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Most	scientific	research	is	funded	by	public	monies.	There	is	therefore	the	
expectation	that	the	work	be	conducted	and	reported	honestly,	objectively	

and	fairly.	What	are	ethical	infractions	in	scientific	publishing?	

•  Plagiarism	(including	self-plagiarism)	
•  Redundant	and	duplicate	publication	
•  Author	omission	or	ghost	authorship	
•  Data	fabrication	and	falsification	
•  Conflict	of	interest	
•  Animal	and	human	welfare	
•  Reviewer	responsibility	

	



www.publicationethics.org		



Look	here	for:	Author	Guidelines	and	Advice		
	 	on	Authorship	Disputes		



Plagiarism	

Offered	free	and	anonymous	to	ASPB	authors	







	
It	may	seem	that	any	source	of	matching	text	should	be	a	concern,	but	in	
fact	many	matching	sources	are	likely	to	not	be	the	result	of	plagiarism.		

For	example:	
	•  <	1%-3%	match—Occurs	with	small	groups	of	similar	words	or	a	few	short	phrases.	

In	general,	there	is	little	need	to	review	these	sources.	

•  4-7%	match—These	matches	can	be	similar	single	sentences	or	a	small	paragraph.	
One	source	at	this	level	may	not	be	an	issue,	but	several	sources	at	this	percentage	
level	could	signify	an	overall	problem	with	the	submission.	

•  8-15%	match—A	source	in	this	percentage	range	usually	involves	a	few	matching		
paragraphs.	Similarity	at	this	level	could	indicate	improperly	reused	material.	

•  15-25%	match—This	level	of	similarity	in	a	single	source	likely	involves	as	much	as	
one	full	page	of	matching	material,	depending	on	the	size	of	the	submission.	It	is	
important	to	check	matches	carefully	against	the	source.	

•  >25%	match—This	level	of	similarity	from	a	single	source	should	raise	serious	
concerns	about	inappropriate	reuse,	and	should	be	checked	very	carefully.	



Crosscheck/iThenticate	
1.	False	Alarms--A	false	alarm	paper	yields	a	similarity	percentage	
higher	than	30%	but	shows	no	sign	of	plagiarism	in	the	report.	The	
overall	percentage	is	high	but	there	are	many	different	sources	which	
all	yield	5%	or	less.	These	papers	need	a	brief	review.	
	
2.	Hidden	Problems--Hidden	problems	are	papers	that	look	acceptable	
on	the	surface	but	show	possible	plagiarism	upon	review	of	the	report.	
They	generally	have	a	low	overall	similarity	percentage	but	yield	a	high	
percentage	from	a	single	source.	For	example,	a	paper	with	a	12%	
similarity	level	(which	is	nearly	a	negligible	amount)	may	only	have	
two	individual	sources.	One	source	may	have	1%	of	similar	text,	while	
the	other	source	has	11%	of	similar	text	(which	may	include	several	
copied	paragraphs	of	text).	These	reports	should	be	reviewed	
carefully.	



Plagiarism	

What	happens	when	fraud	happens	
to	you?	

What	can	you	do?	
What	is	the	consequence	of	taking	

action?	



The image part with relationship ID rId2 was not found in the file.

Sidhu	et	al	
PNAS	2008	
reports	
defining	the	
Ph1	locus	on	
chromosome	
5B	and	
contiging	this	
defined	region	

Griffiths	et	al	
Nature	2006	
reported	
defining	the	Ph1	
locus	on	
chromosome	5B	
and	contiging	
this	defined	
region	





Author	omission	or	ghost	authorship	

•  Consult	COPE	recommendations	or	journal	IfA	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

Authorship	credit	should	be	based	on:		
1)	substantial	contributions	to	conception	and	design,	or	acquisition	of	data,	or	analysis	and	
interpretation	of	data		
2)	drafting	the	article	or	revising	it	critically	for	important	intellectual	content		
3)	final	approval	of	the	version	to	be	published	and	assumption	of	responsibility	for	contents	
	

Criteria	which	do	not	qualify	for	authorship:	
1)  acquisition	of	funding	(alone)	
2)  collection	of	data	(alone)	
3)  general	supervision	of	the	research	group	(alone)	
	

Author	Contributions	are	important	and	fairer	than	author	order	or	corresponding	authorship	



What	is	the	cost	of		agreeing	to	a	
“gift	authorship”??	

