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SCIENTIFIC MISCONDUCT

NEWS&ANALYSIS .

Government Sanctions Harvard Psychologist

In 2010, Harvard University psychologist
Marc Hauser seemed to be at the pinnacle of
his carcer. His provocative work probing the
biological origins of cognition and morality
had yiclded collaborations with prominent
scholars, as well as frequent media attention.
And with the recent publication of a popular
book on moral cognition, he had moved into
the rarified sphere of the public mtellectual.

Then a Harvard investigation concluded
that the author of Moral Minds: How Nature
Designed Our Universal Sense of Right and
Wrong had engaged in scientific misconduct.
Last week, the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services Office of Rescarch Integnity
(ORI confirmed the findings, revealing that
Hauser fabricated and falsified methods and
data in six federally funded studies.

The news brought closure to those who
questioned whether Hauser was guilty of any
wrongdoing. But because neither investiga-
tion indicates which of Hauser's hundreds
of publications were investigated, many
researchers remain uncertain about how to
regard the rest of his work. “Many of my col-
leagues are reluctant to cite certain work that
came out of Hauser’s lab,” says Yak Univer-
sity experimental philosopher Joshua Knobe.

Hauser, who resigned from Harvard in
2011, wrote in a statement that although he
has “fundamental differences” with some
of the new reports findings, “I acknowl-
edge that I made mistakes,” He did not admit
deliberate misconduct, however, and implied
that his mistake was that he “tried to do too
much™ and “let important details get away
from my control.”

“It is sad that Hauser still will not admit to
the charges that have been found against him
when he does appear to nonetheless accept
that the evidence exists and is legitimate,”
Gerry Altmann wrote in an e-mail to Science.
A psychologist at the University of York in the
United Kingdom, Altmann is editor of Cogni-
tion, one ofthe journals that retracted some of
Hauser’ research.

Hauser's work first fell under suspi-
cion in 2007, when members of his labora-
tory brought concerns to Harvard officials,
instigating a 3-year intemnal investigation.
In August 2010, The Boston Globe broke
the news that the Harvard investigation had
found Hauser “solely responsible™ for eight
instances of scientific misconduct and that
Hauser was taking a year’s academic leave. In
July 2011, he resigned his position.

In the report released last week, ORI iden-
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tified six instances in which it concluded that
Hauser engaged in research misconduct in
studies funded by the ULS. National Institutes
of Health. Specifically:

* Ina study of kearning in cotton-top tam-
arins published in the joumnal Cognition in
2002 and retracted in 2010, Hauser published
fabricated data in a bar graph that ostensibly
compared the monkeys' responses before and
after they habituated to sound patterns.

* In two unpublished experiments testing
cotton-top tamarins ' responses to strings of
consonants and vowels, Hauser recorded false
values for some of the monkeys’ responses,
creating the appearance of statistically signifi-
cant results,

* In versions of a manuscript for a study
that was published in Cognirion
(but first submitted to and rejected
by other journals, including Sei-
ence), Hauser provided false
descriptions of the methods used
to code monkey behavior and fal-
sified results in a way that sup-
ported his theoretical predictions.
Hauser and his collaborators cor-
rected these problems, so the pub-
lished study accurately describes
the research.

* In a study of how well rhe-
suis monkeys comprehend human
gestures, published in the Pro-
ceedings of the Royal Society B
in 2007, Hauser falsely reported
methods and results of one of
seven experiments. Hauser and
one of his colleagues published a replication
of thisexperimentin 2011,

+ A 2007 Science paper contained a false
statement about distinctive markings on some
cotton-top tamarins in the experiment, mask-
ing the possibility that some monkeys could
have been tested more than once. Hauser
accepted responsibility for this statement. He
and a co-author replicated these findings in a
2011 Seience paper.

* In an experiment involving rhesus mon-
keys that was neverwritten up for publication,
Hauser falsely changed coding results,

The ORI report states that Hauser “nei-
ther admits nor denies committing research
misconduct but accepts ORI has found evi-
dence of research misconduct.” For the next
3 years, any research he conducts using U.S.
Public Health Service (PHS) funds must be
done under supervision and must be cer-
tified as legitimate by the institution that

Published by AAAS

employs him, He also cannot serve as a peer
reviewer or in any other advisory capacity
to PHS during that period.

Some scientists who have defended
Hauser continue to do so. Psychologist
Bennett Galef of McMaster University in
Hamilton, Canada, reviewed the evidence for
some of the charges against Hauser during
Harvard’s mvestigation at Hauser’s lawyers'
request. He says he saw no clear evidence of
wrongdoing then and remains unconvinced
especially by evidence ofmisconduct in stud-
ies that are unpublished. “Its conceivable,
after all, that someone would feel tempted to
do something with their data and then realize
what they'd done and say, “That was a mis-
take and [ just wont publish it " Galef says.

Better days. A federal investigation concluded that Marc Hauser
engaged in research misconduct.

“How can you get somebody in such trouble
over something that they didn't publish?”

