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‘ ETUYKM NPMHLUMAM MOPajy Ce NOLITOBATH...

Yy CBUM AMMEH3MjaMa Hay4yHOr paja y CBUM pa3ama HayyHoOr pasa
» OAHOC NpPema NoAaLunma (MpUKyn/barbe, » OCMULL/baBaHE U NNAHUPaAHLE;
Kopuwheme, MHTepnpeTauymja); » peanunsaupmja;
» mehy/byacku oaHocu (n3mehy » peuleHsnja;
NCTParknMBaya); » CaonliTaBak€ pe3ynTaTa;

» OAHOC UCTpaxKnBa4ya rnpema
NCNMNTaHUUNMA;

M BaXe Ca CBe y4YeCHUKe
NCTPa*XmnBaka

» CaornuwTaBakbe Pe3y/iITaTta UCTPAKNMBAHA,

» MOHalLaHe Yy CMOPHUM CUTyaUMnjama U

peakuMja Ha KpLUeHe eTUYKUX CTaHAAPAa; » UCTPAKNBAYE,
» WUCMUTAHUKE;
» NOACTULAHE ETUYKOT UHTErpuTeTa Y

Hay4YHOM paay; » nybauky un KOpMCH



\‘ \Q NMPUHUWTA

» YecTUToCcT (BaNMaHa MHTepnpeTaLnja U aprymeHTOBaHe TBPAH-E);
» [Moy3aaHocT (peanusaunje UCTpaXKMBakba M CaoniuTaBaka pesyiTaTa);

» O6jeKTMBHOCT (TPaHCMapPEHTHOCT M NPOBEP/bUBOCT);

» HenpucTpacTHOCT M He3aBUCHOCT (Y OAHOCY Ha MPUTUCKE M pasnnumute
nHTepece);

» OTBOpEeHa KOMyHMKaumja (aocTynHocT);

» [ly»KHa naxkrba (Npema npeameTy UCTPaXKMBakba, HAPOYUTO NPema
NCNUTAHULMMA N €KCMEPUMEHTANTHUM KUBOTUHAMA);

» KopekTHocT (HaBohere n3Bopa MHPOPMaLMja, OAHOC NPema Kosierama);

» OpgroBopHocT Nnpema byayhmum reHepaymjama (MeHTOPCTBO).
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\‘“ CuHranypcka usjaBa o HaydHoOM UHTerputety (2010)

» WHTerputer; » PeueHsuja;

» TowwToBarbe NPOnuca; » Cykob nHTepeca;

» MeTofe NCTPaK1Batba; » Hactynatbe y jaBHOCTY;

» lNpujaB/bmBarbe HEOArOBOPHUX

» MNPOTOKO/N NCTPAXKMBAHQ;
NOCTYNakKa;
» Hanasu;
» Pearosarbe Ha Heo4roBopHe NOCTYIKe;
» AYTOpPCTBO;
» OKpyXKeHe 33 UCTPaXKMBAYKM pas;
» HaBohere gonpmHoca capagHuKa
KOjW HMCY ayTOPM Y 3aXBaHNLM; » bpura o UHTepecmma apyLliTBeHe
3ajeaHuLe.

http://www.singaporestatement.org/statement.html



http://www.singaporestatement.org/statement.html
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» Ethics for Researchers (European Commission), 2013,
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/fp7/89888/ethics-for-researchers en.pdf

» Mporpam Xopun3oHT 2020 —y cBUM dpa3ama UCTPa*KMBakba:
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/docs/h2020-funding-guide/cross-cutting-
issues/ethics en.htm

» The European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity (European Science Foundation and All
European Academies — ALLEA), 2017,
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/hi/h2020-ethics code-of-
conduct en.pdf

» National Institute of Health, https://grants.nih.gov/policy/research integrity/index.htm

» The Office of Research Integrity, https://ori.hhs.gov/ori-policies

» National Science Foundation, https://www.nsf.gov/about/
» Academic Integrity in Research: Code of Practice and Procedure of the Un'v“



http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/fp7/89888/ethics-for-researchers_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/docs/h2020-funding-guide/cross-cutting-issues/ethics_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/hi/h2020-ethics_code-of-conduct_en.pdf
https://grants.nih.gov/policy/research_integrity/index.htm
https://ori.hhs.gov/ori-policies
https://www.nsf.gov/about/
https://www.admin.ox.ac.uk/personnel/cops/researchintegrity/

YHusepsutet y beorpaay

» Kogekc npodecmoHanHe etuke, 2016,
http://bg.ac.rs/files/sr/univerzitet/univ-propisi/Kodeks-
profesionalne-etike.pdf

» MpaBUAHUK O NOCTYNKY yTBphHMBarba HeakageMCKOor NoHallara y
n3paaun nnucaHumx pagosa, 2016,
http://bg.ac.rs/files/sr/univerzitet/univ-propisi/Pravilnik-

neakademsko-pisanih-radova.pdf



http://bg.ac.rs/files/sr/univerzitet/univ-propisi/Kodeks-profesionalne-etike.pdf
http://bg.ac.rs/files/sr/univerzitet/univ-propisi/Pravilnik-neakademsko-pisanih-radova.pdf

‘ ‘ Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE)

» HenpodunTHa opraHusaumja Kojy je 1997. ocHoBana rpyna ypeaHuka MeguLMHCKMX Yacomnuca;

» MMomarke ypegHMUMMA M M34aBaYMMa Yacomnmca y Be3um ca NMTakbMMa BE3aHUM 33 eTUKY Y
Hay4YHOM M34aBaLUTBY;

» [eduHUlIe cmepHULEe 33 paspellaBake Cy4YajeBa Kplera eTUYKUX MPUHLMMA Y UCTPaXKMBatbY
n nybanKosamy.

MpaBuna noHawaka
» Code of Conduct and Best Practice Guidelines for Journal Editors
» Code of Conduct for Journal Publishers

MehyHapoaHu cTaHaapam 3a ypeaHUKe 1 ayTope
http://publicationethics.org/node/11184

CmepHuue
» http://publicationethics.org/resources/guidelines (cnoposu y Be3u ca ayT ,
PeuMKIMparbe TeKCTa, CarlacHOCT UCMUTaHMKa, peLeH3nja, ono3nBakbe Crno ‘



http://www.publicationethics.org/resources/code-conduct
http://www.publicationethics.org/resources/code-conduct
http://publicationethics.org/node/11184
http://publicationethics.org/resources/guidelines

Home / Resouirces

Flowcharts

The flowcharts are designed to help editors follow COPE's Code of Conduct and implement
its advice when faced with cases of suspected misconduct and have been translated into a
number of different languages. They can be downloaded individually (English only) or as a
complete set.

