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\‘ \Q NMPUHUWTA

» YecTuToCT (BanmAaHa MHTepnpeTaumja u apryMeHTOBaHe TBpAHE)

NA

T

Moy3aaHocT (peanusaumje UCTpaXkMBakba M caonluTaBakba pesynTaTa)

T

O6jeKTUBHOCT (TPaHCMAPEHTHOCT U NPOBEP/LUBOCT)

HenpucTpacTHOCT M He3aBMCHOCT (Y 04HOCY Ha MPUTUCKE U Pa3inumTe UHTepece)
OTBOpEHa KOMyHMKauuja (AocTynHOCT)

[y*KHa nakrba (npema npeameTy UCTParkKMBakba, HAPOUUTO NPema UCNUTaHULMMa

N eKCNepPUMEHTAHUM XKUBOTUHAMA)

KopeKkTHOCT (HaBohere n3Bopa MHbOopMaLMja, OA4HOC NPema Konerama)
OparosopHocT npema byayhum reHepaymjama (MeHTOPCTBO) \
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‘ ETUYKM NPMHLUMAM MOPajy Ce NOLITOBATH...

Yy CBUM ,D,MMeH3MjaMa Hay4HOr paja y cBMMM ¢a3aMa HayHHOF pa,ﬂ,a
» 0AHOC NPema NoaaLMMa (MPUKyN/batbe, » OCMULL/baBaH€e M NIaHUPaHe
kopuwhere, HTepnpeTaumja) » peanusauuja
» mehymyackm ogHoch (M3mehy » peueHsuja
UCTPaXKMBaya) » CaonwTaBake pesy/aTaTta

» OAHOC UCTPpaxKnBa4ya rnpema
NCNMUTaHNUNMA

M BaXe Ca CBe y4YeCHUKe
UCTPaKnBatrba

» CaoruwTaBakbe Pe3y/iITata UCTPaAKMBAHA

» MOHaLLaHe Yy CMOPHUM CUTyaLMjama U

peakuMja Ha KpLUeHe eTUYKUX CTaHAapAa » UCTparnBate
» UCNUTaHUKe
» NOACTULAHE ETUYKOT UHTErpuTeTa Yy

Hay4YHOM paay » nybauky un KOpVICH



\‘“ CuHranypcka nsjasa o HaydHom nHterputety (2010)

Ob6aBe3e

»

WUHTerputet ”

»
NowToBaKe nponunca

»
MeToge nctpa*kmearba

»
[MpOTOKONN UCTPaXKMBaAHA

Hana3u »

AyTOpCTBO ”»

HaBofherbe AonpuHOCa capafHuKa ”

KOju HUCY ayTOPW Y 3aXBasHULM

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

PeueH3unja
Cykob nHTepeca
HacTtynare y jaBHOCTU

MpwnjaB/bMBaHE HEOATOBOPHMUX
nocTynaka

PearoBarbe Ha HEOArOBOPHE MOCTYMKe
OKpy»KeHe 3a UCTPaXKMBAYKM pajg,

Bpura o nHTepecMma ApyLITBEHE
3ajeaHuue



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 Xopu3oHT 2020 —y cBUM pa3ama UCTPaXKMBaAHA:
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 0 NOCTYNKY yTBphHMBarba HeakageMCKOor NoHallama 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
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»,3n1oynoTtpeba y Hayum obyxBaTa (cay4ajHo nam HamepHo) dabpuKoBake
(M3muwbarbe NnogaTtaka unum pesyntaTa), bancndrkoBatse (Merbarbe

AW NOrPeLUHY MHTepnpeTaLlyjy nogaTaka unu Heogrosapajyhe

nssohere ekcnepumeHarta) u naarmpare (Kopuwherse ngeja nam
TeKkcTa 6e3 HaBohera HuxoBor nsbopa).

OBe npakce cy ycMmepeHe NpoTUB Hay4YHUX BPeAHOCTU U OHe NopAanBajy
HanpeAak HayKe. LLTaBuwe, oHe mory HaHeTu wTeTty.”

