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Four in 10 biomedical papers out of China are tainted by miscon-

duct, says new survey
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Chinese biomedical research-
ers estimate that 40% of research
in their country has been affected
in some way by misconduct, ac-
cording to a new survey. [/ 4}
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The authors are quick to
caution against putting too much
stock in this figure due to the
subjective nature of the survey,
published in Science and Engi-
neering Ethics. The estimates
also spanned a wide range, with a
standard deviation of +24%. But
they say that the responses to this

question and others on the sur-
vey suggest that scientists in the
region feel academic misconduct
remains a major problem that au-
thorities have failed to adequately
address. (Indeed, a recent analy-
sis from Quartz using Retraction
Watch data showed that research-
ers based in China publish more
papers retracted for fake peer re-
views than all other countries put
together)) [T 7 25 5L K At
(Bl 5 THAC L) (Science and
Engineering Ethics) <& . H
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The survey was designed by
employees at Medjaden, a Hong
Kong-based editing company
that assists mainland Chinese
biomedical researchers publish-
ing in English-language journals.
They invited all of their registered
users by email to complete two
surveys—roughly 10,000 users
in 2010 and 15,000 in 2015. Like
most online surveys, this one had
a low response rate—around 5%,
so caveats about sampling bias
apply. X I 50 2 th £ 4 &
(Medjaden) B TAEN R THH15E
B SRTEE R —SEMHER
BT 0 Bl A [ OK o A= P B 2
T RGBT IR SO RAE T S
R g A T AT A P S A
g T T RPEG AR,
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Study co-author Hua He,
who is also Medjaden’s CEO,
said: [ZSC L ERETA S, €
) CEO fi#Eiji: ]

To be very honest, no one
can really know the actual statis-
tics. And the data we collected
from surveys are based on per-

sonal experience or subjective

individual perception. [...] So |
would suggest we look at the data
not literally, but rather use them
as an indicator to draw a bigger
picture. [ “sZgisRigdhi, #Af
—MNFIES VI G . R
71 & B i ok B T A2 5
BH R NN T SZ = T
AT R S A O R i A8
B IR e E B — AN
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This bigger picture, she said,
shows that perceptions among bio-
medical researchers have changed
little between 2010 and 2015—
despite Chinese authorities’ ef-
forts to crack down on academic
misconduct. Overall, 55% of re-
spondents thought that academic

» o«

conduct was “serious,” “very
serious,” or “extremely serious,”
and 71% thought that authorities
were paying little to no attention
to the issue. Roughly as many
thought that punishments for aca-
demic misconduct were too leni-
ent. [“MNEmHEm KA, R
EHEAREHTIICAME T
R 5577 K AT i 22 R AN uw AT N,
AT TTE AR 2010
3 2015 )L ERA A7 i
Uio SR, EZSINIE AR
TEHE 1, 55% N EE AR AN i) 7
e ERT, CARE M ERT,
B I EE T 71% NN
BRI I0S 3% — i R SR B
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The survey also shows that
scientists strongly feel authori-

ties have done little to address

the underlying publish-or-perish
environment that breeds miscon-
duct; 72% thought that reforms to
current systems of academic as-
sessment was the most important
measure, with only 13% prioritiz-
ing stronger systems of monitor-
ing for misconduct. [1X 1 1 71
Al R B, B A 1w 2 A
NEHIBITRA LR 1R
A RFH )R (Publish-or-
perish) 8L, 17 1E XL
A TEARAIGAT N 72% HIHE
TAEE YONSCE LA WA
PR — Tl B 2R 4, Y
13 13% HINA T AL S i X
FARAGEAT NH R E AR ]

Hua He told us: [fi4£ 75 1k
A7 1

We think the most important
factor thought to be associated
with scientific misconduct, which
is the academic assessment system
in China, has to be fundamentally
solved to tackle this problem. So
I think the main problem largely
remains. [ “JEA 1A, AR
AU AT A 5% e B ) — A A
FoE T EE B AR, T
fiff R AR AN S AT 9 1) et At AR
AL ERE A &R BTEL,
FRAN Y IXA T ) A A AE—
BrE. 7 1