Complete set

Translations

ENGLISH [All flowcharts, PDF, 546KB]  CHINESE [All flowcharts, PDF 330KB]
FREMCH [ All flowcharts, PDF 372KB]  [TALIAN [All flowcharts, PDF 476 KB]
PERSIAN [14 flowcharts, PDF 374KB]  POLISH [All flowcharts, PDF 398KEB]
SPAMISH [All flowcharts, PDF 409KB]  CROATIAN [All flowcharts, PDF 404KB]
TURKISH [All flowcharts, PDF 358 KB]

Individual flowcharts

How to respond to whistle blowers

Responding to Whistle blowers - Concerns Raised Directly [PDF, 206KB (Version 1,
Movember 2015)]

Responding to Whistle blowers - Concerns Raised via Social Media [PDF, 102KB (Version 1.
Movember 2015)]

What to do if you suspect a reviewer has appropriated an author’s idea or
data

What to do if you suspect a reviewer has appropriated an author's ideas or data [ PDF, 150
KB]

What to do if you suspect plagiarism

Suspected plagiarism in a submitted manuscript [PDF, 145KB]

C|O P |E | coumimTee 00 PUBLICATION ETHIES

What to do if you suspect fabricated data
(a) Suspected fabricated data in a submitted manuscript
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»,3noynotpeba y Hayum obyxsaTta (cay4yajHo nnm HamepHo) dabpuKkosarbe
(M3muLWwsbarbe NogaTaka Uau pesynTtata), pancuburkosare (Merarbe Uan

NnorpeLwHy MHTepnpeTauyjy nogataka unm Heoarosapajyhe nssoheme

eKkcrnepumeHaTa) u nnarupatrbe (kopuwhemre naeja nam Tekcta 6es Hasohema
HUXOBOT N3BOPA).

OBe npakKce cy ycMepeHe NPOTMB HAayYHMUX BPeAHOCTM M YIPOrKaBajy Hanpeaak
Hayke. LUTaBuwe, oHe mory 6utn wreTHe.”

Science Europe. ‘Research Integrity Practices in Science Europe Member Organisations: Surve

Report’. Science Europe, July 2016. \
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Y3pouu 3n10ynotpeda

» HepgocTtaTaKk AMYHOr 1 npodpeCcnoHaNHOr MHTErpuTeTa
» MPUTUCAK Y pagHOM OKpYKery

» Publish or Perish nonnTuKa

» M30CTaHaK caHKumje \\




\‘ MaHunnyamncarke nogaumnma

dancnounkosame Pabpukosarbe

» KoHcTpyucarbe (M3smulisbatse) u/mnm
[ofaBakbe pesynTata Koju HUcy AobujeHn
TOKOM NpoL,eca UCTPaXKNBaHA;

» Pe3ynTtatm uctpaxumsara (nogaumn) ce
MeHajy NN Ce N30CTaB/bajy NPUINKOM
caonwTaBakba pe3ynTaTa Kako 6u ce
oapeheHe TBpAHE UK XMMNOTE3E » TBpAHE Ha OCHOBY HEMOTNYHUX NoAaTakKa.
npeacTaBuae Kao TayHe;

» MaHunynncarbe NHCTPYMEHTUMA,

MmaTepujannma Unm NoCcTynumma;
» Hepo3BosbeHa 0bpana ciukKa.
JepaH op y3poka: positive-results bias (“file drawer effect”)
Mocneanua: HepenpoayUMOUNHK pe3ynTaTu
‘The Hi-Tech War on Science Fraud’. The Guardian, 1 February 2017, sec. Science.
https://www.theguardian.com/science/2017/feb/01/high-tech-war-on-science. \



https://www.theguardian.com/science/2017/feb/01/high-tech-war-on-science
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[lharnjapusam

» Mpuceajarbe TyHuxX naeja, peum nam Apyrux KpeaTuBHUX U3pasa;
» HeaBOCMUCNEHO KpLUeHe HayyYHe eTUKe;

» Kpluere ayTopcKkux npasa.

MNnarnjapusam je:

» A0C/0BHO UM TOTOBO A0C/IOBHO KONMpake unu napadpasnparse AenoBa TEKCTA
Apyror aytopa 6e3 jacHor HaBohera n3Bopa unm obenexkaBakba KONMpaHor
OANI0MKa (HNp. HABOAHMLMMA);

» KOMUpake jeaHayuHa, unycrTpauuja nnm tabena us paga apyror aytopa bes
HaBoherba n3Bopa u/mnm 6e3 fo3Boe ayTopa AN BNACHMKA ayTOPCKMX N .

A XY
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AyTonnarmjapmsam

“Kafia camm ayTopu y ‘HOBOM’ TEKCTY KOPUCTE Ae/I0Be HEKOT paHUjer paga uam nogaTke He
obaselwTaBajyhu untaoue aa je uctm matepujan seh objaB/beH Ha Apyrom mecty”

» MoHoBHO ob6jaBs/bMBatbe Beh 0b6jaB/beHOT paaa y3 NpUKpUBakbe MHPOpPMaLMje aa je pag,
Beh Herge objasseH (duplicate publication, multiple publication, redundant publication);
» BewTayko nosehaBame ,, NPOAYKTMBHOCTM ayTOpa 06jaB/bUBatbeM pe3ynTaTa

nctTparknsarba y Behem 6pojy nybamnkaumja marser obuma (salami publication);
» Kopuwhere aenoBa concTBeHUX CTapujux TEKCTOBA.
Roig, Miguel. (2006). Avoiding plagiarism, self-plagiarism, and other questionable writing practices: A guide to ethi
writing. Retrieved from http://facpub.stiohns.edu/~roigm/plagiarism.doc
Smith, Eldon R. ‘Plagiarism, Self-Plagiarism and Duplicate Publication’. The Canadian Journal of Cardiology 23, no.

(February 2007): 146—47. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2650652/

https://www.ithenticate.com/hs-fs/hub/92785/file-5414624-pdf/media/ith-selfplagiarism-whit
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http://facpub.stjohns.edu/~roigm/plagiarism.doc
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2650652/
https://www.ithenticate.com/hs-fs/hub/92785/file-5414624-pdf/media/ith-selfplagiarism-whitepaper.pdf

‘ OTKpuBaHe naarnjapmnsma

» ,,Py4HO” (Hajuewhe TOKOM peueH3uje);
» y3 nomoh copTtBepckux anata (iThenticate, Turnitin wta,.)