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

\ \

Report’. Science Europe, July 2016.
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Y3pouu 3noynotpeba

» HepgocTtaTak AMYHOT U NpodeCUOHaANHOT MHTErpuTeTa
» MPUTUCAK Y pagHOM OKpYKeky

» Publish or Perish nonutuka

» M30cTaHaK caHKuuje \\




‘ MaHunnynucarwe nogaumma

dancudpukosare ®abpukosarbe

» PesynTaTv ucTpaxkmBarba (nogaum) ce » KoHcTpyucatbe (”3M”L”f'_°a"be) ”/”“”.
Metbajy UK ce U30CTaBsbajy MPUINKOM AOA3Batbe pesynTaTa Koju Hucy Aobujenn
caonLTaBatba pe3yaTaTta Kako 61 ce TOKOM NpoLECa NCTpaxmnBarba
oapeheHe TBpAHE UK XMMOTE3e » TBPAHE Ha OCHOBY HEMOTMYHMUX NoAaTaka

npeacraBu/ieé Kao Ta4yHe.

» MaHunynmcare MHCTPYMEHTUMA,
MaTepujannuma Uam nocTynumma.

» Hepo3sosbeHa obpaga cauKa.

JepaH op y3poka: positive-results bias (“file drawer effect”)

Mocneanua: HepenpoayUMOUNHN 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 TYHUX naeja, peum uam Apyrux KpeaTMBHMX M3pasa
» HeaBOCMMCNEHO Kpluere HayyYHe eTuKe

» Kpluere ayTopcKkux npasa.

MNnarnjapusam je:

» [0C/NIOBHO UM TOTOBO A0C/I0BHO KONMMpake Uan napadpasmpatse Ae10B8a TEKCTA
Apyror aytopa 6e3 jacHor HaBohera U3Bopa Uan obenerkaBarba KONMPaHoOr
OANI0MKa (HNpP. HABOAHMLUMMA);

» KOMupame jeaHauyuHa, unyctpauunja unm tabena ns paga apyror aytopa 6es

HaBohera nsBopa n/mnm 6es fo3BoJE ayTOpa UM BIaCHMKA ayTOPCKMUX nia.
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AyTonnarmjapmsam

“Kafa ayTopu y ‘HOBOM’ TEKCTY KOpPUCTE AEN0BE HEKOr paHUjer paaa Uam noaaTtke, He
obaselwTaBajyhu untaoue Aa je UcTn matepujan seh objaB/beH Ha Apyrom mecty”

» MNoHOBHO 0b6jaB/bMBatbe Beh 06jaB/beHOr paja y3 NpUKpMBakbe MHbOpMaunje aa je pas
Beh Herge objaB/beH (aynanpame)

» BewwTayko nosehaBarbe ,,MPOAYKTMBHOCTU” ayTopa 0bjaB/bUBatbeM pe3ynTaTta
ncTparknsarba y Behem 6pojy nybankaunja marser obuma (salami publication)

» Kopuwhere genoBa cConcTBEHMUX TEKCTOBA Koju cy Beh 06jaB/beHM.

Roig, Miguel. (2006). Avoiding plagiarism, self-plagiarism, and other questionable writing practices: A guide to ethical
writing. Retrieved from http://facpub.stjohns.edu/~roigm/plagiarism.doc

Smith, Eldon R. ‘Plagiarism, Self-Plagiarism and Duplicate Publication’. The Canadian Journal of Cardiology 23, no. 2
(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



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

‘ OTKpuBatbe naarnjapmsma

» ,,PY4HO” (Hajuewhe ToKoM peLeH3uje)

» y3 nomoh codpTtBepckux anata (iThenticate, Turnitin vtpa,)
o ynopehmnBarbem HOBUX AOKYMEHATa ca TEKCTOBMMA Yy 6a3m nojaTtaKa
o KPUTEPMUjYMU CIMYHOCTH

o edMKACHOCT 3aBUCKU Of, cagprKaja ba3e noJaTaka Koja ce KOPUCTM Kao
pedepeHTHa KoNeKkumja, ain 1 o4, je3anKa Ha KOM je pag, HanucaH

o He OTKpMBAjy Nnaarnpare naeja

o nposepa y3 nomoh codpTBepa npeacTaB/ba TEK NoYeTak MCTD‘




\‘ ‘ Mnarnjapmnsam — npob1emMn U CNOpPHa NUTaHA

> [JonywTeHN NPOLLEHAT CIMMHOCTHU

> TeKcT je ,Konax" ognomaka us Apyrmx TeKCToBa, a U3BOPU Cy YpeaHO LUTUPaHM,
http://retractionwatch.com/2014/05/13/the-sins-and-virtues-of-authors-span-a-
rather-colorful-palette-new-editor-yanks-plagiarized/

> MpenucaH 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

‘\\

* CrnopHe npakce

KpLUEI-be eETUHKUX NpUHLUMMNaA

3noynoTpeba nogaTaka NPUKYN/bEHNUX TOKOM UCTPaXKMBaHLA

* [lpeKpLaju y Besu ca ayTopcTsom

MpehyTkmBame cykoba nHTepeca

* HenpumepeHO NoHawamwe




KpLLIEI-be eETNHKUX NPpUHLUAMNA

Kpwere eTU4KUX NPUHLKUNA HUje UCTO LWTO U NpeBapa.

