible) rejecting submission or
requesting revision, explaining
position and expected future behaviour

nform author(s)
o ur action -

1

If no response, keep
contacting institution
every 3—6 months
If no resoilution,
contacting other
authorities, e.g. ORI in
US,. GMC in UK

these flowcharts may
be applied for by
writing to:
cope_administrator@
pubilicationethics.org

consider

Inform reviewer of
outcome/action

publicationethics.org



Suspected plagiarism 1n a published article

Thank reader and say you plan to investigate
Get full documentary evidence if not already provided

4

( Check degree of copying

)

Clear plagiarism (unattributed
use of large portions of text
and/or data, presented as if they
were by the plagiarist)

!

A 4

Contact corresponding author
in writing, ideally enclosing
signed authorship statement (or
cover letter) stating that work
is original/the author's own
and documentary evidence

Minor copying of short phrases only

(e.g. in discussion of
research paper)
No misattribution of data

|

v

Contact author in neutral
terms/expressing
disappointment/explaining
journal’s position
Discuss publishing correction
giving reference to original

of plagiarism

paper(s) if this has been omitted
- .

| v
. ~ Py
% Inform reader (and plagiarized
author(s) if different) of
journal's actions

CAuthor responds )«-ﬂ = C No response )
i J.

Attempt to contact all other
authors (check
Medline/Google for
current affiiations/emails)

Unsatisfactory
explanation/
admits guilt

 J

Contact all
authors and
tell them what
you plan to do

( Satisfactory

explanation (honest
error/journal
instructions
unclear/very junior
| researcher)

Developed for COPE

Contact author’s institution requesting your concern is N
passed to author's superior and/or person
v responsible for research governance © 2013 Committee on
I Publication Ethics
First published 2006

(www.lizwager.

Consider publishing retraction
Inform editor of other journal(s) V
involved or publisher of 3 Write to author (all authors if
plagiarized books possible) explaining position

If no response, keep
contacting institution
every 3—6 months

A non-exclusive
licence to reproduce
these flowcharts may

v and expected future behavior

Consider informing
author's superior
and/or person
responsible for
research governance
at author’s institution

Inform author(s)
[— - of your action l

Inform readers
and victims(s) of
outcome/action

If no resolution, consider
contacting other
authorities, e.g. ORI in
US., GMC in UK

be applied for by
writing to:
cope_administrator@
publicationethics.org

publicationethics.org




Basic principles to which peer
reviewers should adhere

1. Only agree to review manuscripts for which they have the subject
expertise required to carry out a proper assessment and which they -
can assess within a reasonable time-frame \

2. Respect the confidentiality of peer review and not reveal
of a manuscript or its review, during or after the peer- reV|w proce
beyond those that are released by the journal.

3. Not use information obtained during the peer-review proces
for their own or any other person’s or organization’s advantag
disadvantage or discredit others

4. Declare all potential conflicting interests, seeking advice from the
journal if they are unsure whether something constitutes a relevant
interest



COPE flowcharts

Request to remove author

[ Clarify reason for change in authorship j

Most important to check
with the author(s) whose
name(s) is/are being
removed from the paper
and get their agreement in

I
{ l writing

( Check that all authors consent to removal of author )

[ All authors agree] I: Authors do not agreej

Y N ﬁ

Amend author list and contributor Suspend review/publication of paper until

details (role of each contributor/author)/ authorship has been agreed
acknowledgements as required Inform excluded author(s) that if they
wish to pursue the matter they should do
* this with their co-authors or institutions
_ rather than the editor

Proceed with \, 4

review/publication



http://publicationethics.org/files/u2/04B_Author_Remove_Submitted.pdf
http://publicationethics.org/files/u2/04B_Author_Remove_Submitted.pdf
http://publicationethics.org/files/u2/04B_Author_Remove_Submitted.pdf
http://publicationethics.org/files/u2/04B_Author_Remove_Submitted.pdf
http://publicationethics.org/files/u2/04B_Author_Remove_Submitted.pdf
http://publicationethics.org/files/u2/04B_Author_Remove_Submitted.pdf

COPE flowcharts:

Suspected guest, gift and ghost authorship

Aeview ackmowsled germent section ard
authorship dedaration Of supplied?

4. andfors

Sernd copy of powrmal s awthaorship policy™® oo
coirmes poredirng author amd reqpueest staterment
that all gualify and o authors have
b= ommitted Gf mot obtaimed previowshy]

L =10 P [

Re=guest informatiom (or further detailsk of
indiwidwuals" contribaetions*==

"

Ahlotes fnftval oot el
depernd OF ool
normal metiod af
ot g
agurtfhoricon tribaeror irafio

==More: Arciudig clear guidlormceScriteria
fir @ urfrorsino in fouvrmal insirectioars
rmrakes ff easier fo handie soch issones

=Ahodes Marusic e ol fawe shaowere et the metfnod ofF
cofeating swch dato feg fires text or check bowesl ooy
inflvence the resporse. Ledting autors gescribe thevr
ol Coriirib o s probabdy reswslts e the most
ot ond fmrformoaiive OnEeeT s

kA

Fugthorship role missina
(=g comtributor st does
et imnclude anyleody wihio
analys=d data or prepar=d
first drafe)

|
Y
[ "Ghest identified |
|
h |

Sugpgest mmissireg
autheor showld be
added b hist

-

Y

I'- List=d author does ot

me==t authorship criteria
e,

l

_, :

Guest” or gifit”
author identified

)

"

Sugoest guestigaft
auther{sk showld b=
resmiovedSrmovesd to
Ak o] edoermients

= T ]

¥ L

Satisfactory Ceoasbt=
explanaticam of remainSmaed
autfuor kst more

L. information
_ L]
Try o cont=ct
anrthrors (Google
marmes for ocontacts)
amnd ask about their
role, wahaether any
authors have besn
ormited. amnd
whether theaey hawe
any coroerns abowus
artheorshap



http://publicationethics.org/files/u2/04E_Author_Ghost_Guest_Gift.pdf
http://publicationethics.org/files/u2/04E_Author_Ghost_Guest_Gift.pdf
http://publicationethics.org/files/u2/04E_Author_Ghost_Guest_Gift.pdf
http://publicationethics.org/files/u2/04E_Author_Ghost_Guest_Gift.pdf
http://publicationethics.org/files/u2/04E_Author_Ghost_Guest_Gift.pdf
http://publicationethics.org/files/u2/04E_Author_Ghost_Guest_Gift.pdf

Basic principles to which peer
reviewers should adhere

1. be objective and constructive in their reviews, refraining from being
hostile or inflammatory and from making libellous or derogatory
personal comments

2. acknowledge that peer review is largely a reciprocal end
undertake to carry out their fair share of reviewing and in
manner

3. provide journals with personal and professional informatis
accurate and a true representation of their expertise

4. recognize that impersonation of another individual during tt
process is considered serious misconduct




Finally...

Be a good academic citizen
Know what you’re doing

Keep track of what you’ve
done

Back everything up
Don’t lie or cheat or blab

Publish your discoveries