The forms of misconduct
that were most concerning to re-
spondents— ahead of falsification,
fabrication, and duplication—
were plagiarism (25%) and the
“inclusion of someone without
permission or contribution in the

authorship” (28%).  [#% i 71 &

20174667 3% o 93



(AR ]

RSN ESY &

& B g5 T W) A AR AN I 1) T 22
728 (L 25%) A BE1R 2
PFAT BB AT TR A B AR
#7 (it 28%), EAHtLEIRE
1o 78 MO 3 Kl DA S BB R R
frIEEHI. ]

The latter encompasses two
behaviors, the first of which is
putting more famous names on the
author list without permission to
enhance a paper’s credibility. But
the bulk of cases in this catego-
ry—roughly 70%, estimates study
co-author and Medjaden editor-in-
chief Hua-Xiang Xia —refers to
adding names to the author list as
a favor. [ —Fh CRRKE AR
FVFAT BOAA TTRR A S A EED
BAEPRAT I, — MR RE Y
R —Ahr 4 NI RS LA Inig S

RIRIEEE s 53— PR K AT DOk
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This is known as “gift au-

thorship,” said education policy
researcher Shuangye Chen of
East China Normal University in
Shanghai, who was not involved
in Medjaden’s study. Although
academic authorship back-
scratching can happen anywhere
and is often regarded as simple
courtesy, she said, [ [/
Y0 K22 H BUR 5T 7t Shuangye
Chen (JFRZ 5L HEG ML)
R FAT AP AL R AF & &
27 o I BRI AR
A )RR 2 AEAT T T R A, JF
A R T — b i
UEIRER |

It’s more complicated in the
Chinese context. [...] They try to
do it as a kind of collective. They
know that someone who is [up
for promotion] needs this kind
of paper or authorship. They
would gift this kind of author-
ship, not as an individual act, but
to benefit the whole group or the
whole lab.  [{H & [E] )] 57y &2
Heo weeeee AT R X A R v A
AR . A7 50 3 K
N [HTETHRR ] & EX KR
NEHAEEFAN, MISEEX
MIEFEE L, EARFEDARAT
N, T T A REAS A BA B 5 B

This practice has a darker
side when entrenched lab hi-
erarchies and power dynamics

deny first author status to junior
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researchers who did the bulk of
the work in favor of more senior
researchers.  [7E A1 47 [A] 1 5k
6y 25 55 R | FE AL I B LT
A Iy T EBSE v it AN )
A 28 T A58 1 KB IT AR
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Chen told us she thinks the
study’s figure of 40% is signifi-
cantly inflated from reality due
to the low response rate, citing
Chinese studies that suggest its
more around 20%. But she agreed
that reforming academic assess-
ments is key to stemming the tide
of misconduct.  [Chen #2221,
TRIEFEAL, WA N IX IR T
T 40% X EUE R AR L SBR
SR w5 7L ERIRT,
7R 3K HUfE A T AE 20%
Fe e AH 2 ANTT B PR A 2R
e 34 1) 2 AR AN AT U R 5K
o]

We are in a stage of trying to
push and press those young schol-
ars, especially, to publish more
and higher quality papers. Other-
wise we wouldn’t have this kind
of survival crisis. Being under
that kind of high pressure is most
conducive to academic miscon-
duct. [FANTHAFELT— M)
HEBAE B ER 2, R
A AT A 2 B 22 N 1 o & R S
. A, AT A S H XA
AAFEAL T ABLEIR R 2 T 5
DA AR AT . )

Xia argued that although

the response rate is low, those

motivated to respond may be a
relatively neutral group of active
researchers: [ (fE[0)) fiffeis
“ BRI ARG, (E B LEAR R
Al Ne 3 oo EPO I SRVA N TTRE KL
RTINS 0Fi o 0] NN |

We’re getting firsthand
information because they are
true biomedical researchers.
The response rate is only 5 or
6%, but I think the people who
did respond to us are those who
wanted to share their real percep-
tions. [“HAFRIHIRZE— T
i, B9t FAE R AR BE
W, BARENFEAE 5-6%,
R 3 8 ] 7 5 5 S 2 e
Ir AT H SR N7 ]

