Here is a comment that made part of a

response and is worth discussion:

“One thing that bothers me about the RCR
seminars that I have attended during the last five
years 1S that they mostly have a prohibitive tone.
If we encourage students or young researchers to
accept their responsibility tn doing research by
giving famous examples in history of science, I
gquess we see more results than by showing the
catastrophic consequences of misconducting in

research.”

Here is a related concern of mine:

“Non-democratic countries often have compulsory
courses on political ideology. What is the
difference and similarity between requiring a
course on RCRS versus a course on, say, Marxist

principles.”



Why do we require RCRS training in the

first semester for new PhD students?

Perhaps, to make sure that everyone understands
the basic definitions of conflicted interests;

plagiarism; negligence; reproducibility.

For example, the following response to the last

question:

“I am more concerned about the milder
misconducts. A lot of researchers do not know
what the milder misconduct are. They would

offend the milder misconduct without intention.”

But that raises the question: do these milder
misconducts actually hurt science?



Do you think the authors (RNNSD) did
anything wrong? What, if anything, should
be done to correct the situation?

A. “In this situation, I think it is a self-plagiarism
case. The published paper is supposed to be
original and should be not be an identical paper
with something published already. One solution is

to retract the article from Nature.”

B. “I dont think the authors did anything
particularly wrong. I dont really understand what
they have to gain from publishing results many
times in different journals. Yes, their publication
numbers increase, but because they are on the
same thing, they do not have more impactful

publications.”



Comment on any details of the case that

help you to make up your mind about it.

“Stnce any authors expressly agree to avoid
submitting manuscripts under peer-review to other
journals, P sees the wrong-doing because the
chapter was ‘refereed exactly like a journal
publication.” However I doubt that this was the
case. It is not uncommon to see journal articles
later represented as part of a peer-edited,
multi-author work. Some journal copyright
agreements allow for this form of reproduction

after acceptance.”



Wikipedia: “Plagiarism s the ‘wrongful
appropriation’ and ‘stealing and publication’ of
another author’s ‘language, thoughts, ideas, or
expressions’ and the representation of them as
one’s own original work. The idea remains
problematic with unclear definitions and unclear
rules. The modern concept of plagiarism as
immoral and originality as an tdeal emerged in
Europe only in the 18th century, particularly with

the Romantic movement.”

This suggests that self-plagiarism is not
plagiarism. In multiple-author papers that

distinction gets blurred.

Do you think the modern trend toward strong
moral and legal defence of intellectual property is

helpful for society?



What moral arguments, if any, are there
against self-plagiarism?

What legal arguments, if any, are there
against self-plagiarism?



Is intent to deceive required for plagiarism

and /or self-plagiarism?



Should a responsible researcher attempt to
avoid these RCRS gray areas? How? What
are the advantages and disadvantages of
following RCRS practices that are not
currently universally adopted?

“Proper attribution when copying or adapting
homework or exam problems may lead to more
problems than it solves. In particular, if students
are aware that a problem came from a particular
source, they may be tempted to find a solutions
manual. To avoid this problem, attribution may
be provided when the instructor distributes

solutions to the homework/exam.”

[ HAD NOT THOUGHT OF THIS NICE
SOLUTION BEFORE. NEXT TIME I TEACH,
’LL DO IT!

SCIENTIFIC NORMS FOR PRINCIPLED
CONDUCT ARE ADVANCING QUITE
QUICKLY. IN TEN YEARS, THIS MAY BE
COMMON PRACTICE.



“Chtation is your friend. By properly citing
figures, problems, and sources of information,
authors can avail themselves of calls of plagiarism

and point readers to additional resources.”

“I think researchers should ensure they do not risk
any gray areas early in their career, before they
have a better sense of what is and s not
acceptable. As they get to know the common
practices better they will be able to better figure

out what people find acceptable and unacceptable.”



“I think that reusing homework and exam
problems are not a significant RCRS breach, as
there is generally an expectation that they are
there for students to use as practice and are not

for public consumption.”

“Yes, the researcher could adapt the problems in
his own way (rephrasing it, change part of the
problem, give credit to or get permission from
textbook authors), and find the data source and

make the figures by himself.”
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Are there any forms of inappropriate
scientific conduct that you think have the
combination of severity and prevalence to
threaten the proper functioning of modern
science? Are you more concerned about
the total effect of serious (and presumably
rare) misconduct, or milder (and
potentially more common) misconduct?

“I think mixing of economic interests and research
funding can risk disrupting the normal
functioning of modern research. Specific examples
would be research into the effects of fracking, or
the effects of releasing different fertilizers into the
environment. Here the costs of doing the research
18 very high, and the scope very small, so it is
hard to find people interested in funding the
research who do not have an economic interest,
and specifically an interest in a report leaning a
specific way. Even if the researchers want to do
unbiased research, having an interested party so
involved with the research can make it hard to
remain unbiased.”

11



“I am more concerned about the total effect of
malder and potentially more common misconduct.
If it s a mald misconduct, people may do it
multiple times since they think it does not have
sertous impact on community of science. Also
other researches may not be able to notice those

maisconduct since 1t 1s mild actions.”
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“I am worried that in data-driven sciences,
reproducibility would cause great problems for the
community. Some conclusions are drawn without
clearly stating the premises on which the
experiments are based. Worse still some
researchers choose to selectively report
experiments or data to strengthen their
conclusions. Somewhat less obvious but equally
dangerous, however, is the practice to perform the
experiments first and then reverse-engineer a
hypothesis that is in agreement of the results, or
i a more convoluted form, going back and forth a
few times. The latter may be considered milder
but I doubt that they are rare.”
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