Other scientists vehemently disagree, In
an e-mail to Science, Altmann wrote: “Even
if the ONLY transgression was the fabrica-
tion in Cognirion, the field would consider
that totally unacceptable and reprehensible
behavior. The fact that he has misled col-
laborators m unpublished studies shows that
this is a recurring pattern of behavior™

Several of Hauser's former co-workers
privately expressed sympathy for his ordeal.
But others’ sympathies lie elsewhere. “The
thing I find especially tragic,” Knobe says,
“is that the whistleblowers themselves—
who were the moral heroes in this situa-
tion—their own work is now falling under a
cloud of suspicion because they were doing
work with Marc.”

=SIRI CARPENTER

Sin Carpenter is a freelance wriler based in Madson.
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MIT Terminates Researcher Over Data Fabrication

A rising star at the Massachusetts Institute
of Technology (MIT) in the hot field of
RNA interference (RNAI) was dismissed
last week after admitting that he had fabri-
cated and falsified data in grant applica-
tions, submitted manuscripts, and onc pub-
lished paper, the university reported in a
statement. The California Institute of
Technology (Caltech) in Pasadena has now
begun reviewing two papers published by
the rescarcher, Luk van Panijs, 35, when he
was a postdoc there. Harvard Medical
School and Brigham and Women's Hospital,
where Van Parijs was a graduate student, is
also scrutinizing his carly work.

“I thought Luk was an excclient scientist
and truly cannot understand why he would
fake anything.” wrote Caltech president
David Baltimore in an ¢-mail message to
Science. Van Parys was a postdoc in Baltimore s
lab in the late 1990s. Van Parys dad not reply
10 an ¢-maul message socking comment.

Grady dents and p s in Van
Parijs’s lab first approached MIT adminis-
trators in August 2004 with allegations of
research misconduct, says Alice Gast,

SCIENCE AND THE LAW

MITS te pr and vice presid
for rescarch. “There were data that they
could not verify the ongins of.” says Gast
The university launched an investigation,
put Van Parijs on paid lcave, pulled his lsb
Web site off the MIT server, and reassigned
his lab members 1o other faculty. A copy of
Van Pariys'’s home page from 2003 shows
that his lab had 17 members.

Gast oversaw the investigation, which
was conducted by investigators whose
names have not been made public. She
declines to say which of 22 papers Van Parys
co-authored during his S years at MIT con-
tains allegedly falsified information, nor
would she quantify the number of grants or
manuscripts at issue. MIT, she says, 1s work-
ing with the co-authors to retract the suspect
published paper

Van Panjs, a prominent and prolific young
rescarcher in RNAL, was trying to use the
method which can alter gene expression, as a
ol for studying normal physiology and dis-
case. The nature of his work may have
made it more difficult to detect problems,
because it was less likely to match other

Thomas Butler Loses Appeal, Vows to Fight On

Texas physician and microbiologist Thomas
Butler suffered another defeat last week in a
legal battle that has already cost him his free-
dom, his career, and more than $1 million in
legal fees. Last week, a three-judge panel on
the US. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit
in New Orleans - operating temporanly from
Houston  unammously upheld Butlers con-
viction and 2-year prison sentence for illegally
h b o and

defrand " his fi 7- yer.
Texas Tech University Health Sci-
ences Conter in Lubbock,
Although “very disappointed™
Butler is “determined to continue
his appeal”™ and restore his honor,
says his lead attorney, George
Washington University law pro-
fessor Jonathan Turley. Mecan-
while, supporters are trying to
help the 64-year-old researcher
find a job once be is released from
foderal prison on 2 January.
Butler's troubles began in Janu-
ary 2003, when he reported that
30 vials of plague bacteria were
mussing from his ksh. His statements

tniggered a massive FBI operation

samples, defrauding Texas Tech, and tax eva-
son. Although a jury acquitied him on most of
the plague-related charges, he was comvicted of
47 offenses and received a 2-year sentence
(Science, 19 March 2004, p. 1743).

Butlers lawyers argued that lumping the
charges related to plague with allegations on

¢

and a nationally tclevised boterror  Back to work? Thomas Butler hopes to find a job after
scare in Lubbock, a college town in  completing his sentence.
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rescarch exactly, says Thomas Tuschl, a basic
RNA biologist at Rockefeller Universaty in
New York City. “If somebody picks a gene
and turns it off, it's only the people who
already have a knockout who can say [if]
that's the wrong thing.” he says.

MIT findings have put many of the top
yournals in which Van Parys published on
alert. /mmunity, which ran seven articles by
him, “will be looking into these cases in
detail,” said Lynne Herndon, the president
and CEO of Jmmunity's publisher Cell Press,
in a statement. Staffers at both Jmmunity and
the Journal of Immunology say they learmned
of the misconduct case from reporters.

MIT hasn’t yet returned any of Van
Parijs’s grant money to the National Insti-
tutcs of Health (NIH). But the university is
now beginning to weigh that possibility
“That's definitely one of the next steps.”
says MIT spokesperson Denise Brehm.

Since fiscal year 2001, Van Parijs had
won NIH grants totaling at least $1.2 million
But two of his three grants expired in August
2004, and the third would have expired in
August 2006, ~Joewrn Courm

financial wrongdoing may have prejudiced
the jury, that Butler should have had the nght
10 subpoena internal e-manls and take deposs-
tions from four witnesses in Tanzania, and
that prosecutors offered no evidence that
Butler willfully violated export rules when he
sent plague cultures to Tanzama via FedEx

Turley says he's “frankly astonished™ by
the ruling from what is generally considered
one of the most conservative appeals courts in
the country. But he expects Butler, now in
prison in the Federal Medical Center in
Fort Worth, Texas, to continue the fight, 1o the
Supreme Court if nocessary.