3aHemapuBatrbe (MPUKPMUBaHLE) NOAATAKa KOjU Ce He YKaanajy y xunotesy (He
HY*XHO Ca /IOLLOM HaMEPOM U HEraTUBHUM UCXOA0M);

CrBapatrbe HepeaniHe C/IMKe O pe3ynTaTUma UCTPAXKMBaAHA;
CtBapatrbe NOrpeLLHor yTUCKa ga cy nogaum penpoayumnbnnym;
CTBapar€e NorpeLlHor yTMcka o 3Havajy AobunjeHnx pesynTara;

Mpumepun: cenekTBHO aeduHUCarbe Bapujaban, HENOTNYHW NOAALM O YCI0BUMA
noA, KOjuMa je eKCnpeumMeHT CNPOoBe/eH, CaonLTaBakbe CamMo NO3UTUBHUX
pesynTtaTta 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/.



https://replicationindex.wordpress.com/2015/01/24/questionable-research-practices-definition-detect-and-recommendations-for-better-practices/

‘ 3n1oynoTpeba nogaTtaka A06MjeHUX TOKOM UCTParXKMBaHa

» TeHaeHUMO3He (NorpeLlHe) nHTepnpeTauuje

»  YHUWTaBare noaaTaka

» Kpaha nogaTtaka

» OmoryhaBatrbe npucTyna HeosaawheHMM KopUcHULMMA

» OHemoryhaBarbe NPUCTYNa Y4ECHULMMA Y UCTPAXKUBakbY KOjU
61 Mmopann umaTn NpUCTyn nogaumma (HnNp. ocTanmum
YNaHOBMMA UCTPAXKMBAYKOr TUMA)

» [lceyaoaHoOHMMM3aAUM]ja UCNUTAHUKA \




‘ [peKpLuaju y Be3u ca ayTopCTBOM

» JIaXKHO NpuUCBajatbe ayTOPCTBA
» HeHaBoheme ayTopa

» ,,MloyacHo” ayTopcTBO (Kaaa ce ocoba Koja HUje y4ecTBOoBaNa y UCTPAXKUBakbY
M NUcakby paga HaBoAM Kao ayTop)

» Kopuwhere ycnyra ,,aytopa n3 ceHke”

» Cykob nHTepeca

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




‘ “ CyKob nHtepeca

» CTBapHU, BepoBaTaH uam moryh

» CuTyaumje y Kojuma PUHaHCUjCKN UK APYTN TNYHUN UHTEPECU
MOry Aa AoBeAy y NuTare npodecmoHanHocT pacyhusama
objeKTMBHOCT

» [pUCyTaH je He3aBMCHO Of, TOra Aa N INYHU UHTEPECU YTy4y Ha
OA/IYKe U TyMayerba.

» Moxe 6uTn matepujanaH (PMHAHCK|CKN) UM HEMATEPUjanaH

» WcTparknBauu cy Ay*KHW Aa NpujaBe CBakM NOTEHLUKUjaHU CYKOD




\‘ ‘ HenpumepeHO noHawake

» AUCKpUMMHaUM)a
» Y3HemupaBame

» ManTpetupare




Mocneaunue HeEeTUYKOr MOHaLlaka Yy HayLuu

» Kpwu3sa penpoayumbunHoctu (replication crisis)
» Kpwusa peueH3uje

» PacTte 6poj ono3BaHMx 0bjaB/bEHUX pPaaoBa

» [lpenaTtopckn nsnasayn

» Kplwere ayTOpPCKUX npasa

\ \
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Kpu3a penpoayumbuiHocTm

» Positive-results bias (cknoHocT aa ce
o0b6jaB/byjy CamMo OHU pe3ynTaTh Koju
npotBphyjy xmnotesy)

» Yaconucu Hepaao objaBsbyjy pe3ynTtaTe Koju
A0Ka3yjy Aa ce npetxogHo objaBs/beHe
cTygmje He Mmory penamumpaTm

» LLUTYypn onncn metoaonornje y HaydHum
pafoBMMa

» PennuvkaumnoHe cTyauje cy ckyne

Jby6asHowhy Macmillan Publishers Ltd: Yong, Ed. 2012. “Replication Studies: Bad Copy.”

