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I swear . . . to give a share both of rules and of lectures, 
and of all the rest of learning, to my teachers and my 
students.

Hippocrates, Oath, 420 BCE  



Objectives

Attendees will be learn to apply these concepts to 

scientific publication of research with human 

subjects.

1. Definitions of Authorship

2. Misconduct: Plagiarism, Conflicts of Interest, Duplicate Publication, 

Open Access Journals

3. Guidelines: ICJME, COPE CONSORT, STROBE, PRISMA, STARD, etc.

4. Standards for Peer Review 



Research Reporting Guidelines.

 US National Library of Medicine 

◦ https://www.nlm.nih.gov/services/research_report_

guide.html

 Enhancing the QUAlity and Transparency 

Of health Research (EQUATOR) network

◦ http://www.equator-network.org/

Slides contain redacted transcriptions of policies and regulations.
Always refer to the original and most recent texts.



Authorship



Authorship: Unitary Model

Substantial Contribution to:

 Conception. 

 Design.

 Drafting intellectual 
content.

 Complex data acquisition. 

 Final guarantee of claims 
for the entire paper 
(accountability).

http://www.icmje.org/roles_a.html



Authorship: Contributor Model

 A Guarantor-Author: overall responsibility for the 
paper as a whole. 

http://www.icmje.org/roles_a.html

◦ Assigning overall tasks, managing deadlines, 
assuring honesty integrity of data and coauthors, 

◦ (not necessarily the person who writes the most 
text)

 Contributor-Author(s) have a 
disclosed major role(s):
◦ Implementation, 

◦ Statistical Analysis,

◦ Drafting intellectual content, etc

◦ (other than data entry or subject recruitment.)



All Authors remain on retracted publications!

Hwang Woo-suk’s 
“Stem Cells”

2/05: cloned humans & 
dogs and found stem 
cells.  Published many 
papers fraudulently 
claiming that embryos 
were created with stem 
cells-they were created 
with germ cells. All 11 
stem cell lines were 
frauds.

5/05: Hwang coerced 
lab worker to donate 
eggs. Lab staff 
retaliates by leaking 
fraud. 

12/05: US author asks 
Science to remove him 
as senior author of 
Hwang's human 
cloning paper saying 
that he did not know 
data was fabricated. 
He is not allowed to 
withdraw. 



Authorship

Authorship must be restricted to those individuals 

who made a significant intellectual contribution to the 

work including: 

 Conception, 

 Design, and performance; 

 Analysis and interpretation; 

 Critical editing for intellectual content.



Sharing Authority Builds Human Capital

1993

http://www.cambodianhealthcommittee.org/pdfs/publications_tbmanual.pdf
http://www.cambodianhealthcommittee.org/pdfs/publications_tbmanual.pdf


Honorary Authors

Authorship for

 Acquiring funding,

 Collecting data, 

 General supervision of the research group. 

Does not constitute  authorship! 
http://www.icmje.org/roles_a.html
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No paper should be submitted with an open 
authorship conflict.

 The lead (guarantor) author is project 
manager and producer.

 Author assignment, evaluation and ranking 
should be continuously updated in writing.

Do not destroy your credibility with editors.



Misconduct



Retracted Publications

USA, Germany, Japan, and 
China account for 3/4 of 
retractions for fraud

Fraud, not error, accounts for 
2/3 of retractions.

It takes 3 years to get the 
average paper retracted.

Top 20 cited papers were 
cited 8000 times; citations 
continued after retraction.PLOS ONE 8(7): 

10.1371/annotation/0d28db18-e117-

4804-b1bc-e2da285103ac. and Proc Nat 

Acad Sci 10/1/12.



Fraud: Impact in wasted $ chasing dead ends or in 
destroyed lives?

 Japanese Society of Anesthesiologists: 

Yoshitaku Fujii, ex associate professor at 

Toho University: 183 (and climbing) faked 

research papers. Caught because his 

results were too good to be true.