But still, those are only per-
ceptions of misconduct rates— not
data on misconduct itself—so both
he and study co-author Hua He
also warned against overinterpret-
ing the 40% figure. [/ il, xut
Ho XS AR A bl & sz, JF
AFEEEARA A B e, PTAE
CHEa)) A SE R e
R AN B BE AR 40% XKL
. 1

This pressure to publish in
English-language journals includ-
ed in Thomson Reuters’ Science
Citation Index (SCI) has given
rise to editing companies like
Medjaden in China. As our loyal
readers know, some of these com-
panies have been caught in un-
savory practices in recent years.
These include selling authorships
(as covered by Science’s Mara

Hvistendahl) and creating fake

reviewers to whisk manuscripts
through peer review (which we
reported on for Nature). These
have led to mass retractions,
like Springer’s recent batch of
107 papers retracted from a single
journal.  [FE17 R #6335 R 5 5
E G (SCD HFE AT BRE
WICHIE e E AL T 24
KGR mEAT. TATH
RS AN, AR
K KA — AT N, B
F5 9% (B} 2%) (Science) 7% & 19
Mara Hvistendahl #5 & [ 5% 32 18
AEFHZELP CHR) (Nature)
7% 548 F 10 O 3 RE R R AT P
XA B TR E AR, bean
MRk (Springer) Bz MR —
& ERCE 17107 Fig 3. ]

Xia told us:  [& () 75
YRAT: 1

This has seriously jeopard-
ized the image and reputation of
scientific editing in China. [...]
Those companies, they have not
been punished. The researchers,
they are cheated. [ix ! %% )" i
PUE TP E R g (T BE
AL weeee LG G B 3 7] 3B U5
A 52 BT AT IR, 8T TN RE
FE32 3 (XL A K ]

The Chinese Association for
Science and Technology (CAST)
and other government organiza-
tions even issued guidelines for
Chinese researchers last year that
told them not to use third-party
services in writing or submitting
papers. [+ [H Bl %+ R ¥ &
(CAST) A1 HAh B BURF LY &4
B2 ETE KA LIRS
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He and Xia told us that, to
their knowledge, none of the pa-
pers they’ ve worked on have been
retracted, and editors will check
original data and scan text for
plagiarism whenever manuscripts
raise concerns. [fi( 1) FIE (¢
r1> ErUREATT, AtthAIET AL AR

FIEE) st iR SO

R . R SRR BRI
RS MRMHSEERIGH
i, IR SRR AT A DR A
Fre TP ZE. ]

Medjaden says it hopes to
root out these nefarious practices
from their industry. In October
2015, Xia spearheaded the forma-
tion of the Alliance for Scientific
Editing in China (ASEC), consist-
ing of Medjaden and five other
editing companies with operations
in China. They adopted an editing
code in line with standards from
the international Committee on
Publication Ethics. [J% {f & %

s AR BB G AT L B PR X
BTN, FE 2015410 H, &
(HE1) FAEABSFMAL T HEEE
A ToAN MY 55 78 v ) 2 A
) 2 RS P ORI S i 4R
It ¥ (Alliance for Scientific Ed-
iting in China, ASEC). ﬂiﬂJ‘A\‘HﬂJ
{14 9 R 5 ] B S A B 2 B
2> (COPE) ##E—%(. ]

Although it’s questionable
how much of a difference self-
imposed discipline can make, Xia
said ASEC also plans to push for
structural reforms. In March, they
met with COPE representatives
in Beijing to strategize opening
a dialog with Chinese authori-
ties on academic assessment re-
form. [ ARITEXFHIKL
WA R Z K, B ()
$2 3 ASEC it R ik 25 M PE
. SFE=H, AR COPE
R RAEIL S WL, 7 1 AT T
Ja 5 o A O ERER TR KT
IR RHIIEAT RSO ]

Xia told us: [5 (f£[7)) 75
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The reason causing the mis-
conduct is the scientific assess-
ment system. So we are trying to
[change] that and hopefully with
all this work, we can really help
the scientists to do real research
and publish quality papers. [
J S AR AN S AT O L A 2 o
VPR R, BTEL, FATIEER)
T AR IX AR R, (A I A B
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