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efinition (NIH; Office of Extramural Research)

Research misconduct is defined as fabrication, falsification, o
plagiarism (FFP) in proposing, performing, or reviewing research, or il
reporting research results...



Definition (resnick, 2003)

Misconduct is a serious and intentional violation of accepted scientifi
practices, commonsense ethical norms, or research regulations i
proposing, designing, conducting, reviewing, or reporting research.

Punishable misconduct includes fabrication of data or experiments
falsification of data, plagiarism, or interference with a misconduc

Investigation.




efinition (World Association of Medical Editors; WAME)

The journal's preliminary investigation of potential misconduct mus
take into account not only the particular act or omission, but also th
apparent intention (as best it can be determined) of the perso
involved. Misconduct does not include unintentional error.




-Xam P les (based on WAME)

Falsification of data:
“Fabrication
“Selective reporting of findings
“Omission of conflicting data
Suppression of data
“Distortion of data



Exa m p I €S (based on WAME)

Plagiarism: The appropriation of the language, ideas, or thoughts o
another without crediting their true source, and representation ©
them as one's own original work.



-Xam P les (based on WAME)

Improprieties of authorship:

“Excluding others

Duplication

“Adding non-contributor names

”Submission without concurrence of all authors



-Xam P les (based on WAME)

Violation of generally accepted research practices:

“Improper manipulation of experiments to obtain biased results
“Deceptive statistical or analytical manipulations

“Improper reporting of results



-Xam P les (based on WAME)

Material failure to comply with legislative and regulatory requirement
affecting research:

>Substantial, repeated, willful violations of applicable local regulations an:
law involving

“Use of funds

“Care of human subjects

“Care of animals

“Investigational drugs

“Recombinant products

“New devices

“Radioactive, biologic, or chemical materials



-Xam P les (based on WAME)

Inappropriate behavior in relation to misconduct:
Unfounded or knowingly false accusations of misconduct
Failure to report known or suspected misconduct

Withholding or destruction of information relevant to a claim ¢
misconduct

Retaliation against persons involved in the allegation or investigation



Exa m p I €S (based on WAME)

Deliberate misrepresentation of qualifications, experience, o
research accomplishments to advance the research program, t
obtain external funding, or for other professional advancement.



Juestionable research practices
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Questionable research practices

“Failing to report all dependent measures

“Reporting only positive results

“Collecting more data after checking the significance
“Selecting statistical analysis pathway based on the results
“Removal of outliers

“Sham peer reviewing

“Conscious bias or inappropriate research design
“Submission and publication bias



Juestionable research practices

QRPs are the steroids of scientific competition.

QRPs offer considerable latitude for rationalization and self
deception.

It may explain the “decline effect” in psychology and other sciences.



AMhat is not misconduct?

“Honest errors
“Error in judgment
’Differences of opinion



tiology

It's publish
or perish!
Motive/Pressure
My theory/
reasoning is | control the data
sound, the data is Fraud and can easily
wrong/skewed! Triang le change them.

Rationalization Opportunity

Fraud Triangle (by Donald R. Cressey) adapted to Scientific Misconduct



_onsequences

“Patient injury

"Deterioration of the patient-physician relationship
“Loss of public trust in biomedical research
“Pollution/degradation of the medical literature
“Slow scientific progress

"Misdirect future research

“Waste public funds

:Whenhundﬂecked, can result in a perception that the easiest way to progress in academi
Is to cheat!

Even minor infractions should not be taken lightly as they can lead to self-justification c
misconduct (Casadevall & Fang, 2012).

However, not all categories of misconduct are equally reprehensible.



Dther terminologies

Dry labbing: To make up data in a scientific experiment, as opposed t
observe or experiment in order to obtain it (urbandictionary.com).

Data cooking: An art of various forms, the object of which is to give t
ordinary observations the appearance and character of those of th

highest degree of accuracy” (Babbage, 1830).

Mining data [data or knowledge discovery]: Falsifying data to find
statistically significant relationship that is then presented as the originc
target of the study; it can be selectively published only when it support
one's expectations.