0 YI'IOpeF)MBaI-beM HOBUX OOKYMeEHATa Ca TEKCTOBUMA Y 6a3un noAaTaka,

o NMPUMEHOM KPUTEPUjyMa CIMYHOCTH.
EduKacHOCT 3aBUCK 0f, cafipikaja 6a3e noaaTaka Koja ce KOPUCTU Kao
pedepeHTHa KoNekumja, an 1 og, je3anKa Ha KOM je pag HanucaH
(NnpeBeaeHn NnarMpaHn Aen0BU Ce TeXe OTKPUBAjY).
OBM anaTtu He OTKPMBAjy NNarnparse naeja

<

<o

<o

Mposepa y3 nomoh copTBepa NnpeacTaB/ba TEK NOYETaK UCTP

\ '\




\‘ ‘ Mnarnjapmusam — npobiemu 1 cnopHa NUTama

> [lonywTeHn npoueHaT CIMYHOCTIN?
> TeKcT je ,Konax“ ognomaka U3 Apyrux TEKCTOBA, a U3BOPU Cy YpeaHOo

UMTUpPaHun, http://retractionwatch.com/2014/05/13/the-sins-and-virtues-
of-authors-span-a-rather-colorful-palette-new-editor-yanks-plagiarized/

> TMpenucaH onuc metogonoruje, http://www.ithenticate.com/plagiarism-
detection-blog/bid/94140/The-Challenge-of-Repeating-Methods-While-
Avoiding-Plagiarism#.WOP_uGclGUk

Wager, Elizabeth. ‘How Should Editors Respond to Plagiarism?: COPE Discussion Paper’. COPE, 26 April

2011. https://publicationethics.org/files/COPE_plagiarism_discussion_%20doc_26%20Apr%2011.pdf
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http://retractionwatch.com/2014/05/13/the-sins-and-virtues-of-authors-span-a-rather-colorful-palette-new-editor-yanks-plagiarized/
http://www.ithenticate.com/plagiarism-detection-blog/bid/94140/The-Challenge-of-Repeating-Methods-While-Avoiding-Plagiarism
https://publicationethics.org/files/COPE_plagiarism_discussion_ doc_26 Apr 11.pdf

‘ Kpwere eTUYKUX NpUHLMNA

* CnopHe npakce (Questionable Research Practices);

3noyn0Tpe6a NnoAaTaKa MPUKYMN/bEHUX TOKOM UCTPAXKNBAbA,

* [IpekpLuaju y Be3u ca ayTOPCTBOM,;

MpehyTkmBame cykoba nHTepeca;

* HenpumepeHO NoHallame.




‘ Kplere eTUYKMX NpuHLUmMna

Kpwere eTM4KNX NPpUHLMNG HUje UCTO LWITO M NpeBapa.

* 3aHemapuBarbe (MPUKPMBaHE) NOAATAKa KOjU Ce He YKIanajy y XxunoTte3y (He HY*KHO
Ca NOWOM HaMepOM U HEraTUBHUM UCXOA0M);

* CrBapatbe HepeasiHe C/INKe O pe3y/ITaTUMa UCTPaXKMBaHba;
* CrtBapatbe NOorpeLHor yTUCKa ga cy nogaum penpoayumnbnnym;
* CrBapatbe NOorpeLwHor yTucKka o 3Ha4vajy AobujeHunx pesynTtaTa;

* [pumepu: ceNekTUBHO AepuHUCakbe Bapmjabau, HEMNOTNYHM NodaLm O yCAoBMMA
noA KojuMa je eKCNepMMEHT CNpoBeAEeH, CaomnLUTaBake NO3UTUBHUX pe3yTaTa, a
npehyTKMBarbe HeraTUBHUX UTA,

R, Dr. ‘Questionable Research Practices: Definition, Detect, and Recommendations for Better
Practices’. Replicability-Index, 24 January 2015.
https://replicationindex.wordpress.com/2015/01/24/questionable-research-practices-definition-
detect-and-recommendations-for-better-practices/.




\‘ 3noynoTtpeba noaataka A0OUjeHUX TOKOM UCTParKUBaHba

» TeHAEeHUWO3He (norpeLuHe) nHTepnpeTauuje;
»  YHuUWTaBake NnoaaTaka;
» Kpaha nogaTaka;

» OmoryhaBatrbe npuctyna HeosnawheHMM KOPUCHULUMA;

» OHemoryhaBarbe NPUCTyNna Y4eCHULMMA Y UCTPAXKMBaAHbY KOju
61 Mopanu MMmaTM NPUCTYN Noaaumnma (HNp. ocTannum
Y/laHOBMMa UCTPAXKMBAYKOT TUMA);

» I'Iceyp,oaHOHMMM3au,Mja MCMNMUTAHNKaA.



\‘ [NpeKpwajn y Be3u ca ayTopCTBOM

» JIaXXHO NpuUcBajarbe ayTOPCTBa;
» HeHaBoheme ayTopa;

» ,,lloyacHo” ayTopcTBO (Kaaa ce ocoba Koja HUje y4ecTBoBaa y UCTPAXKUBakbY
M NUCakby pPaja HaBoAM Kao ayTop);

» Kopuwhere ycnyra ,,aytopa u3 ceHke”;

» CyKkob uHTepeca.
Cse je Behu bpoj yaconuca Koju 3axTeBajy Aa ce 3a CBaku paj HaB
AO0NPUHOC CBAKOr ayTopa.




\‘ “ Cykob nHTepeca

»

»

»

»

»

CTBapHu, BepoBaTaH nan moryh;

CuTyaumje y Kojuma pUHAHCUJCKM UM APYTU TNYHU UHTEPECKH Mory Aa
Aoseay y nuTarbe npodecMoHanHocT pacyhmnBara U 06jeKTUBHOCT;

[pucyTaH je He3aBUCHO OZ TOra Aa I IMYHU UHTEPECU YTUUY Ha OAJyKe
N TyMmayerba.;

Moxe 6uTn matepujanaH (pUHAHCKjCKM) NN HEMATEpUjanaH;

McTparknBaum cy Ay*KHW Aa NpujaBe CBaKM NOTEHLMjaIHU CYKOb
NHTEpeca.



\‘ ‘ HenpumepeHO noHawake

» AUCKpMUHaumja
» Y3HemupaBar-e

» MantpeTtmnpame




[locheguue HeeTUYKOr NOHallaHa Y Hayuu

» Kpn3sa penpoayumnbunHoctu (replication crisis);
» Kpnsa peueHsuje;

» PacTe 6poj ono3BaHux objaB/beHNX Paf0Ba;

» lNpenaTtopCcKku nsgasayu;

» Kpluere ayTopcKux npasa.

\ \



A literature analysis across disciplines reveals a tendency to publish
only ‘positive’ studies — those that support the tested hypothesis.

Psychiatry and psychology are the worst offenders.