Last week, members of the National Acad-
cmy of Sciences’s Committee on Human
Rights, chaired by Duke University s Peter
Agre, a Nobel laurcate and ardent supporter
of Butler, discussed ways 10 help ham rebuild
his ruined carcer. But as a convicted felon
who gave up his medical license, Butler faces
an uphall battle, Agre says.

Stanford microbiologist Stanley Falkow,
another prominent Butler defender, says his
cfforts to find Butler a job have failed to
bear fruit, “Short ofhim leaving the country,
it's going 10 be very difficult,” Falkow says.
Butler “really wants to work again,” says his
wife, Elizabeth Butler, “1 think work will
help him heal ™ ~Maxmn Ensense
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HHS: Gallo Guilty of Misconduct

The verdict is that by concealing the fact that his lab put the French virus into a permanent cell line,
Robert Gallo intended to mislead the scientific community

Nine months ago, Robert C. Gallo of the
National Cancer Institute seemed likely to
emerge from a long investigation of his work
on the AIDS virus with his reputation largely
intact. A report by the National Institutes of
Health (NIH) had just concluded that though
the eminent retrovirologist had been
uncollegial in hogging credit for finding the
cause of AIDS, his behavior did not consti-
tute scientific misconduct. But last week,
in a startling reversal, the Department
of Health and Human Services (HHS)
found Gallo guilty of misconduct for mis-
representing in a key 1984 Science paper
the work his lab had done with a French
isolate of the AIDS virus, called LAV.
Specifically, Gallo wrote in the pa-
per that LAV had not been transmitted
to a permanent cell line—even though
researchers in Gallo's lab had done ex-
actly that. The HHS report concludes
that this statement shows an intent “to
deceive” readers of the paper—maximiz-
ing Gallo's achievements while mini-
mizing those of the French. HHS “cen-
sured” Gallo for several infractions that
were not misconduct, including lax su-
pervision of his lab and failure to pursue
quickly the identity of the cell line in
which he had grown the AIDS virus
(Science, 22 June 1990, p. 1499). HHS
also concluded—as did the NIH report—

team at HHS’s newly created Office of Re-
search Integrity (ORI). The ORI team tough-
ened OSI’s conclusions after digesting two
blistering critiques of the OSI document—
one by a National Academy of Sciences
(NAS) panel led by Yale biochemist Frederic
Richards, the other by staffers of a congres-
sional subcommittee chaired by Representa-
tive John Dingell (D-MI).
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Healy, continue to argue that although Gallo
was not collegial, his behavior does not rise
to the level of misconduct—and that blur-
ring uncollegiality and misconduct bodes ill
for science. Gallo's critics, on the other hand,
think the new report doesn't even scratch
the surface of his misdeeds—in particular fail-
ing to settle the question of whether he mis-
appropriated the French isolate.

Lyle Bivens, an experimental psychol-
ogistand ORI staffer who headed the ORI
team, expected the vituperation directed
at his group's report. “We knew we were
going to get it no matter what we did,”
says Bivens. When Bivens learned last
spring that he was assigned to review the
OSl final report, he was far from thrilled:
“If I had been given a choice | would
have ducked it.” He says that the other
members of his team—a sociologist and
two lawyers—felt the same way.

Unfortunately for the foursome,
ducking the job wasn't a possibility, so
they began spending long days analyzing
the OSI report. According to Bivens,
the team never seriously considered
changing OSI's findings about Popovic,
who had been charged with misrepre-
senting one step in one experiment, stat-
ing in two tables that some tests weren't
done that actually were, and substitut-
ing a 10% value in a table for “very few

that Gallo's former chief virologist,
Mikulas Popovic, had committed mis-
conduct by falsifying results in the same
paper, though HHS terms his infractions
“relatively minor.”

Sanctions for the pair were light. The re-
port notes that the finding of misconduct is
likely to be devastating for a scientist at Gallo’s
level and recommends only that his work as
director of the Laboratory of Tumor Cell Bi-
ology be supervised for 3 years. Popovic, cur-
rently unemployed, is to receive the same
supervision should he apply foran NIH grant.
And the report argues that the finding of mis-
conduct against Popovic should not be used
to bar him from employment as a scientist.

The finding of misconduct against Gallo
is not based on new information. Instead, it
results from a review of the NIH report,
which was written by the now-defunct Of-
fice of Scientific Integrity (OSI) and approved
by NIH Director Bernadine Healy (Science, 8
May 1992, p. 735). The review was carried
out over the past 9 months by a four-person

168

Reversal of fortune. Robert Gallo.

Gallo immediately released a statement
blasting ORI’s “new and extraordinary find-
ing” as “utterly unwarranted,” “petty,” and
“misguided.” Gallo criticized the HHS inves-
tigation as “endless and incompetent,” warn-
ing that “the mindless pursuit of fantasied
misconduct can have devastating conse-
quences for scientific research.” Popovic's at-
torneys said in a statement that, “Instead of
receiving honors for his contribution to world
health, Dr. Popovic has been charged with
misconduct for phrases in his paper intro-
duced by others, a few words reflecting his
lack of fluency in English, and a difference in
interpretation of data.”