‘lements of plagiarism (rishman, 2009)

Uses words, ideas, or work products

Attributable to another identifiable person or source

Without attributing the work to the source from which it was obtained

In a situation in which there is a legitimate expectation of origine
authorship

In order to obtain some benefit, credit, or gain which need not b
monetary.




\spects of plagiarism (rishman, 2009)

>As theft:

From the UK theft act of 1868: “[a] person is ﬁuilty of theft if he dishonestl
appropriates property belonging to another with the intention of permanentl
depriving the other of it”.

>As fraud:

Fraud is generally defined as knowingly misrepresenting facts or information i
order to obtain something of value.

>As copyright infringement:

Copyright infringement occurs when someone takes work that is subject t
copyright law and deprives its lawful owner of (actual or potential) benefits b
distributing it.



-xamples of plagiarism

“Submitting someone’s work as their own.

"Taking passages from their own previous work without adding citations.
“Re-writing someone’s work without properly citing sources.

“Using quotations, but not citing the source.

“Interweaving various sources together in the work without citing.
“Citing some, but not all passages that should be cited.

"Melding together cited and uncited sections of the piece.

“Providing proper citations, but fails to change the structure and wording of th
borrowed ideas enough.

“Inaccurately citing the source.

“Relying too heavily on other people’s work. Fails to bring original thought into th
text.



Nhy to plagiarize?

"Not to know how to properly cite.

"Doubt whether they are doing it the right way.

"Not to know how to research.

"No enforce or learning from teachers about ethical standards of the research.
“Thinking it is OK to purchase work from someone else.
"Not to understand the goal of education and research.
“Cheating as a part of the culture.

“Low self-esteem

"Not to be proficient in English (and even Persian) language.
"Not to be proficient in writing language.

"Not being master at the subject.

“Unavailability of the main source.

“Copying uncited text from printed or internet sources.



elf-plagiarism

Duplicated publication
Salami splicing
Reusing portions of a previously written



Juplication

Ingelfinger rule: The policy of considering a manuscript for publication onl
if its substance has not been submitted or reported elsewhere (ngeffinger, 1969).

Disadvantages:
“Overemphasizing and projecting the importance of the findings
“Skewing meta-analyses and surveys
“Abusing reviewers and editors
“Wasting readers’ time
“Distort the academic reward system
“Dishonesty to copyright



»alami splicing

“Segmented publication
“Redundancy publication
“Disaggregated articles

A publication of two or more articles derived from a single study (abraham, 2000

Minimal publishable unit:

Articles of such type report on data collected from a single study split int
several segments just large enough to gain reasonable results an
conclusions (sroad, 1981).



Detecting

“Similar hypothesis

“Same sampling method and sample size
’Similar methodology (>90%)

“The same of similar results and conclusions
“Authors in common

“No or little information



_auses

Simplification of results (instead of writing as simple as possible)
Reward from institutions
Overambition

Authors’ conflict



\cceptable republication

Publication of a poster presentation or an abstract

English-language version submission of paper published in other language
Open science (blogs, wikis, ...)

Study protocol

Summary clinical trial results in public registries

A rationale that the paper would be of interest to each set of readers
Publication of professional guidelines in two or more different languages
Follow-up investigations

Large clinical trials or longitudinal cohort epidemiological studies



\uthorship

International Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE) criteria fo
authorship:

. Substantial contributions to the conception or design of the work; or th
cquisition, analysis, or interpretation of data for the work; AND

. Drafting the work or revising it critically for important intellectual content
\ND

. Final approval of the version to be published; AND

. Agreement to be accountable for all aspects of the work in ensuring tha
uestions related to the accuracy or integrity of any part of the work ar
ppropriately investigated and resolved.



\uthorship conflicts

Ghost author
Guest author
Honorary author
Previous coworkers



Jrder in authors list

Degree of involvement
Student vs. professor

Senior
Principal investigator (supervisor or lab head)

Alphabetically