Kpu3sa penpoayumbuaHocTu @ Pscl @ pouscl @ SO

Space sciences
Geosciences
Environment/Ecology
Plant and animal sciences

» Positive-results bias (cKnoHocT ga ce objaBsbyjy

CaMO OHM pe3ynTaTu Koju npoTtephyjy xunotesy); Computer science
Physics

» Yaconucy Hepafo objassbyjy pesyaTtare Koju Neuroscience and behaviour
[0Ka3yjy Aa ce NpeTxoaHO objaB/beHe cTyanje He Microbiology
MOry penanumpaTu; Chemistry
Social sciences

» LLUTypM onmucy meTogoNn0rMje y HayYHUM pafoBUMa Immunology
. . Molecular biology and genetics
(He Aajy AOBO/LHO AeTa/ba HA OCHOBY KOjux H6u ce

. Economics and business
ctyAnja morna HOHOBVITVI) Biology and biochemistry

Clinical medicine
Pharmacology and toxicology
Materials science
Psychiatry/psychology

» PennnKaumoHe cTygumje cy ckyne.

&

60%  70% 90%

Jby6asHowhy Macmillan Publishers Ltd: Yong, Ed. 2012. “Replication Studies: Bad
Copy.” Nature News 485 (7398): 298. doi:10.1038/485298a.

g v
% 3
2T
a o
o =
< 5
'83
~ O
:—“
2B
%o
@
-
w
0w
=
38
o
=
5
]



‘\\

[MpoBepa penpoayunbuniHocTH

MocTynak Kojum ce yTBphyje Aa n ce 06jaB/beHM HAay4yHU pe3ynTaTn mory
A06UTN Yy HOBOM HE3aBMCHOM UCTPaXKMBakby Y KOM Ce KOPUCTM MCTa
MeTo4o0/10rmja

» Reproducibility Project: Psychology

» Statcheck — codpTBep Koju nposepom PDF nam HTML
aToTeKa OTKpMBA CTaTUCTUYKe rpewke (http://statcheck.io/)
“Here’s Why More than 50,000 Psychology Studies Are about
to Have PubPeer Entries.” 2016. Retraction Watch.
September 2. http://retractionwatch.com/2016/09/02/heres-
why-more-than-50000-psychology-studies-are-about-to-
have-pubpeer-entries/.

»

JbybaszHowhy Macmillan Publishers Ltd: Baker, Monya. 2017. “First Results from
Psychology’s Largest Reproducibility Test.” Nature News. Accessed April 5.
doi:10.1038/nature.2015.17433.

RELIABILITY TEST

An effort to reproduce 100 psychology findings found that only 39
held up* But some of the 61 non-replications reported similar
findings to those of their original papers.

Did replicate match original’s results?

YES: 39

Replicator’s opinion: How closely did
findings resemble the original study:

Virtually identical = Extremely similar = Very similar
®m Moderately similar ® Somewhat similar ® Slightly similar
m Not at all similar

* based on criteria set at the start of each study



https://osf.io/ezcuj/wiki/home/
http://statcheck.io/
http://retractionwatch.com/2016/09/02/heres-why-more-than-50000-psychology-studies-are-about-to-have-pubpeer-entries/

‘ A\ Y
Kpu3a peueHsuje

Cepxa peueH3unje Mpobnemum HeratusHe nocneguue
» CTpy4Ha eBanyauuja n » 036u/bHa peLeH3nja 3axTeBa » ObjaB/bUBaHE
npoBepa Hay4yHor paaa CTPYYHOCT, Bpeme v Tpya, HepenpoayunbunnHmnx
npe objaB/bMBatba pe3ynTaTa;
» a PeLLeH3eHTU Yr/TaBHOM HUCY
» Kako bu ce enmmnHmncanm nnaheHn (LWTO MOXKe yTMLaTH » Benuku 6poj ono3BaHUx
pafoBM NIOLLEr KBaUTETA Ha HMXOBY MOTUBALMN]Y). pagoBa;
g » PeueH3eHTU mory un aa » J1axKHe peueHs3uje;
» KaKko bu ce ucnpasune norpewe unu Npesmae rpeLuke
rpeLuke 1 nobosbluao (HeTauyHe 3a/byuKe, » Tpepatopcke usaasaqke
KBaNUTeT paja HeHaBohere peneBaTHMX npakce.

n3Bopa, HepenpoayunbunHe

pesynTate uTA,.) \




\‘ . ‘ Pa3oTKpuMBatbe nolle u3gaBayke npakce

» Bohannon, John. ‘Who’s Afraid of Peer Review?’ Science 342, no. 6154 (4 October
2013): 60-65. doi:10.1126/science.342.6154.60.

» Bohannon, John. ‘I Fooled Millions into Thinking Chocolate Helps Weight Loss.
Here’s How.” io9. Accessed 5 April 2017. http://io9.gizmodo.com/i-fooled-
millions-into-thinking-chocolate-helps-weight-1707251800.

» Sorokowski, Piotr, Emanuel Kulczycki, Agnieszka Sorokowska, and Katarzyna
Pisanski. ‘Predatory Journals Recruit Fake Editor’. Nature News 543, no. 7646 (23
March 2017): 481. doi:10.1038/543481a.
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‘ “ J1aXXHe peueHsunje

»  Yaconuc aHraxyje peLieH3eHTe Koje ayTopyn caMu Npenopyye, a Koju TEKCT OLeHYjy Y AOroBOpY C
ayTopom;

»  Yaconuc aHraxyje peLieH3eHTe Koje nsabepe roctyjyhu ypegHuK, a Koju y OroBopy ca kum
NO3UTUBHO OLEHYjY PAA0BE KOjU TO He 3aCNyXKYjy;

»  AyTOopm camu peLieH3npajy cBOje pagoBe Kpujyhu ce n3a naxHUX MAeHTUTeTa U NaxkHux e-mail agpeca;

»  EKkcnpecHe peueHsuje (y poky oa 24—48 catu), n cBe NO3UTUBHE.

» Y HeKMM c/lyyajeBuMma y NpeBapy Cy YK/bydeHe 1 areHumje Koje ayTopMma nposajy no3uTuBHe

peLeHsuje.

Cohen, Adam, Smita Pattanaik, Praveen Kumar, Robert R. Bies, Anthonius de Boer, Albert Ferro, Annette Gilchrist,
Geoffrey K. Isbister, Sarah Ross, and Andrew J. Webb. ‘Organised Crime against the Academic Peer Review System’.
British Journal of Clinical Pharmacology 81, no. 6 (1 June 2016): 1012—17. d0i:10.1111/bcp.12992.

Haug, Charlotte J. ‘Peer-Review Fraud — Hacking the Scientific Publication Process’. New England
373, no. 25 (17 December 2015): 2393-95. doi:10.1056/NEJMp1512330.

Callaway, Ewen. ‘Faked Peer Reviews Prompt 64 Retractions’. Nature, 18 August 2015. doi:1



‘ “ Ono3uBakbe Beh objaB/beHUX paaoBa (peTpakumja)

ObjaB/bMBatbe M3jaBe KOjoM ce caoniiTaBa Aa 06jaB/beHU paj HMje BannMaaH

Pasnosun

» Kpwerbe npodecnoHanHUX eTUYKUX KOLEKCA;

» WcToBpemeHO cnakbe UCTOTr paaa Y BMLLE Yaconuca;
» JIa*KHO NpuCBajatbe ayTOPCTBa;

» [lnarnjapusam;

» MaHunynaymja nogaunma;

» PasnnuuTe BpcTe 3n10ynoTpeba.