Nature News 485 (7398): 298. doi:10.1038/485298a.

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.

@ PHSCAL @ BOGCAL @ SOCAL

Space sciences

Geosciences
Environment/Ecology

Plant and animal sciences
Computer science

Physics

Neuroscience and behaviour
Microbiology

Chemistry

Social sciences

Immunology

Molecular biology and genetics
Economics and business
Biology and biochemistry
Clinical medicine
Pharmacology and toxicology
Materials science
Psychiatry/psychology

=

&

60% 0%

Proportion of papers supporting
tested hypothesis

90%
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[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 — co¢pTtBep Koju nposepom PDF nnm 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/.

JbybasHowhy 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/
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Kpu3a peueHsuje

CeBpxa peueH3uje Mpobnemum HeratusHe nocneguue
»CTpy4Ha eBanyaumja u » O36u/bHa peueH3nja 3axTeBa » ObjaB/buBame
npoBepa Hay4yHor paja CTPYYHOCT, Bpeme u Tpys, HepenpoayumMbunHmx
npe objaB/bMBatba pe3ynTtata
» A peLeH3eHTU YrAaBHOM HUCY
»KaKo bu ce nnaheHn (LWTO MOXKe yTMLaTH » Benukun 6poj ono3BaHmx
e/IMMNUHNCANIN PaS0BHU Ha HMXOBY MOTUBALMN]Y). pagosa
nowler KeanmteTta u
» PeueH3eHTH mory un aa » J1aXKHe peueH3unje
»KaKo bu ce ucnpasune norpeLle nam npesunae
rpeLuKe 1 nobosbluao rpeluKe (HeTauyHe 3a/byyKe, » Tpeaatopcke usaasaqke

KBaNUTeT paja HeHaBohere peneBaTHMX npakce

n3Bopa, HepenpoayunbunHe

pesyntate UtA,) \




‘ “ J1aXXHe peueHsunje

» Yaconuc aHrakyje peueH3eHTe Koje ayTopu camu npenopyye

» Yaconuc aHrakyje peLeH3eHTe Koje nlabepe roctyjyhu ypeagHuk

»  AyTOopu camu peueH3npajy cBoje pagose Kpujyhu ce nsa naxkHUX MAeHTUTETa U NaxKHUX e-mail
agpeca

» EKcnpecHe peueHsuje (y poKky oa 24—48 caTtu), U CBE NO3UTUBHE

» Y HEeKUM cayyajeBMMa y NpeBapy Cy YK/byY4eHe U areHuuje Koje aytTopuma nposajy no3suTmeHe
peueH3unje

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 Jou icine 3
no. 25 (17 December 2015): 2393-95. doi:10.1056/NEJMp1512330.
Callaway, Ewen. ‘Faked Peer Reviews Prompt 64 Retractions’. Nature, 18 August 2015. doi:10.10 atu 20




‘ “ Ono3uBakbe Beh objaB/beHMX paaoBa (peTpakumja)

Ob6jaB/bMBatbe M3jaBe KOjOM ce CaonlTaBa Aa 06jaB/beHU pas HUje BaangaH

RETRACTION NOTE
Pa3nosun Retraction Note to: Input Displacement Neuro-fuzzy Control
and Object Recognition by Compliant Multi-fingered Passively
»  Kpwemwen pO(I)ECVIOHa}'I HUX eETUYKNX KOO EKCa Adaptive Robotic Gripper
» McToBpEMEHO c/lakbe UCTOr paja Y BuLle Yyaconuca Dalibor Petkovic' - Shahaboddin Shamshirband - Nor Badrul Anuar” - Aznul Qalid Md Sabri”
» JlaXXHO NpuUcCBajare ayTopCcTBa R
» I_I n a r MJ a p n 3 a M Retraction Note to: J Intell Robot Syst (2016) 82:177-187
. hitps://doi.org/10.1007/s10846-015-0182-6
”» M a HA ny" a LI'MJ a n Op'a LI'M Ma The Editor-in-Chicf has retracted this article [1] because
va]ir.lity of the coni?:nl of this article c@not be verified. This
» 3noynotpe6a yonwre s St et

None of the co-authors agree to this retraction.