A	friend	or	colleague	invites	you	to	be	
an	author	on	a	paper-	but	you	haven’t	
really	been	involved	in	the	research	



George	Chamberlain	

•  In	1996	President	of	Royal	College	and	
Obstetricians	and	Gynaecologists	

•  Professor	and	Head	of	St	Georges	Medical	
School	

•  Highly	distinguished	medical	career			
•  Editor	of	the	major	Medical	journals	in	his	
area	

•  Will	have	a	knighthood	when	he	finishes	the	
presidency	



Malcolm	Pearce	
•  Senior	Lecturer	at	St	Georges	Medical	School-	same	
Dept	of	George	Chamberlain	

•  A	world	famous	expert	on	ultasonography	in	obstetrics	
•  Reports	ectopic	pregnancy	and	baby	being	born	
•  Doctors	have	been	trying	to	do	this	for	a	century	
•  Gift	authorship	was	rife	in	medicine,	particularly	with	
describing	patients		

•  Pearce	invites	Chamberlain	and	a	number	of	junior	
doctors	in	the	Obs	and	Gyn	Dept	who	were	not	
involved	in	the	research	to	be	authors	on	two	papers	

•  They	accept		



What	happened	then?	

•  Another	junior	doctor	at	St	Georges	raises	
questions	about	two	papers	

•  St	Georges	investigates	
•  The	patients	and	trial	never	existed	
•  Front	page	of	the	Daily	Mail	shows	a	picture	of	
George	Chamberlain	(not	Malcolm	Pearce)	
exposing	the	papers	as	Fraudulent	



Consequences?			

•  Pearce	was	fired	and	struck	off	by	GMC	
•  The	papers	were	retracted	
•  All	the	junior	doctors	on	the	papers	effectively	
received	a	“caution”		



What	is	the	cost	of		agreeing	to	a	
“gift	authorship”??	

Chamberlain	retired	or	resigned	all	his	
positions-	cost	him	his	knighthood	

A	terrible	end	to	a	highly	distinguished	
career	

	







Author	omission	
		

•  Journal	policies	(especially	those	journals	
which	are	not	society	based)	are	ill-formulated	
and	work	against	complainants	

•  Journals	refer	cases	to	COPE	guidelines	
•  Alternatively,	journals	refer	resolution	to	the	
institution(s)	of	the	authors	

	



Data	fabrication	and	falsification	



Not	all	retractions	result	from	
misconduct	



The	trouble	with	retractions:	
•  The	assumption	that	misconduct	underpins	a	
retraction,	which	makes	authors	wary	of	
considering	retraction	or	even	correction	

•  The	reluctance	of	journals	to	consider	retraction	
due	to	fear	of	extra	work,	costs,	litigation,	etc	

•  Opaque	reasons	offered	by	journals	for	
retractions	

•  Retracted	papers	live	on;	corrected	papers	are	
often	mis-cited	

•  Lack	of	consistency	in	journal	practices	



Many	scientists	would	like	to	separate	two	aspects	of	retraction		
that	seem	to	have	become	tangled	together:	
	
•  Cleaning	up	the	literature			
•  Signalling	misconduct	
	
Many	retractions	are	straightforward	and	honourable	

http://www.nature.com/news/2011/111005/full/478026a.html	









http://www.slideshare.net/ivanoransky/	

Adam	Marcus,	Ivan	Oransky,		
Alison	McCook,	Shannon	Palus,	
	









Image	manipulation	example	3		



Image	manipulation			



Ruiz,	M.T.,	Voinnet,	O.,	and	Baulcombe,	D.C.	(1998).	Initiation	and	maintenance	
of	virus-induced	gene	silencing.	Plant	Cell	10:	937–946.	
	