Ono3BaHW YN1aHAK ce He cme 0bpucaTn U3 eNeKTPOHCKe Bep3uje Yaconuca. Y eNeKTPOHCKOj Bep3unjm
obaBeLwTeHa O ONO3UBAkLY YJ1AaHKA MOpa A3 NOCTOjU MHTEPAKTUBHU JIMHK NPEMA YNaHKY, a Yy
€/IeKTPOHCKY Bep3ujy YnaHKa Mopa ce A043aTU MHTEPAKTUBHM JIMHK Npema obaselTery
onosmearby. YnaHak mopa 6uTh focTynaH y oHOM 061Ky y KOM je o6jaB/beH, OCUM LUTO C
[OKYMEHT, Ha CBAKOj CTPaHM, A043je BOAEHM KUT KOjU YMTaoLe obaBeluTaBa Aa je Ynadak o




Retraction Watch

“Hindsight’s a bitch:” Colleagues dissect painful retraction

with 8§ comments

Two blog posts are shining additional light on a recent retraction that included some
unanswered questions — namely, the identity of the researcher who admitted to
manipulating the results.

To recap: Psychological Science recently announced it was retracting a paper about
the relationship between the words you use and your mood after a graduate student
tampered with the results. But the sole author — William Hart, an assistant professor
at the University of Alabama — was not responsible.

The post raised some guestions — for instance, who was the graduate student, and if
his or her work was so influential to a paper, why was he/she not listed as an author?
Hart declined to identify the student, but two new blogs — including one by one of
Hart's collaborators at the University of Alabama — are providing more details.

In our original post, Hart told us he discovered the fraud after he posted the student’s data from another
project online, and an outside expert raised concerns. In a recent post, Rolf Zwaan at Erasmus University
Rotterdam identifies himself as the outside expert that questioned the data.

In his post, Zwaan refers to the student as “Fox;” he clarified to us that it is a pseudonym:

I didn’t want to use the person's actual name until it was clear they were the only culprit.

Zwaan writes that he discovered the problems with Fox's data while trying — unsuccessfully — to replicate
one of Hart's papers, on which Fox was not listed as co-author. Since Zwaan was publishing his findings, Hart
and his co-auther submitted a commentary that included new data, and listed Fox as the first author. Once
Hart's team uploaded the new data to the Open Science Framework, Zwaan spotted numerous duplications —
more than 70, among a list of 194 subjects. The two sides underwent some back and forth, and Zwaan told
us the process became “contentious:”

The editors of the journal [publishing the replication effort] did their very best to be evenhanded in
this difficult situation,. | admired this but it meant that | had to mobilize all my co-authors of the
replication paper to get our point across. I'm not sure what went on on the other side, but there
clearly was an unwillingness to believe the data were fake.

Last week, a colleague of Hart's, Alexa Tullett, posted another essay on Zwaan's site, saying Hart asked her to
verify the data after Fox admitted he had deleted some data for “confidentiality” issues:

Tracking retracti

Retraction Watch

Something new" A journal publishes running tally of retractions

without comments

Here’'s something we haven’t seen before: A journal based in Serbia recently began listing all T
the articles it has retracted, all due to plagiarism.

Although preventing plagiarism is hardly a new goal for journals, creating a web

page dedicated to retractions is certainly a novel attempt. (Even the home page has a link to
the page, called "Retracted Articles.”)

This past February, the Journal of Process Management - New Technologies international did
exactly that. Currently, this page on the journal’s website features five papers, all retracted in
2016, along with links to notices which indicate the original, plagiarized article.

First, let's list the notice for “Impact of shopper's creativeness on shopping methods: A case-study of
students of University of Delhi (india),” published in 2014:

At the initiative of the Editorial Board Journal of Process Management - New Technologies and with
the consent of the authors, paper of the author Upadhyaya, M., Impact of shopper's creativeness on
shopping methods: A case-study of students of University of Delhi (India) - which was published in
JPMNT - Journal of Process Management - New Technologies, Volume 2 Issue 3, July 2014 (41-47),
withdraws is because it is a plagiarism paper of the authors Olumide Olasimbe Jaiyeoba, Frederick
Odongo Opeda, Impact of Consumer Innovativeness on Shopping Styles: A Case-Study of
Limkokwing University Students (Botswana), Business and Management Horizons ISSN 2326-0297
2013, Vol. 1, No. 2.

We contacted the journal — which is not indexed by Clarivate Analytics' Web of Science. formerly part of
Thomson Reuters — to find out more about its unique way of keeping track of retractions.

The journal's spokesperson Ana Kosti¢ Stofic explained that the journal began publishing its quarterly issues
in 2013, and in 2015 wanted to make its editorial process more rigorous. To do so, the journal partnered with
the Centre for Evaluation in Education and Science (CEES), which subsequently scanned all published papers
for plagiarism. Based on that assessment, the journal determined that five articles had been plagiarized.

Of course, at many journals it's possible to find retractions by performing a search. So why create a link that
lists all of them? The journal's editor-in-chief Predrag Trajkovic told us that the list represents the journal's

attempt to deter authors from plagiarizing, and ultimately enhance the “global quality and value” of papers:

A single list is inserted that authors see. The authors should not send plagiarism when they see that
such works are retracted.
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Tracking retractions as

Spanish lab admits to image manipulation, retracts one paper,

corrects another

with 2 comments

A group has retracted one paper and corrected another in the jfournal of
Biological Chemistry (JBC) for image manipulations.

Last author José G. Castafio told us the manipulation occurred at
the Universidad Auténoma de Madrid, where he and one other co-author are
based. He declined to name who was responsible.

Here's the retraction notice for “Cytomegalovirus promoter up-regulation is

the major cause of increased protein levels of unstable reporter proteins after|
treatment of living cells with proteasome inhibitors:”

This article has been withdrawn by the authors. In Fig. 3, the same
images were used to represent the results of different experimental
conditions for EGFPd2 mRNA levels between samples 6 and 7 and
samples 12 and 13 and for f-actin mRNA between samples 1 and
2. The background was inappropriately adjusted in the tubulin

panel. In Fig. 7, the same images were used to represent different experimental conditions for
protein-disulfide isomerase (PDI) mRNA in samples 2, 5, 6, and 9, and 11 and 12. Additionally,
sample 3 was reused as sample 4 and for ribosomal RNA (rRNA). In Fig. 8C, the same image was
used to represent the results of different experimental conditions between GFPu (fane 9) and EYFP
(fane 9). In supplemental Fig. 2, the same images were used to represent the results of different
experimental conditions for PDI mRNA samples 5 and 6. In supplemental Fig. 6, the same images
were used to represent the results of different experimental conditions for B-actin mRNA between
samples 2 and 4 and between samples 6 and 7. The same images were used to represent the results
of different experimental conditions in the tubulin immunoblots between sample 2 in the left hand

paneland sample 1 in the right hand panel.