Gallo and Popovic aren't the only ones
displeased with ORI's 62-page report, which
was delivered to the principals on 30 Dec-
ember. In fact, hardly anyone finds it com-
pletely satisfying. Gallo supporters and those
involved in the OSI investigation, including

SCIENCE o VOL. 259 « § JANUARY 1993

cells.” Bivens' team agreed with OSI that
although these transgressions constitute
misconduct, they did not alter the con-
clusions of the Science paper.

After reaching a consensus on the Popvic
findings, however, the team decided two out-
standing issues had to be resolved before they
could sign off on the OSI report. One was
Gallo’s statement about LAV; the other was
the even more explosive question of theft.

The origin of both questions lay far back
in the history of AIDS research, in mid-
1983, when Luc Montagnier of the Pasteur
Institute in Paris was first isolating the AIDS
virus, which he called LAV. Montagnier
published his discovery in Science in May
1983, though he did not conclude then that
LAV caused AIDS. Two months later, he
sent Gallo's lab a sample of LAV. While still
working with that sample, he received an-
other shipment from Montagnier in Septem-
ber 1983. Popovic managed to get the second
sample to grow in a permanent cell line. That
feat—not previously achieved in any lab, in-
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SARS-CoV-2 Recombinant
COVID-19 Vaccine has shown to increase
penis length by 3 inches in some individuals
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fo EVID-lg studies researchers identified that those that

» real had a shorter penis by 2-3 inches. For this reas-
lrzrmg vaccine to help them with this issue,
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icebo-controlled, phase 1-2 trial to evaluate the safety
SARS-CoV-2 vaccine (in S-ug and 25-ug doses, with
t, and with observers unaware of trial-group assign-
2 n phase 1, vaccination comprised two intramuscular
primary outcomes were reactogenicity; laboratory
ematology), according to Food and Drug Administra-
safety; and IgG anti-spike protein response (in en-
assay [ELISA] units). Secondary outcomes included
-type virus neutralization (microneutralization assay),
staining), 1gG and microneutralization assay results
and 29 (neutralization) convalescent serum samples
ost of whom were symptomatic. We performed a pri-

19 was a joke and that the vaccine had nano-particles
vere vaccinated by their spouse while they were sleep-
b of ativan in a shot of tequila and gave it to their man.
vas sound a sleep, the vaccine was injected in the mid-
g them how to do itin a pig.

ccine 667 had an enlargement of their penis by a total

the side effect of the vaccine,

all penis will benefit from getting the vaceine as they
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Section 1. The Definition of Misconduct
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The Definition of Misconduct (1/2)

What is research misconduct?

* Research misconduct refers to practices that a
researcher is aware of but deliberately and significantly
deviates from the generally accepted research
behavior (Wencong Qiu complied, 2009).

* According to the Federal Research Misconduct Policy
issued by the Offices of Science and Technology Policy,
research misconductis defined as fabrication,
falsification, or plagiarism (abbreviated as FFP) in
proposing, performing, or even reviewing research, or
in reporting research results (Office of Research
Integrity, 2000).
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The Definition of Misconduct (1/2)

 Research Misconduct can be characterised as
actions or questionable research practices that
fall short of the standards of ethics, research and
scholarship required to ensure that the integrity of
research is upheld. It can cause harm to people
and the environment, wastes resources,
undermines the research record and damages the
credibility of research (Imperial College London,
2024).

* However, research misconductis complicated:
the avoidance of FFP is the baseline; other types of
misconduct should be regulated and avoided as
well.
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Research Misconduct

Fabrication, Falsification, or Plagiarism (FFP)

Fabrication Falsification Plagiarism

Center for Taiwan Academic Research Ethics Education, Ministry of Education.
https://ethics.moe.edu.tw

9




Section 2. Types of Research
Misconduct
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Types of research misconduct

Depending on the research stage, research misconduct can be divided into five
types namely:

Duplicate
submission,
publication,

and application.

Fabrication Inappropriate
(falsification) of Plagiarism authorship or
lab data designation

Inappropriate
data collection

Research Misconduct

Center for Taiwan Academic Research Ethics Education, Ministry of Education.
https://ethics.moe.edu.tw



Inappropriate Data
Collection
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Q&A — Q1: Think About it!

Without the consent of the author, Mr. X duplicated
parts of data and content from that article and
pasted to his own report. Is this appropriate?

If not, what should Mr. X have done?

13
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Q&A — Q2: Think About it!

Is it right that Ms. Y ignored the malfunction message
of her equipment, continued his experiment, and used
the inaccurate data in her research report?

If not, what should she have done?

14
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Inappropriate Data
Collection (1/6)

There are two types of inappropriate data
collection.

1. The first type involves collecting data from
living animals or humans and causing
physical or psychological discomfort, pain,
or death during the whole research process.

2. The second type is collecting data from non-
living objects and producing problematic
data due to human error or equipment
malfunction.
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Inappropriate Data
Collection (2/6)

* The first type of inappropriate data collection occurs
when conducting research on human subjects. If
researchers do not clearly inform the research subjects
about the purposes and the process of the research, or
do not obtain their consent, it would not only call into
question the authority of the data, but it could harm the
subjects both psychologically and physically.