References

1. Petkovié, D., Shamshirband, S., Anuar, N.B. et al. J. Intell. Robot. Syst.
(2016) 82: 177. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10846-015-0182-6

2. Petkovi€, D, Issa, M., Pavlovic, N.D. et al. Expert Syst. Appl. (2012) 39:
1329513304, hitps:/idoi.ong/10.1016j.cswa.2012.05.072

OnosBaHM YnaHuUM ce He cMejy BpucaTy ca cajTa Yaconuca U mopajy buTn BUAHO Publisher’s Note _ Springer Natur: remains ncutral it rogard to Juris-
6ene),KeHM I dictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliabions.
o) !

The online version of the original article can be found at hitps://doi.org/
10.1007/s10846-015-0182-6




Version: 1.0.5.5
Please see th
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(B/T) Government; (B/T) Technology; (SOC) Law/Legal Issves; +Fake Peer Review Dusan Markovic 00000000 00000000 Retraction
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Quality & Quantity — Springer Milos Milovaneevic 10.1007/511135-016-0321-6 10.1007/511135-019-00936-z
University of Nis, Faculty of Mechanical Engineering, Nis, Serbia
University of Nis, Faculty of Economics, Nis, Serbia
nput Displacement Nenro-fuzzy Control and Object Recognition by Compliant Multi-finpered Passively Adaptive Robotic Grij +Concerns/Tssues About  Dalibor Petkovic 01/29/2015 08/19/2019 Rezearch Article
(B/T) Computer Science; (B/T) Technology: Data Shahaboddin Shamshirband 00000000 00000000 Retraction
Journal of Intelligent & Robotic Systems — Springer +Duplication of Article  Ner Badrul Anvar 10.1007/510846-015-0182-6 10.1007/510846-019-01077-z
Faculty of ical E: Dep: for M and Coatrol, University of Nis, Nis, Serbia Azaul Qalid Md Sabri
Department of Computer System and Technology, Faculty of Computer Science and Information Technology, University of Malaya, Kuala Lumpur, Zulkanain Abdul Rahman
Malaysia Nenad D Pavlovic
Department of History, Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences Building, University of Malaya, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia
Predicting turbulent flow friction coefficient using / +Concerns/Tssues About  Sara Bardestani 07/26/2016 06/15/2019 Research Article
(BT) Technology: (PHY) Engineering - General: Authorst M Givehchi 00000000 00000000 Retraction
Signal, Image and Video Processing — Springer #+Duplication of Article Emran Younesi 10.1007/511760-016-0948-8 10.1007/211760-019-01519-z
Department of Civil Engineering, University of Sistan and Baluchestan, Zahedan, [ran Shahin Sajjadi
Department of Computer, Payame Noor University, Tehran, Iran Shahaboddin Shamshirband
D of Constr ) University of Houston, Houston, USA Dalibor Petkovie
Department of Information System, Faculty of Computer Science, University of Malaya, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia
Department for Mechatronics and Control, Faculty of Mechanical Engineering, University of Nis, Nis, Serbia
daptation of ANFIS model to assess thermal comfort of an urban sq +Concerns/Tssues about  Shahab Kariminia 070272015 05/20/2019 Research Article
(B/T) Computer Science; (B/T) Urban Planning: (ENV) Environmental Sciences: Third Party Involvement Shervin Motamedi 00000000 00000000 Expression of concermn
Stochastic Envis I R h and Risk A! — Springer +Dupl of Article  Shahabodd i d 10.1007/500477-015-1116-3 10.1007/200477-019-01673-3
D of ., Faculty of Art, Arct and Urban Planning, Najafabad Branch, [slamic Azad University, Najafabad, Iran Dalibor Petkovic
D of Civil E Faculty of E ering, University of Malaya, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia Chandrabhushan Roy
B Roslan Hashim

Institute of Ocean and Earth Sciences, University of Malaya, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia
Department of Computer System and Technology, Faculty of Computer Science and Information Technology, University of Malaya, Kuala Lumpur,
Malaysia
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“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.
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Flowcharts

The flowcharts are designed to help editors follow COPE's Core Practices 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.
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Floweharts

What to do if you suspect peer review manipulation

COPE's flowchart on what to do if you suspect peer review manipulation discovered either during

or after the peer review process.