The 2009 paper has been cited 11 times according to Thomson Reuters Web of Science.

We asked last author Castafio which authors were responsible for the image issues. He told us:

None of the co-authors of this paper from other institutions have any responsibility in the image

manipulation that resulted in the retraction.

The other author on the paper affiliated with the Universidad Auténoma de Madrid is first author Beatriz
Alvarez-Castelao — she was a postdoc there when the work was completed, and now, according to her
Linkedin profile, appears to be a postdoc at the Max Planck Institute for Brain Research. She's the first author
on the retracted paper and second author on the corrected paper. Castafio declined to clarify if he or Alvarez-

Castelao was responsible for the maninulation.

Next, the correction notice for "a-Synuclein expression levels do not significantly affect proteasome function
and expression in mice and stably transfected PC12 cell lines:”

The data shown in Figs. 1 and 3 were not correct. The lower c-tubulin blot images in Fig. 1 were
reused in Fig. 3 and were incorrectly labeled MECL-1 (f2i). The last four bands in the Y(g1) panel in
Fig. 3 were reused in the Z(B2) panel. The corrected figures represent results from replicate
experiments performed at the same time as the original experiments. These corrections do not
change the interpretation of the results or the conclusions of this work.
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The 2004 paper has been cited 31 times.
Regarding this correction, Castafio told us:

Again, and | want to make it clear to you, none of the co-authors of this paper from other
institutions have any responsibility in the image manipulation.

It's not the first time we've seen a journal fix image manipulation with a correction notice, rather than

misconduct — a chemistry journal did the same in 2014, also reasoning that the overall conclusions remained
valid.

We've reached out to Alvarez-Castelao and to the Dean of Science at Universidad Auténoma de Madrid, and
will update this post with anything else we learn.



\‘ ‘ [penaTopcKe n3aaBayke npakce

> [loCcnoBHM MOAEN Y U34aBALLTBY Y KOM Ce 04 ayTopa Hannahyjy TpOLWKoBM
objaB/bMBatba, a PafoBKU Ce He NoABPraBajy oarosapajyhoj peueHsuju;

> TouunBajy Ha 310ynoTpebu:
> KOHUEeNTa M MexaHu3ama OTBOPEHOT NPUCTYNa;

>  MHGbOPMALMOHNX TEXHONOTW]a.

> Uwnm: matepujanHa gobut \\




\‘ ‘ KnaHanoBaHM Yaconucu

» JIaXHW CajTOBM HA MHTEpPHETY KOoju ce NpeacTaB/bajy Kao CajTOBU IETUMTUMHUX Yaconuca
» Uwnm: npesapal
» AyTopuma ce Hyam moryhHocT aa 6p30 objase pag y3 nnahakbe TpoLlKoBa Nyb6AMKOBakHba.

» lMoHeKas je npucyTHa M Kpaha npuBaTHMX NogaTtaka (N03MHKM, NOATAKA Ca KpeaUTHUX
KapTuua uta.)

» Ha yaapy cy 4aconucu Koju n3nase camo y WTamnaHoj GopmMmM 1 4acomnucK Koju umajy
TEeXHWYKM 3a0CTasie cajToBe.
» MHTepHET AOMeEH NaXKHOor Yaconumca 1n4n Ha JoMeH npasor.
» NpeHTUTET ocoba Koje cToje n3a npeBape NPakTUYHO je Hemoryhe oTKpUTH.
Luki¢, Tin, lvana Blesi¢, Ljubica Ivanovi¢ Bibié¢, Dragan MiloSevi¢, and Dusan Sakulski. 2014. “Predatory
Scientific Journals/Publishers- A Global Outbreak with Rising Trend: A Review.” Geographica Pannonica .

\ \




\‘ ‘ Bopba npoTtns 3n10ynoTpeba

» Mpujas/bmBarbe 3n0ynotTpeba HagNeKHUM TENNUMA;
» UcTpara;

» CaHKUMOHUCakbe 310ynoTpeba;

» [NpaBHe mepe;

» JaBHA AUCKYCK]a;

» MpumeHa NpUHLUMNAa OTBOPEHE HayKe (0TBOpeHn NpucTyn
nybanKaumjama u npMMapHMUM NoJaumMma, TPaHCNapeHTHOCT);
» PasBujarbe meToaa 3a OTKpUBakbe 310ynoTpeba.




\‘ “ Y36yrbMBatbe N UcTpara

» ®dopmasiHa npoueaypa npujas/bMBatba HaBoAHE 3710ynoTpebe Ha
OCHOBY J0Ka3a;

» Y36yrbMBay HMje oAroBopaH 3a Aasby UCTpary;

» Mpeay3nmajy ce mepe Kojuma ce LWTUTE U y30yrbuBay U ONTYXKEHU;

» CBMM CTpaHama ce Mopa AaTu NPpUAMKa Aa U3HEeCY A0Ka3e Kojuma
pacnonaxy;

» CnopoBuM NOHeKaa 3aBpLUaBajy Ha cyay.
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Broken windows, threats, and detention: Is whistleblowing worth it?

with 3 comments

Several years ago, a UK academic living in Thailand for decades decided ro
expose the fact that a Thai official had plagiarized his PhD thesis. And he's
paid the price. Last year, Wyn Ellis was held in a Thai airport for five days, as
officials claimed he was a “danger to Thai society.” As some new
developments have emerged in the case, Ellis ponders the after-effects of
his actions.

This month marks the 4" anniversary of the very public revocation by
Chulalongkorn University of the PhD degree of Supachai Lorlowhakarn, the
former director of Thailand’s MNational Innovation Agency (N1A), for ethical
violations, and plagiarism of his thesis.

Wyn Ellis

For me, as the original whistleblower who first alerted authorities to the problems with Lorlowhakarn’s PhD
thesis, the knowledge that justice was eventually served is far from cause for celebration. Indeed, the
Byzantine twists and turns, the lawsuits, surveillance, physical attacks, and even death threats over the past
nine years have — without a doubt — taken their toll on my family and |, and should serve as a salutary lesson
to anyone harboring naive notions of civic duty. This was certainly my own motivation back then, as an
advocate and passionate supporter of Thai science and innovation.