* Even if the experimentis non-intrusive or of low risk,
such as tracking eye movements or measuring brave
waves, researchers should still adhere to the basic
principles of research ethics to protect the authenticity
of the data and the rights of research subjects.
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Inappropriate Data
Collection (3/6)

* |[n general, research projects involving
animals or human subjects are more complex.
In addition to general research ethics,
researchers are expected to abide by laws
such as the “Act on Human Subject Research”
and the “Animal Protection Act.”

* In Indonesia, there is the Komisi Etik :f@g’::ﬁygﬁgggx’?&z ETIK
Penelitian Kesehatan (KEPK). KEPK is an KESEHATAN NASIONAL

academic commission that is responsible for
the ethical assessment of research in the field e
of health and medical sciences. Komentarion Kesohatan Rl

®
S

LEMBAGA PENERBIT

SAOAN PN A B

Tim Penulis:
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Inappropriate Data
Collection (4/6)

* The second type of inappropriate data collection can
occur when data are collected from non-living objects.
This form of research is often undertaken in the fields
of electronics and engineering, information technology,
natural science, or engineering.

* |Inthis type of research, inappropriateness usually
occurs as a result of research subjects or researchers
not following experimental procedures or the proper
steps to operate equipment, or otherwise lacking
knowledge about using the lab.

* Sometimes it happens because of equipment
malfunction or calibration failure, resulting in an
inaccurate record/documentation.




E UNIVERSITAS iy
) MUHAMMADIYAH
YOGYAKARTA T I

Inappropriate Data
Collection (5/6)

* To collect, analyze and store data in an appropriate
way is a basic professional responsibility of a
researcher. Researchers should pay attention to every
step throughout the process of data collection.

* |In contrast, if researchers do not pay attention to the
details of this process, other researchers might
question their research results, which could both
damage their credibility and require remedial
measures, such as modifying or redoing the research,
which could be seen as overly time-and effort-
consuming and as a waste of social resources.




Inappropriate Data
Collection (6/6)

* Moreover, even if the researcher is given the opportunity
to modify or redo the research, it might have already
done harm to the subjects both physically and
psychologically.

* Abad data could also lead other researchers into false
interpretations or cause legislative and administrative
units to draft improper policies.

* Therefore, to ensure the accuracy of the research and to
protect other people from misinformation, researchers
should pay more attention to the design and planning of
their research, examine whether the process fulfills the
research ethics requirements, ensure the fairness
and quality of the results, and protect the basic rights
of all stakeholders.




Data Fabrication and
Falsification



Is it appropriate that Ms. Y falsified research
data only because the original data did not fit

the research hypothesis?

If Ms. Y had decided not to falsify the data, what
else could she have done to meet her advisor's
expectations?

22
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Q&A — Q4: Think About it!

Is it appropriate that Mr. X used a photo of
iIrrelevant objects as a photo of the research
results?

Would there have been any other way to finish
the observation report before the deadline?




Data Fabrication and
Falsification (1/2)

e Data fabrication and data falsification both violate
research ethics.

* Fabrication involves researchers making up data,
including visual graphics, figures, or research
processes, as research results and including them in
publications.

* Falsification involves researchers deliberately
manipulating research data, figures, processes, and
equipment to support claims, hypotheses or other
data. Falsification also includes hiding research
results that do not meet the expected outcomes or
tweaking the data to make the results prettier, resulting
in misrepresentation of the research results.
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Data Fabrication and
Falsification (2/2)

During the research process, researchers should
never operate equipment inappropriately or falsify
data, charts, and other content due to lack of time,
pressure from publications, or the search for perfect
results.

In recent years, the journal review mechanism has
become more rigorous. In addition, due to rapid
information transmission, every published research
thesis can now be conveniently accessed by a larger
audience; therefore, fabrication or falsification of data
can easily be caught

It is important to conduct research with integrity. If a
researcher is found fabricating or falsifying research
results, not only will it damage the public's trust in
academia, but the researcher will also suffer criticism
from the public leaving his/her research careerin
permanent disgrace.




Plagiarism



Q&A — Q5: Think About it!

Is it appropriate that Mr. X copied the Web
articles and used them in his report?

|s there another way to cite others’ articles
rather than simply copying-and-pasting?
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Plagiarism (1/2)

Plagiarism is a common type of research misconduct. According to the Oxford
A dictionary, plagiarism means “The practice of taking some else's work or ideas
and passing them off as one's own”. (Oxford University Press, 2015).

Plagiarism refers to the act of copying and using others’ published works,
® including text and graphics, without clearly stating the source (Steneck,
2007).

In addition, direct translation of others' work without giving credit to the
original authors also constitutes plagiarism (Center for Taiwan Academic
Research Ethics Education, 2023).
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Plagiarism (2/2)

To avoid plagiarism, researchers must not only cite their sources but also use

appropriate writing strategies to compose their papers, such as “quotation,”
“citation,” and “summarizing.”

The most common form of plagiarism is “inappropriate citation,” which
refers to the act of (1) slightly modifying the original text and using it as one’s

own, or (2) translating an entire paper into another language word for word,
and yet only citing it as a reference.
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Q&A — Q6: Think About it!

In different scenarios, which action is most acceptable by the public?
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Mr. X was very interested in a research article published in 1990, and he wanted to use the
same research methods to conduct his own research so he could compare the differences.

| must cite the article and state my research objectives. Follow the same

procedure again and compare the two research results.