An	incorrect	image	was	shown	in	Figure	5B	of	the	original	article,	corresponding	to	
RNA	in	vGFP-infected	leaves	sampled	at	13	days		postinoculation	(DPI).	The	original	
published	figure	for	this	panel	was	a	mock-up	made	during	the	drafting	of	the	
article	and	showed	identical	copies	of	the	same	image	in	lanes	2	to	5	and	copies	of	
a	second	image	in	lanes	6	and	7.	The	authors	regret	that	the	figure	was	not	
replaced	with	the	correct	images	of	the	bona	fide	replicates	prior	to	submission	
and	publication	of	the	article	and	that	the	error	was	not	noticed	previously.	
The	corrected	figure	and	revised	figure	legend	are	presented	below.	This	
correction	does	not	affect	any	of	the	conclusions	of	the	article.		

Editor’s	note:	the	corrected	figure	and	accompanying		
text	were	reviewed	by	members	of	The	Plant	Cell		
editorial	board.	



Rules	for	gels	and	blots:	
•  Do	not	splice	tracks	together	even	if	they	are	
from	the	same	gel.	Separate	non-contiguous	
lanes	clearly	

•  Do	not	crop	bands	too	close	to	obscure	
complicating	bands	

•  Do	not	remove	dirty	smudges	or	complicating	
bands	

•  Use	appropriate	loading	controls	for	the	actual	
samples	run	

•  If	in	doubt,	run	the	gel	again!	
	



Rules	for	images:		
•  Archive	all	raw	image	data	without	alteration	
•  Simple	adjustments	applied	uniformly	are	acceptable	
•  Cropping	and	resizing	are	acceptable	unless	important	
information	is	lost	

•  Digital	filtering	should	be	avoided,	and	if	used	should	be	
reported	in	the	legend	

•  Combinations	of	images	should	be	reported	in	the	figure	
legend	

•  Selective	alteration	of	images	is	not	allowed	
•  Replicates	of	image	data	should	be	supplied	in	sufficient	
numbers	



Manipulation and Misconduct in the Handling of 
Image Data 

by Cathie Martin, and Mike Blatt 

Plantcell 
Volume 25(9):3147-3148 

October 28, 2013 



Examples of Inappropriate Image Manipulation.  

Cathie Martin, and Mike Blatt Plant Cell 2013;25:3147-3148 

(B) Green fluorescent protein 
expression in the protoplasts 
appears roughly equivalent 
with little signal detectable in 
the control (left). Adjusting the 
exposure and contrast to the 
maximum across the image set 
(bottom), however, 
demonstrates that the images 
have not been processed 
identically. The first image is 
completely black, and the color 
balance between the second 
and third clearly differs when 
the backgrounds are compared. 
	

(A) The gel has been cleaned 
up to hide a stronger band 
above the main band at 80 kD in 
the rightmost lane.  

	







But	Pubpeer	and	Retraction	Watch	are	not	for	debating	ideas:	

………..	

Perhaps	commentaries	allow	for	such	debates		



Why	do	authors	misrepresent	data?	

•  To	make	their	data/images	more	persuasive	
(aka	beautification)	

•  To	accelerate	time	to	publication	in	highly	
competitive	fields	

•  Hubris;	they	know	the	data	are	right	and	don’t	
have	time	to	repeat	or	perfect	their	images	

•  A	desire	to	mislead	–	how	common	is	this?	
•  Intent	is	important	but	lack	of	it	can	not	
excuse	





Authorship 		

•  Modern	science	often	involved	a	team	and	the	issue	of	how	to	divide	credit	across	
individuals	can	be	sensitive	and	may	lead	to	conflict	

•  MUST	remember:	the	sum	of	the	perception	of	each	person’s	own	contribution	will	
always	be	greater	than	1.		



Who	should	be	included	as	an	author?	

•  Authors	should	have	made	substantial	contribution	to	
•  Conception,	design,	analysis,	and	interpretation	of	the	data	
•  Drafting	or	revising	the	manuscript	for	intellectual	content	(not	just	english	edits!)	