Here are some of the threats | encountered: Listening te a surreal, disembodied voice on the line, yet again
informing me of my own address, and how he intends to abduct and kill my family and myself; the shock of a
large rock smashed into my car window on two occasions as my wife and | drove to court hearings. |
experienced repeated ‘investigations’ of my tax and immigration status; attempts to have me kicked out of
my job, my PhD studies, even my own adopted country. And of course, the nine lawsuits and police reports,
which could have landed me in a Thai prison for years. Looking back at such systemic and long-term
intimidation, it seems incredible that anyone would continue to pursue such a cause, given the very real
prospect of rocks being replaced by bullets. The pressure cost Erika Fry, the Bangkok Post investigative
journalist who famously broke the story in 2009, her job; facing criminal defamation charges while those
against her employer were dropped, she jumped bail and returned home to the USA.

Would | do it again? Absolutely, My wife, who is Thai, and was formerly a lecturer and researcher in agriculture
until her retirement, is possibly even more passionate than | in her advocacy for academic integrity and ethics
in Thai science and education. Without her constant support and strength, we would never have accomplished
the feat of prevailing in nine legal cases against such a well-connected and resourceful adversary, with
everything to lose.

Retraction Watch

After court verdict, BMJ retracts 26-year—old paper

with 5 comments

Today, The BM/ retracted a 1989 paper about the role of breastfeeding
and formula in infant eczema — 20 years after the data were called into
question by a university report.

However, the report was kept secret — due, by some accounts, to alleged
threats of a lawsuit. That is, until this year, when author Ranjit Kumar
Chandra — who once dubbed himself the “father of nutritional
immunology” — lost a $132 million libel case. That case, against the
Canadian Broadcasting Company (CBC) for airing a three-part
documentary series on allegations of fraud against Chandra, pushed the
report by his former employer Memorial University of Newfoundland into
the public domain.

thelbmj

AL 26 years, the BM/ retraction is a runner up for the longest amount of
time a journal has taken to retract a paper. (We know of another retraction that was 27 years in the making,
and a scientist who requested the retraction of some passages of a 1955 article in 2007, after the

article became fodder for creationists.)

Here's the first part of the retraction note:

On 28 October 2015, The BM/ retracted this article, published in 1989: Chandra RK, Puri S, Hamed A.
Influence of maternal diet during lactation and use of formula feeds on development of atopic
eczema in high risk infants. BM/1989;299:228-30.

The BM/ has retracted the article after receiving a copy of an inquiry into the research of R K
Chandra, which was conducted by the Memorial University of Mewfoundland and completed in
August 1995, The university did not publish the inquiry report at the time. Mor did it notify the
editors of journals that had published articles by Chandra that were considerad in the report. The
BEM]J obtained a copy of the report when it came into the public domain as a result of Chandra taking
and losing a legal action against the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (CBC), which aired television
programmes about Chandra in 2006.

The note includes quotes from the university report:

The inquiring committee experienced great difficulty with its work, but its final conclusion was that
“scientific misconduct has been committed by Dr Chandra.”

It looked at three studies and found that:

“absolutely no raw data (or files) of any kind were exhibitad”
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OTBOpeHa HayKa y 60pbu NnpoTUB KpLuerba ETUYKMX NPUHLMUNA

»

»

»

»

OTBOpPEHU NpUcTyn nybanKaumjama;

OTBOpPEHU NPUCTYN NPUMAPHUM NOAAUMMAE MPUKYN/bEHUM

TOKOM UCTPAXKNBaH3;
JaBHa peueH3unja;

OTBOpPEHA MeToA40N10rUja.
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\‘ HoBu BMAOBU Hay4yHe peLeH3unje

o Birukou, Aliaksandr, Joseph Rushton Wakeling, Claudio Bartolini, Fabio Casati, Maurizio
Marchese, Katsiaryna Mirylenka, and others, ‘Alternatives to Peer Review: Novel Approaches
for Research Evaluation’, Frontiers in Computational Neuroscience, 5 (2011),

o DeCoursey, Thomas, ‘The Pros and Cons of Open Peer Review’, Nature, 2006,

o Frood, Arran, ‘Mentors, Mates or Metrics: What Are the Alternatives to Peer Review?’,

EuroScientist Webzine, 2014,

o Vesnic-Alujevic, L., ‘Peer Review and Scientific Publishing in Times of Web 2.0’, Publishing
Research Quarterly, 30 (2014), 3949,

o Ware, Mark, ‘Peer Review: Recent Experience and Future Directions’, New Review of
Information Networking, 16 (2011), 23,



http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fncom.2011.00056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature04991
http://www.euroscientist.com/mentors-mates-or-metrics-what-are-the-alternatives-to-peer-review/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12109-014-9345-8
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Review Summary

History

The
appropriation
of GitHub for
curation

The initial submission of this article was received on April 28th, 2017 and
was peer-reviewed by 2 reviewers and the Academic Editor.

The Academic Editor made their initial decision on May 26th, 2017.

The first revision was submitted on August 10th, 2017 and was reviewed
by 1 reviewer and the Academic Editor.

A further revision was submitted on September 12th, 2017 and was
reviewed by the Academic Editor.

The article was Accepted by the Academic Editor on September 1.3th,
2017.

Version 0.3 (accepted)

& Philipp Leitner - Sep 13, 2017 -

A

PT

After editorial review, | have come to the decision that the paper is now
ready for publication. Well done!

& Download Version 0.3 (PDF) & Download author's rebuttal letter

option of reprod - submitted Sep 12, 2017

their entire peer n

history al

Version 0.2

& Philipp Leitner - Aug 21, 2017 -

MINOR REL

SIONS

| understand and agree with your reluctance to add more quantitative
results due to limited sample size. It is my opinion that the experimental
design and analysis as presented in this paper is rigorous and adequate,
and does not require further revision.

Do dd tho minor i iy that bhaus honn caicod

JaBHa peueH3uja

& Stefan Wagner - May 21, 2017

Basic reporting
*I'd find it helpful if added some examples of resources that are curated
(somewhere around page 1 line 40).
* P2.153: why are personal needs extrinsic?
* There are several smaller errors in the English, e.g. line 211:
“participant” -> participate
*Is it possible that you show an overview of your coding schema at the
beginning of the results section?

Experimental design
* why do you only do open coding? Why not the further steps of Grounded
Theory?
* The relative counting of the occurrences of codes that you use in the
results section should be explained here as well.
*I'm also confused by the claim that you use open coding and then your
codes are the categories found be other studies on motivation on 0OS
projects. Wasn't it more a preexisting categorisation?

Validity of the findings

" the high kappa indicates a good and hence lisability of
the codes

Comments for the author
- While | found the discussion interesting and well-informed, | think it could
be better integrated with the results of the interview. Some parts of it feel
like they could have written without the interviews.
- The conclusions are very short. Could you please summarise what we
should actually conclude? What do we learn and what effect should/could
that have on software engineering practice?

Cite this review as
Wagner S (2017) Peer Review #1 of "The appropriation of GitHub for

curation (v0.1)". Peer) Computer Science https://doi.org/10.7287/peerj-
€5.134v0. 1reviews/1

PeerJ

- - May 25, 2017

Basic reporting

PROs:
* The paper is generally well written, and discusses an interesting and
timely topic which has not been extensively studied in the past.