@ Allegations of misconduct

@ Peer review processes
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Floweharts

What to do if you suspect image manipulation in a
published article

COPE's guidance in the form of a lowchart on what to do if you suspect that images in a

published article have been manipulated....
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Case sy

Duplicate submission and authorship dispute

2019

A case report was submitted to our journal (journal X) in February and accepted for publication in September
that same year. In late September, the first author on the manuscript contacted us to inform us that this exact
case report had just been published in another journal {journal Y} by some of his colleagues, including some of

the authors of our manuscript. In the initial submission to our...

() Authorship and contributorship

@ Post-publication discussions and corrections

Case Case Closed

Suspected plagiarism

2019

A single author submitted a paper to our journal. A similarity check revealed 48% similarity with another
published paper. The published paper was by different authors—5 in total. The similarities between the papers
were in the introduction, methods and discussion sections. The submitting author did not reference the

published article. We queried the corresponding author but have not rec...

@ Allegations of misconduct

@ Intellectual property

Case Smcmer

Possible plagiarism

2019

We received an email from a whistleblower notifying us about possible plagiarism in two chapters published by
us, both authored by the same two authors. The whistleblower accused the authors of substantial plagiarism.
In both chapters there were, indeed, certain unattributed parts of the text, although the majority was properly

attributed. Some of the unattributed parts were authored by...

COPE - Cases
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* Wcxopn (3a Heke cnyyajese)



Editor manipulation

Reviewer requesting of impact factor
addition of multiple

18-09 An editor in chief of a major medical journal in a specialty

0 [ ] 0
c Itat I 0 “S of th e I r 0wn wo rk field is also an author. The editor submits a manuscript to
a competing journal in the same field. The manuscript
receives moderately favourable reviews and the authors
[:ase ||[|||]|||;r: are invited to respond to the reviewer input and submit a
19-01 revised manuscript. In the communication

Case text (Anonymised):
from that journal's editor in chief, the

Forum webinars

A handling editor noticed a reviewer report where the reviewer instructed
authors are asked to cite additional

the author to cite multiple publications by the same reviewer in their our next
references, both of which are from the . .

manuscript. The handling editor noted a similar instance involving this where members
same journal. The references are only discuss ¢

reviewer from the past and requested the editorial office to look into his . .
peripherally related to the topic of the Monday 11

reviewing history. This uncovered a concerning pattern of behaviour ) L )
manuscript and are within the time frame November 2019

where the reviewer habitually asked authors to add o o )
of publication that will influence the impact

Forum webinars factor. by
Friday 25 October

citations to his work when reviewing their manuscript,

often when there was no scientifically legitimate

Our next . where

reason to do so. . Question(s) for the COPE Forum

members discuss cases, is:

. . . o * IS using the manuscript review process
A deeper analysis of this reviewer’s activity showed Monday 11 November 2019 9 P P

that he predominantly asked for his own papers to be to increase citations of your journal ethical?
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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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Eye for Manipulation: A Profile of Elisabeth Bik

The microbiologist has turned her attention full-time to unearthing problematic figures in
papers—for free.

ADAM MARCUS, IVAN ORANSKY, RETRACTION WATCH E n u Lo

E lisabeth Bik describes herself as a “super-introvert,” the kind of person

prone to weeping in closets after prolonged exposure to other people.

That's not a hypothetical, either.

But Bik, a microbiologist by training, has managed to carve out a niche for herself in science—one that
doesn't require her to interact much with other people and is perfectly suited to someone whose idea of a

good time is spending 12 solid hours on a weekend scrutinizing images for signs of manipulation.

What started as a hobby has become a passion. Bik estimates that she has spent roughly 5,000 hours
examining papers over the past five years. In the process, she estimates, she has identified in the
neighborhood of 2,000 articles with problematic images. In 2016, she and two other researchers, Ferric

Fang and Arturo Casadevall, published an article in mBie reporting on 784 papers—of more than 20,000

https://forbetterscience.com e

screened—with evidence of inappropriately manipulated Western blots. Her work has prompted dozens

of retractions.

Now, after years of having day jobs in academia and biotech, Bik has decided to devote herself full time to

investigating image manipulation—and to do it all as an unpaid volunteer.

Casadevall, a microbiologist and immunologist at the Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health,
calls Bik “clearly gifted in her ability to spot problems with figures. I had no idea how to look at figures to

spot duplications or cropping problems and working with Elisabeth was an education for me”
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