Q6-1: Is Mr. X's decision and action appropriate?

30



Kompus 3 IMPACT > .n{
jergeke T THEREE . ThiRank

Q&A — Q6: Think About it!

UNIVERSITAS ing
MUHAMMADIYAH [
YOGYAKARTA

In different scenarios, which action is most acceptable by the public?

Mr. Z was analyzing data, and he needed data from the five-year-old national population to
compare with his own. Mr. Z followed his friend‘s advice and retrieved the information he
needed from the website of the Department of Statistics of the Ministry of Education.

These charts were made by the government for public use. So, | can simply

copy the charts and use them in my research paper for further analysis.

Q6-2: Is Mr. Z's decision and action appropriate?
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Q&A — Q6: Think About it!
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In different scenarios, which action is most acceptable by the public?

Ms. Y could not come up with a topic for her thesis. Following her friend's suggestion, she
went to the library to look at predecessors' works for inspiration, and she found one
particular thesis from abroad that matched her interest.

| plan to translate a thesis into Bahasa Indonesia, adopt the research ideas and
research procedure described in this thesis, and directly use the data of in my

thesis since when | don't have sufficient data so far. What a brilliant idea.

Q6-3: Is Ms. Y's decision and action appropriate?
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Your Answer is Incorrect!

Go to Q6-1 Go to Q6-2 Go to Q6-3
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Plagiarism

It is inevitable that researchers will borrow others' ideas and words when
composing manuscripts, but they should always remember to quote or
cite their sources. As long as one gives credit to the sources and
applies summarizing and paraphrasing strategies, one can be free
from potential plagiarism.

Currently, with the advancement of technology, it has become easier to
obtain and copy information. However, the technology of detection is
quite advanced as well, and itis now being widely used. If one intends to
plagiarize others’ works, it will be easy to discover, and it may be in
violation of the Copyright Act. For researchers, this practice will only bring
negative consequences.
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Inappropriate Authorship
(1/5)

* Inrecentyears, most research requires
various areas of expertise and teams of
researchers from different disciplines. As a
result, the definition of authorship has
become an importantissue inresearch
ethics.

* Many university faculty and graduate students
mostly countries in the world including
Indonesia, must fulfill research performance
requirements (research publication) for
promotion or graduation.
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Inappropriate Authorship
(2/5)
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* Therefore, to accelerate the process of publishing

findings, inappropriate assignment of authorship can
oCcCur.

* However, what exactly is inappropriate assignment,
and what defines authorship? Simply put, these two
terms refer to “an intentional and untruthful listing
of author names.”

/ * Possible problematic assighnments of authorship

include unfaithful listing of authors who might not
deserve to be listed, of those whose permission has

not been granted, and those who have ghostwritten
the manuscript.
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(3/5)

The Definition of Authors

* Who do you think can qualify as an author of a
paper?

* According to the American Psychological
Association, authorship is not limited to the
individual who actually composed the
manuscript: it also includes individuals who
have made substantial contributions to the
research, such as drafting research questions
or hypotheses, organizing and conducting
statistical analysis, and analyzing and
interpreting the results.
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The Definition of Authors

* However, those who have only contributed a
single task, such as coaching statistical
analysis, collecting or inputting data for entry,
modifying or writing computer software, or
recruiting research subjects, should be listed
in the acknowledgments section but not as

authors.
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Assistant Kuan
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instructed —_—
statistics analysis. | want to thank
—— .
— assistant Kuan,
—_—— Flora and Shin
n_ for helping me
- complete my
 —— thesis.

Flora helped
input data.

Center for Taiwan Academic Research Ethics Education, Ministry of Education.

https://ethics.moe.edu.tw

Shin helped
recruit
research subjects.

41



_ Kompus & = .2
3 ALK Merdeko i THEESa ThilRank

UNIVERSITAS
MUHAMMADIYAH
YOGYAKARTA

Mr. X is a graduate student at an information research institute. While writing his thesis, Mr. X met many
individuals who offered him a lot of assistance and valuable advice. Who can be listed as co-authors?

Professor Fung instructed him during the
whole process and helped him refine his
research direction, research design, and
manuscript revisions.

Gi‘fi. &)) Hisroommate Joe also helped to
proofread his thesis.

Professor Fung

His classmate Guang volunteered to
arrange administrative work on the thesis

@ Assistant Rose provided him with many
defense day.

valuable suggestions for analysis.

Y

Assistant Rose Classmate Guang

The thesis reviewer, Professor Hao, also
provided Shin with many suggestions for
revising his thesis, and encouraged him
to expand his thesis into a longer paper
and submit it to a conference.

Assistant Kuan taught Shin how to use
Q ) the latest statistics software and helped
him analyze the data.
A

Assistant Kuan Professor Hao

Center for Taiwan Academic Research Ethics Education, Ministry of Education. 42
https://ethics.moe.edu.tw
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Q&A — Q7 (2/2): Think About it!

After revising the thesis manuscript, Mr. X talked to Professor Fung about submitting a paperto a
conference. They decided to use some of the data in the thesis to conduct further statistical analysis,

and put all of the results together, turning them into a paper and submitting it to a conference in the field
of information technology.