•  Authors	should	be	ready	to	take	public	responsibility	for	the	content	of	their	papers	
•  Journals	often	have	guidelines	as	to	who	should	be	author	
•  The	key	is	“intellectual”	contribution	
•  “Technical”	contributions	per	se	do	not	automatically	warrant	authorship,	but	technical	

contributions	can	be	recognized	in	authorship	
•  The	number	of	hours	you’ve	spent	collecting	data	does	not	warrant	authorship	as	well	
	



Intellectual	vs	technical	contribution	

•  Major	source	of	misunderstanding	
	

•  Intellectual	input	includes	design	of	the	research	project	and	experiments,	analysis	and	
interpretation	of	data,	writing	down	the	ideas,	concepts,	interpretation	and	implications	
of	research,	organizing	data	for	figures,	etc	

•  Does	not	include	performance	of	routine	technical	work,	service	type	technical	or	
consulting	work,	proofreading	of	manuscripts,	etc	

	



Who	should	be	an	author:	the	challenge	

•  Biology	is	technically	demanding	and	technology	plays	a	key	role	in	many	publications	
•  The	rules	for	who	should	be	an	author	remain	the	same	
•  However,	looser	standards	are	often	used	to	define	intellectual	input	(designing	PCR	

primers,	making	a	cross,	troubleshooting	experiments)	



Authorship	ranking	

•  Molecular	biology	papers:	first	and	last	authors	are	usually	viewed	as	the	most	important	
•  No	definitive	rules	
•  Be	honest	in	your	assessment	of	the	contributions	of	the	various	authors	
•  Be	careful	what	you	ask	for	(what	goes	around	comes	around)	
•  Explore	alternatives	such	as	shared	co-authorships	(career	stage)	
•  Discuss	with	other	colleagues	in	a	constructive	manner	
•  Future	PI:	try	your	best	to	be	consistent	and	fair	



Authors’ contributions 
DC, DS and CU wrote the manuscript; VS, SK, JD contributed corrections 
and suggestions; DC, DM, DS performed the bioinformatic analysis; VS 
conducted the wet-lab experiments; RB and XC conducted pathology 
tests on PST isolates; DC, DS, CU analyzed the data; DC, VS, SK, JD, 
DS, CU conceived and designed the experiments. All authors read and 
approved the final manuscript. 



Defining	contributions	

•  When	discussing	authorships	it	helps	to	define	the	exact	contribution	you	made	to	the	
work	being	published.		

•  Many	journals	now	allow	listing	of	author	contributions	
•  This	is	becoming	increasingly	important	as	it	details	the	exact	contribution	and	helps	

search	committees	and	future	employees	understand	the	exact	contribution	of	each	
author.		
	



http://advances.sciencemag.org/content/3/11/e1700404.full		



Defining	contributions	

C.U. and J.B. conceived and designed the project; J.M.C. and E.R.J. designed 
and performed experiments; I.R.-R. carried out the bioavailability assays; all 
authors analyzed and interpreted data; J.M.C. and J.B. cowrote the article with 
contributions from the other authors.	

Authors’ contributions 
JB designed the research, performed RNA extractions, analysed the data, 
performed statistical analyses and wrote the manuscript; JS coordinated the field 
trials and developed the germplasm used in this study; CU designed the research 
and wrote the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript. 

Author contribution statement 
JS developed the tetraploid and hexaploid backcross populations used in this study, 
analysed the data and wrote the manuscript; PS led the phenotypic assessments, and 
provided assistance with field trial preparation and glasshouse husbandry; JB conducted 
the developmental time course, qRT-PCR analysis and analysed the data; TCM conducted 
the TILLING screen of TaGW2-A1 and identified the G2373A mutant allele; MB 
conducted the cDNA sequencing of gw2-A1; AdB and JD conducted the field trials in 
Davis; CU conceived the study, analysed the data and wrote the manuscript. All authors 
read and approved the final manuscript. 



Author	responsibilities	

•  Corresponding	author	must	have	approval	from	all	authors	before	submission	
•  Contribute	as	much	as	you	can	to	improving	drafts	of	the	paper	(no	free	rides!)	
•  If	you	don’t	then	you	deserve	to	be	removed	from	the	list	of	authors	even	if	you	did	a	lot	

of	technical	work	

•  Discussion	