◦ Joachim Boldt is second (89 papers retracted).

◦ BMJ 2012;345:e4596

 Andrew Wakefield is notorious with false 

linking of autism and MMR vaccination.



Plagiarism

The appropriation of another person's ideas, processes, 

results, or words without giving appropriate credit.

 Excludes the limited use of identical or nearly-identical 

(general) phrases that are not substantially misleading or 

of great significance disputes among former 

collaborators.

◦ http://grants.nih.gov/grants/research_integrity/research_misco

nduct.htm



Plagiarism Consequences

FINDINGS OF SCIENTIFIC 

MISCONDUCT NOTICE: DHHS.

PHS finds that Dr. Jacoby 

engaged in a pattern of 

dishonest conduct through 

the commission of 15 acts 

of data falsification and 

plagiarism, including 

additional steps taken to 

conceal the true nature and 

origin of the research data, 

that further demonstrates a 

lack of present responsi-

bility to be a steward of 
Federal funds.

FINDINGS OF SCIENTIFIC 

MISCONDUCT NOTICE: DHHS.

Dr. Xiong engaged in 

scientific misconduct by 

plagiarizing and fabricating 

data in NIH grant R01 

GM64353-01 on which he 

was a co-investigator. The 

plagiarized and fabricated 

data were essential to the 

scientific validity of the 

proposed research and were 

important for NIH's scientific 

evaluation of the 

Pigmentation Application. 



Duplicate Publication

Editor B. W. Wilson 
notes that data in two 
articles in his journal 
were identical. The 
senior author had

• changed the title,

• dropped 2 authors, 

• added an author,

• Changed precision.

The original article 
was not referenced. 

The editor sent the two 
authors three letters. 

The first asked for an 
explanation. 

The second insisted on 
an explanation. 

The third banned them 
from ever publishing in 
his journal again .

Moral: 

Editors  never forget. 



Ghost Authors

People who write the paper 
behind the scenes without 
attribution:
 Drug or medical device 

companies or their PR 
departments.

 Special academic assistants.

Editors call ghostwriting: 
undisclosed conflicts of 
interest or plagiarism.

Some lawmakers want to 
call it fraud.



Ghostwriting

Corporate Ghostwriters

75% in industry-
sponsored trials. (JAMA 
2008;299 1800-12.) 

Refoxecoxib (Vioxx) 50% 
of review ghost authors 
disclosed support.  
JAMA 2008;299:1800. 

Ghostwriter: “I was 
given explicit 
instructions about 
what to play up and 
what to play down—
whether to enhance 
broader off-label use of 
the pain product or go 
strictly by the FDA.” 
Lancet 1999;354:136.

Punished with 
editorial death!



Conflicts of Interest
Conflicts of Commitment



Conflicts of Interest

 Financial: “I have a financial interest in this 
paper being published.”

 Commitment: “I cannot be intellectually 
fair to this topic.”

 Institutional: “My institution has exercised 
its authority over the content of this paper.

 Control of authorship—ghostwriting.



Favorable Outcomes of Corporate v Independent 
Research Published in JAMA, LANCET and NEJM

JAMA 2006;295:2270-74.

N=205, p.002

N=39, p.=07

N=104, p.001



Conflicts of Interest- Peer Review

 Financial: “I have a financial interest.”

 Intellectual: “I cannot be intellectually fair to this 
topic.”

 Institutional: “My institution has exercised its 
authority over the content of this paper.

 Collaboration conflict—not known to editor. (e.g. 
author is your student, colleague.

 Breach of confidentiality of review.



Sales begin. 

Divided vote, 

poor data on 

risks. Minority 

report 

dissents.

WHO warns about 

heart effects.

GSK ordered to post unpub 

trials because of corporate 

suppression of data on 

antidepressant suicides.

GSK internal study 

(that ignores some 

MIs) finds 31%

heart attack. 