With so much assistance from others throughout the process, Mr. X wondered who qualified as an
author of the submitted paper and who should be included in the acknowledgments section.

If you were Mr. X, who would you list as a co-author of the conference paper?

And who should be mentioned in the acknowledgments section?
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Who can be Listed as Co-AuthorS’?
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Mr. X and his advisor, Professor Fung, both have made substantial contributions to the conference paper
submission and its predecessor — Mr. X's thesis; therefore, in theory, both of them are qualified for

authorship in the conference paper.

However, the others, such as Assistant Rose, Assistant Kuan, Roommate Joe, Classmate Guang, and the
committee member Professor Hao, who helped with one single task in the research process (e.g., giving
advice, teaching statistical software, polishing the thesis, transporting the committee members, etc.) did
not provide a substantive intellectual contribution to either the master thesis, the conference paper, or
the research itself.

Theoretically speaking, they are not suitable for co-authorship in the conference paper. But Mr. X could
thank them for their dedication and support during the research process in the "acknowledgment”
section of the thesis and the conference paper.
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Who can be Listed as CoAuthors’?

World University Rankings

In general, it is honorable to be listed as the co-author if one has made
a substantial contribution to the paper.

Regardless of the order of authorship, all listed authors should
consent to and be responsible for the final submission of the paper.

In a sense, when the paper is questioned, all of the listed authors
share collective responsibility. The honor is shared, and so is the
responsibility.
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Who can be Listed as Co-Authors?
Authorship Order

‘ Disputes over authorship order are common. Each discipline has its own norms for
Al authorship order, and each researcher should know the practice in their particular area.

Generally speaking, the first author or the corresponding author assumes the greatest
99 responsibility, including ensuring the quality of the article, checking whether the writing
14 has errors or not, communicating with the journal editor, handling reader inquiries,
storing the data for outside examination, etc.

The order of other co-authors is based on the degree of contribution to the study or
publication.
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Who can be Listed as Co-Authors?

Authorship Order

In addition, disputes over authorship order
and copyright ownership of research data
sometimes arise between graduate
students and their advisors.

Thus, the advice for the two parties is to

A communicate, consider and discuss
relevant issues before the initiation of paper
writing in order to ensure such a thing will
not happen once the paperis done.
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xxx Conference in 2014

*kkk

The Degree of
Substantial Contribution survey Report
to Research

Author:

High Medium Low First Author  Honorary Author

Contribution Contribution Contribution

Center for Taiwan Academic Research Ethics Education,
Ministry of Education. https://ethics.moe.edu.tw
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Who can be Listed as Co-Authors?
Definition of Inappropriate Authorship and Scenario of Inappropriate Designation

What are inappropriate authorship and inappropriate designation? In
short, inappropriate authorship and inappropriate designation can be
roughly divided into three scenarios.

The first is called “gift authors”, which are those listed as authors despite
any substantial contribution for certain reasons, such as to do a favor for
the recipient or to establish a relationship.

Another is the “honorary author,” also called “guest author” or “prestige
author,” which refers to those who have no substantial contribution but
are listed as author(s) just out of their reputation or respect for them.
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Who can be Listed as Co-Authors?
Definition of Inappropriate Authorship and Scenario of Inappropriate Designation
|

In contrast to the two, “ghost authors” are those who are not listed
as authors but made substantial contributions.

In either scenario, inappropriate authorship is a part of the
structure of research complicity that violates research ethics and
the fundamental spirit of truth-seeking in academic research.

49



Conclusions for Who can be Listed as Co-Authors?

A paper is the final product of the tireless efforts of academic researchers. Only a researcher who made
substantial contributions to the research results is qualified for authorship credit.

The authors of the paper share both the acclaim as well as the responsibilities. Researchers are
recommended to actively discuss the matters such as labor allocation, author listing, and author
sequences before assembling study findings to avoid any subsequent disputes that may occur later.

Researchers should also recognize their research responsibilities when deciding to take authorship
credit.

Research results from each paper may become the foundation of future studies. In other words, authors
share the honor if their paper contributes to others’ studies; on the other hand, all authors’ reputations
will be adversely affected if the false content of their paper misleads others’ studies.
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Duplicate Submission and
Publication (1/4)

* The last common type of research misconductis
duplicate submission and publication.

* Duplicate publication refers to the practice of using
the same research data, manuscript, and research
proposal draft or research concept for multiple
grant applications or publications.

* One canviolate the Copyright Act or infringe the
copyright of the original funding agency, which
sponsors the researcher or the journals that
publish the duplicate papers.
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Duplicate Submission and
Publication (2/4)

* Many domestic and foreign funding agencies,
academic journals, and conferences state
explicitly that they do not accept duplicate
applications or duplicate publications.

* Once the misconductis discovered, the grants and
published papers will be withdrawn, and the
authors' misconduct could also affect the
acceptance rate of their future research
publications or grant applications.
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Duplicate Submission and
Publication (3/4)

* Another form of research misconduct similar to
“duplicate publication” is “self-plagiarism.”

* |n certain circumstances, some researchers consider
citing too many references of their own as looking bad,
so they quote their own words and texts directly without
citation.