CONs:

* At various points in the paper, the authors seem to use language with a
certain amount of personal bias or over-emphasis, for example in the
statement "[...] provides them with a perfect starting point” on page 8 the
word "perfect” might be considered as over-emphasizing. This is not a
critical comment, but it does make a subtle difference, and it would be
advisable to use cautious and hedging language wherever possible. Also,
the authors should carefully review whether all of the presented
conclusions are actually drawn from and backed by the survey data
collected.

Style/language (minor):
* abstract: "motivates software developers to engaged” -> "motivates
software developers to engage”

Experimental design

* The methodology of the paper is primarily based on quoting exemplary
study responses for different dimensions/categories of the survey. It is not
entirely clear how the authors came up with the dimensions that are
discussed in the study. Which of the two came first - 1) were the
dimensions defined beforehand and the survey results are then used to
discuss/confirm these dimensions, or 2) are the dimensions derived
directly from the survey results? Generally, it may be advisable to be a bit
more precise and specific about the methodology and how the survey has
been constructed. Some details are provided in the supplemental material
(e.g., chat messages exchanged with the respondents), but including the
actually survey questions in the text (or appendix) would help making the
paper more self-contained.
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A Social Context Model of Envy and Social Undermining
Academy of Management Journal (2012) - 2 Comments
sl ORERTETTEERE issn: 0001-4273 issn: 1948-0989

M. K. Duffy, K. L. Scoft, J. D. Shaw, B. J. Tepper, K. Aquino

#1 Unregistered Submission commented a year ago

-Based on the correlation table for Study 1, we could not find support for the intera
identification x Envy.

-The reported significance levels for the remaining relationships of interest are not as strong,

potential implications for the significance levels of moderated-mediation effects.

. corr Age- Socialundermining, means
(obs=160)

Variable | Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

+
Age | 37.49.3116.03362 58.05981
Gender | .77 .41-2760719 1.747264
Tenure | 9.04 7.02 -6.118769 33.41726
NegativeAf~t | 2.12 .58 .3777615 3.602018
Procedural~t | 3.72 1.29-.6218751 6.518654
Envy | 3.6.99 1.318566 6.328279
Socialldenti | 3.28 .81 1.277778 5.086511
MoralDisen~e | 3.24 .76 .9576658 4.887706
Socialunde~g | 2.9.91 .846697 5.462497

A Social Context Model of Envy and Social Undermining
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Abstract

We integrate moral disengagement. social identification, and social norms theories to
develop, test, and replicate a model that explains how and when envy is associated
with social undermining. In Study 1, a two-wave study of hospital employees, results
support the prediction that the mediated effect of envy on social undermining behavior
through moral disengagement is stronger when employees have low social
identification with coworkers. Study 2, a four-wave, multilevel study of student teams,
shows that the indirect effect of envy on social undermining through moral
disengagement is stronger in teams with low team identification and high team
undermining norms.
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‘ PRE-PUBLICATION REVIEW JAN 2017
Russo and colleagues describe two new ootaxa, comprising one new genus and

one additional species, from the well-known Lourinh Formation of Portugal, -
belonging to the clade Crocodylomorpha. These are purported to be the oldest DETAILS J a B H o AOCTyn H a pe ue H3 Mj a
record of crocodylomorph eggs, and therefore represent an important data point

in extending their fossil record. COMMENT

Overall, this is a very well written manuscript, covers all of the essential points,

OS] el T i, (e T 9 LB T O g e m methods can be used for this), and actually estimate the egg layer that way?
just simple changes to the text, structural changes to some subsections, and )
Would be very useful to see some numbers for this.

strengthening discussion points.

My only concern is the strength of the diagnosis supporting the erection of the + Are there any instances in modern ecosystems were crocodilians have
new oospecies Krokolithes dinophilus, which appears to be almost entirely hatcheries close to those of other animals, particularly predators? If so, this
based on size-related characteristics. | do not feel that it is within my personal might help shed some light on the ecological association with theropods

expertise to comment on diagnoses of ootaxa, as size-related features might be
sufficient, but this case for a new oospecies should either be strengthened with
a differential diagnosis, or verified by someone more familiar with egg Figures
systematics

mentioned, and is worth highlighting if such associations do exist.

= |
General comments These are all great!

Abstract Additional comments
« The abstract is well written, concise, and covers all the essential points of the « Additional minor comments have been made on the manuscript PDF as
paper. annotations.

« | would avoid using the term ‘crocodiloid’, as this could be conflated as
referring to crown crocodylians, and stick with using crocodylomorphan
throughout. Or at least, | haven't seen this term widely used enough in the

Jonathan Tennant

crocodylomorph literature to warrant its use. If it is a term specifically that refers PUBLISHED IN REVIEWED BY
to egg morphotypes, I'd make this clearer in order to justify its use and avoid any 1
potential confusion E Plos One Jonathan P Tennant

* Likewise, is ‘nicols’ a commonly used term in microscopy? |'ve always

understood this as ‘crossed poles', with nicols being a type of polariser. This use ONGOING DISCUSSION
might be a little unclear to general readers not fluent in optical mineralogy.

Intreduction FILIE LIS

* SEM should be defined as an acronym when first used

= Much of the first section is dedicated to outlining specific discoveries off croc
eggshells. This would serve better integrated into the next section, which could
simply become a subsection on the fossil record and history of crocodyloid
eggshells, and avoid repetition or overlap between these intreductory sections. |
would stop the first section following the statements that a parataxonomical
system is in place for describing croc eqgs, as everything subsequent to that is
about their fossil record and systematics. Alternatively, a second small
subsection for 'Systematics of crocodyloid eggshells’ would help to clarify the
structure here
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» European Commission. ‘What Are Open Research Data?’ Research and Innovation: Open Science. Accessed 5
April 2017. https://ec.europa.eu/research/openscience/index.cfm?pg=researchdata&section=monitor.

» Sue Childs, Julie MclLeod, Elizabeth Lomas, and Glenda Cook. ‘Opening Research Data: Issues and Opportunities’.
Records Management Journal 24, no. 2 (15 July 2014): 142-62. doi:10.1108/RMJ-01-2014-0005.

» Schmidt, Birgit, Astrid Orth, Gwen Franck, Iryna Kuchma, Petr Knoth, and José Carvalho. ‘Stepping up Open
Science Training for European Research’. Publications 4, no. 2 (17 June 2016): 16.
doi:10.3390/publications4020016.

» Ayris, Paul. ‘Research Data Management Supporting Research Integrity and Open Science’. In LEARN
Best Practice for Research Data Management. 23-27: LEARN, 2017. doi:10.14324/000.learn.00.
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