P=NS. GSK 

conceals memo.

BMJ: Risks> benefits; 
withdraw it. UK: Ditto.

Europe stops sales.

FDA restricts sales; 
divided vote (Avandia 
speakers vote).

GSK to European Heart 

Journal: “Withdraw this 

editorial (critical of Avandia) 

and refrain from publishing it 

in any way.”

1999 201020052004 2007

Sales  from 

$3B to $1B/Yr.

NEJM Meta-analysis 
shows 43% heart 
attack. Extra deaths~ 
47,000. (A peer 
reviewer leaked 
review to Glaxo.)

FDA: Stronger label.

Sales:$500 

M/Yr.

BMJ 2010:341:c4848.

2006

1 Million Rxs, 

22%



How to make an editor really mad!

Embargowatch.com



Standards, Checklists and Templates to Improve 
Scientific Publications



Aims: Public Standards vs Instructions for Authors.

Standards, Templates or 
Checklists Instructions for Authors

 Are specific to a single kind of 

paper but not to any one 

journal.

 Solely aim to improve the 

quality of scientific publications.

 Too some degree promote 

consistent formatting of 

publications.

 Are specific to each 
journal.

 Are designed to promote 
consisting formatting of 
papers in that journals.

 To some degree, aim to 
improve the quality of 
scientific publication. 



COPE Committee on Publication Ethics

Codes of Conduct for Journal Editors /Publishers

 9000 members

 Recommended by NIH

 Promotes collaboration between journals with institutional 

investigations into misconduct and covers policies for 

handling retractions and corrections of publications

 Http://publicationethics.org/resources/code-conduct



ICJME International Committee of Medical 
Journal Editors

Codes for diverse medical journals.
 Authorship

 Conflict of Interest

 Clinical Trial Registration

 Conflict of Interests

 Press Embargoes.

 Retractions and corrections

◦ http://www.icmje.org/



CONSORT: Consolidated Standards of Reporting Trials 

A 25 item checklist to improve reporting of Randomized Clinical 

Trials. 

 A detailed template for the content and formatting of the 

title, abstract, methods, results, and discussion and citation 

to clinical trials registry.

 http://www.consort-statement.org/checklists/view/32-consort/66-title



STROBE: STrengthening the Reporting of 
OBservational studies in Epidemiology

Detailed templates for reporting:

 Observational trials

 Case Cohort trials

 Case-Control Trials

 Cross Sectional Studies

 Molecular Epidemiology

 http://www.strobe-statement.org/index.php?id=strobe-home



PRISMA:  Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic 
Reviews and Meta-Analyses.

A 27 item evidence-based checklist and flowchart to 

improve reporting of 

 Systematic Reviews. 

 Meta-Analyses
◦ http://www.prisma-statement.org/index.htm



STARD: Standards for Reporting of 
Diagnostic Accuracy

A 25 item checklist and flow diagram to improve 

reporting of studies evaluating the accuracy of 

diagnostic tests and procedures.

 http://www.equator-network.org/reporting-guidelines/stard/



CARE: Consensus-based Clinical Case 
Reporting Guideline Development

A checklist for formatting Case Reports. 

 http://www.equator-network.org/reporting-

guidelines/care/



SQUIRE 2.0: Standards for QUality 
Improvement Reporting Excellence

A checklist and template for reporting system level work to 

improve the quality, safety, and value of healthcare, and used 

methods to establish that observed outcomes were due to the 

intervention(s).

 Sponsored by BMJ Quality and Safety Initiative.

 http://www.squire-statement.org/



Peer Review

 Relevant expertise.

 No structural, financial or personal conflicts of interest.

 May not share manuscript with any another party.

 A peer reviewer may not use peer review to jump start 

research with the aim of scooping the paper under review.