* |nfact, this action can mislead reviewers or readers’
judgments regarding the contributions and innovation of
the study. The severity of self-plagiarism depends on the
content and proportion of copying, including whether the
degree of the paper’s innovation is exaggerated or
whether the copied content forms the core of the paper.
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Duplicate Submission and
Publication (4/4)

* When aresearcher divides one complete study into
many smaller pieces and publishes them
separately, he/she not only damages the
truthfulness, accuracy, and contribution of the
research findings, but also misleads other
researchers, the scientific community, and the
general public.




Section 3. Conclusions
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Conclusion (1/3)

* When entering graduate school, students should understand
their academic responsibilities. In academic world, researchers
can enjoy complete academic freedom but because of this
freedom, they should adhere to research ethics and maintain
self-discipline.

* During the entire process of research, researchers should not
ever commit research misconduct or violate research ethics.
Some graduate students who have violated research ethics are
even professional researchers, who often claim that the
violations are not intentional or are due to inadequate
knowledge or training on research ethics.

* However, these reasons do not qualify as reasonable arguments.
Therefore, responsible researchers should fully understand the
scope of research ethics to avoid committing research
misconduct, intentionally or unintentionally.
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Conclusion (2/3)

* This section introduces paraphrasing, summarizing, and
quoting that are effective writing methods in avoiding
plagiarism. In terms of skills, these three methods comprise
re-writing the original text using a researcher's own words
after thoroughly understanding it.

* However, there is a slight difference between paraphrasing
and summarizing. Paraphrasing is an alternative method of
describing that transforms the concept of information.
Summarizing denotes simplifying the concept of information
in a nutshell. Quoting indicates incorporating others’ words
verbatim into one's own paper.

* To better understand the differences mentioned above,
researchers can read more articles

7
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Conclusion (3/3)

* Onthe other hand, researchers can familiarize
themselves with the appropriate academic writing
skills through actual writing, learning how to cite
references accurately to avoid plagiarizing others'
studies while allowing readers to understand the
relationship between this study and other related
studies and take advantage of research resources
in previous studies.
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Quiz
Q1. According to “1. Definition of Research Misconduct,” which of the following is
research misconduct?

1) Beautifying research data

N

Using research equipment correctly

W

)
)
) Not publishing research findings intentionally
)

N

Not dividing research findings into several pieces for publication
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research misconduct?
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Quiz

Q2. Shelly and her advisor co-authored a research paper and wanted to submititto a
foreign academic journal. Before submission, a senior fellow student who proofread the
manuscript requested to be listed as a co-author. Do you think Shelly should agree to list
the senior as a co-author? Why?

1) She should do so because the senior fellow student is about to
graduate. Shelly should help her

2) She should do so because the senior fellow student is her
predecessor. Shelly should listen to her.

3) She should not do so. Proofreading makes fewer contributions to
the study.

4) Shelly can do whatever makes her happy.
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Quiz

Q3. Which of the following authorship listings is reasonable and acceptable in the
academic research community?

1

W N

)
)
)
)

N

De
De
De

De

PDENC
PDENC
PDENC

pDENC

Ing on w
Ing on w
Ing onw
Ing on w

68

no has contributed more to the study.
No purchases more laboratory mice
no is In the higher position in administration

N0 provides more research funding



Quiz

Q3. Which of the following authorship listings is reasonable and acceptable in the
academic research community?

1

w N

)
)
)
)

N

De
De

De

PDENC
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Ing on w
Ing onw
Ing on w
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no has contributed more to the study. %
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no is In the higher position in administration

N0 provides more research funding



Quiz

Q4. An advisor requested the lab results at the last minute. Joe, a graduate student who
was responsible for running experiments, found that three records were not yet
available. In order to deliver the lab results on time, he had to fill in random numbers into
three incomplete fields so he could temporarily explain it to the advisor. What type of
research misconduct did Joe commit?

1) Inappropriate data collection

N

Data fabrication/falsification

wW

)
) Plagiarism
)

N

Duplicate publication of research findings and duplicate
submission for research grants
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Quiz

Q5. Guang has to turn in many final assighments this semester. To ensure these
assignhments are completed before their due dates, Guang borrows his senior fellow
students’ past assighments for reference. However, due to a tight timeline, Guang is
running out of time to paraphrase appropriately, but he copies and pastes everything into
his own report verbatim, and he is finally able to finish all his assighments on time. What
type of research misconduct does Guang commit?

1) Inappropriate data collection
Data fabrication/falsification

> W N

)

) Plagiarism

) Duplicate publication of research findings and duplicate
submission for research grant
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Quiz

Q6. The graduate school where Guang enrolled required all graduate students to
publish at least one journal article before graduation. However, Guang was too
busy drafting a manuscript for journal publication while working on his
dissertation.

He went to and sought help in an online forum that graduate students often visit.
He hoped to find another graduate student who was currently drafting a manuscript
for journal publication and was willing to list him as the second author.

What type of research misconduct did Guang commit?
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Quiz

Q6. What type of research misconduct did Guang commit?

1

W N

)
)
)
)

N

nappropriate data collection
Data fabrication/falsification
nappropriate authorship

Duplicate publication of research findings and duplicate
submission for research grants
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Quiz

Q6. What type of research misconduct did Guang commit?

A

nappropriate data collection

w N

)

) Data fabrication/falsification
) Inappropriate authorshipy
)

N

Duplicate publication of research findings and duplicate
submission for research grants
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