 Notifying editors of ethics issues in the peer review in 

addition to a review of scientific merits. 
◦ http://www.councilscienceeditors.org/resource-library/editorial-policies/white-paper-on-publication-

ethics/2-3-reviewer-roles-and-responsibilities/



X: Submitting the Paper

Step 1, 2, 3: Consult Oracle.

IX is Spring Break



Never Make an Editor Mad at You!

 Thou shalt not 
◦ Simultaneously submit the same piece 

to two journals.

◦ Publish the same piece twice (no 
matter what media). 

◦ Violate embargo dates.

 Editors never forget.

http://bp1.blogger.com/_UCW5dTHGz2w/RqYAN1WS3jI/AAAAAAAAAAk/kKxw6csXdy4/s1600-h/dumbo.gif
http://bp1.blogger.com/_UCW5dTHGz2w/RqYAN1WS3jI/AAAAAAAAAAk/kKxw6csXdy4/s1600-h/dumbo.gif


Suggesting Reviewers

 It is perfectly fine to suggest people to peer-
review your paper.

 Quality of peer review is comparably high.

 Acceptance recommendations are higher.

 Avoid conflicts of interest.
◦ Not your institution, teacher, etc.

 J Peds 2007;151:202-5. 

 JAMA 2006;295:314-7.



Conflicts of Interest- Peer Review

 Financial: “I have a financial interest.”

 Intellectual: “I cannot be intellectually fair to this 
topic.”

 Institutional: “My institution has exercised its 
authority over the content of this paper.

 Collaboration conflict—not known to editor. (e.g. 
author is your student, colleague.

 Breach of confidentiality of review.



Submitting your Paper: 
behind the black box



NO Peer Review

EditorAuthor

Poor quality.

Not my audience.

Not a prestigious author for us.

I am mad at you.

Not timely.
No!

ANOTHER JOURNAL.
ASAP!

Yes?



Peer Review:YES

Editor

Editorial Board

Peer ReviewersAuthor

Section 

Editor

Section

Editor

Accept.
Accept with Revisions.
Reconsider with Revisions.
Reject.



Peer Review: Components of Rating

 Originality 

 Validity

◦ References, logic, inferences

 Presentation

◦ Graphics & text clear, well organized

 Importance to field

◦ New, old, good literature review, etc

 Interest to readers

◦ Advanced enough or too simplistic



The Peer Reviewer’s Recommendation goes to 
the Editor not to the Author

 Accept

 Accept with Minor Revisions

 Accept with Major Revisions

 Reconsider after Revisions

 Reject
to help a person, 

you must forfeit the self-righteous 

glow that comes from judging.



Peer Reviewer’s: Options

 I am willing to have you disclose my 

name to the authors.

 I am willing to review this paper again 

after revisions.

 I am willing to write a commentary if this 

is published.



Building your Career with 
Academic Papers



Assistant Professor

 Doctoral or 

professional degree 

 Committed to 

teaching and scholarly 

or professional work.

 Participates at 

department level

Note themes 



Associate Professor

• National reputation as a 

scholar, great promise 

for future contributions. 

• High teaching 

proficiency, 

• Public, professional, or 

University service. May 

last for decades. Note two themes of papers.



Professor

 International 
academic reputation.

 Outstanding teaching, 

 Commited to well-
being of the 
institution and 
community;

 Will continue to 
develop scholarly 
work Note evolving themes.



Anthologizing and Spinoffs

Restructure and 
update as chapters.

Collect articles by you 
or others for an 
anthology, add 
commentary, etc.



Anarchy and Open Access Journals

 OMICS, Wolters-Kluwer, Elsevier, Sage

 Most charge web publication fees and claim to be peer reviewed 
but, ...

 A fake, incoherent and implausible paper by an unpublished author 
from a non-existent school.

 Submitted to 304 open-access journals.

 157 journals accepted.

 98 journals rejected.

 20 under review. 

 29 journals closed. 

◦ Science 2013:342(6154):60-5. 



Publication Fee



Steven Miles, MD
Center for Bioethics

University of Minnesota


