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• The six-month release could jeopardize

subscription revenues. For the many small

scholarly societies like ASPB whose activ-

ities and operations are largely supported

by subscription revenue, this loss might

well have far-reaching effects. For societies

that survive, the reduction in subscription

revenue may lead to a necessary increase

in subscription prices, thereby restricting

access instead of broadening it.

• The proposal calls for authors to submit

their accepted manuscript—the version

that has not been subjected to the final

stage of scientific editing and fact check-

ing. Errors are often corrected during the

course of copyediting and proofreading

that follows peer-reviewed acceptance of

the manuscript. Under the NIH plan, two

versions of the same article could be avail-

able to the public, with the NIH-pub-

lished version more likely to contain edi-

torial and scientific errors. Over time, it is

even possible that the peer review process

could be implemented by the govern-

ment, not the publisher.

• There is concern that the costs of creating

and maintaining the NIH repository

would take federal funds away from

important biomedical research.

• Finally, there are serious questions about

the proper role of the government in the

publication of scientific research.

In December 2003, ASPB signed on to the

Washington DC Principles for Free Access to

Science (www.dcprinciples.org); see the

President’s Letter in the January/February

2004 issue of the ASPB News. This document

defines the many ways in which scholarly

not-for-profit publishers work to dissemi-

nate their journals’ research content as wide-

ly and freely as possible within the bounds of

fiscal prudence. ASPB, for example, releases

its content after 12 months, offers pay-per-

view to articles still under access control for

$8/article, and gives immediate free access to

the 70 developing nations participating in

AGORA (see the May/June 2004 issue of the

ASPB News). The DC Principles coalition

objects to the notion that government inter-

vention in scientific publishing is warranted

and has taken a leading role in working with

NIH to more thoroughly examine the possi-

ble consequences of the NIH proposal and to

find ways to cooperate with the agency to

provide broad access to the results of NIH-

funded research. ASPB President Roger

Hangarter has submitted the Society’s own

comments on the Federal Register notice, out-

lining for NIH director Elias Zerhouni, M.D.,

ASPB’s concerns with the proposal. In addi-

tion to the general concerns that many pub-

lishers have articulated, ASPB has made the

important connection between the proposal

and the potential economic impact not only

on the societies themselves but also on the

many other area industries—printers, hotels,

restaurants, mail houses, etc.—with whom

societies interact. The full ASPB letter

appears at http://www.aspb.org/publicaffairs/

news/aspbfedreg.pdf.

In the United Kingdom, the Wellcome

Trust is a vocal advocate for funding agencies

to support open access to the literature and is

now working with the National Library of

Medicine in the United States to establish a

European site for PMC. But Open Access

advocates abroad were dealt a blow

November 8 when the UK government sided

with scientific publishers, saying that “The

government believes that a healthy and com-

petitive publishing industry has already led

to the development of innovative and cre-

ative business models and will continue to do

so….It is not a matter for government to

determine profit margins…but to focus on a

competitive marketplace.”

The ASPB News will provide updates of

developments with the NIH plan in upcom-

ing editions. �

Addressing Ethical Standards: Plagiarism

In the September/October 2004 issue of the

ASPB News, we introduced a series of articles

that will run over the next few issues on the

topic of scientific misconduct in publishing.

Our inaugural article featured image manip-

ulation and referred readers to an excellent

article on the subject written by Mike

Rossner and Kenneth M. Yamada and pub-

lished in the Journal of Cell Biology.

This issue’s column focuses on an age-

old problem that may well be the best

known form of misconduct in publishing:

plagiarism. “Ethics in Publishing: ASPB

Policies and Procedures for Handling

Allegations of Author Misconduct” defines

plagiarism as “taking material from anoth-

er’s work and submitting it as one’s own.”

The American Medical Association Manual of

Style, 9th edition (Baltimore: William &

Wilkins, 1998, p. 105) describes it as “pre-

senting another’s ideas or text without attri-

bution.” Plagiarism might be detected

before publication, during the review

process, or after publication. It can be virtu-

ally impossible to detect when the article is

translated or when it appears in a less fre-

quently cited journal.

Regardless of what definition is applied,

using another’s work without attribution

undermines the “process by which credit and

priority are established for experimental

work and research ideas…and the system

through which authors receive credit for

their work” (Responsible Conduct Regarding

Scientific Communication, 1st edition, Society

for Neuroscience, November 7, 1998).

ASPB holds authors—not the Society or

its editors and reviewers—responsible for

making sure that all of the ideas and findings

included in a manuscript are attributed to

the proper source. Specifically, “Ethics in

Publishing: ASPB Policies and Procedures for

Handling Allegations of Author Misconduct”

(http://www.aspb.org/publications/ethics.cfm)

states that “authors shall

• Take credit only for work that they have

produced.

• Properly cite the work of others as well as

their own related work. It is the responsi-

bility of the authors, not the Society or the
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editors or reviewers, to ensure that rele-

vant prior discoveries are appropriately

acknowledged with the original citations

in manuscripts submitted for publication.

• Submit only original work to the journals,

no part of which has been previously pub-

lished in print or online as, or is under

consideration as, a peer-reviewed article in

another journal, as a non–peer-reviewed

article (such as a review) in another jour-

nal, or as a book chapter.

• Determine whether the disclosure of con-

tent requires the prior consent of other

parties and, if so, obtain that consent prior

to submission.”

ASPB puts great stock in its role as steward

of what constitutes ethical behavior and, con-

versely, ethical misconduct. Sadly, this is not

simply an academic exercise.

Since the publication of our

ethics policy in October 2003,

the Society has encountered

multiple apparent ethical vio-

lations. Some of these cases

have been quite serious and

have resulted in sanctions,

and all have involved letters of

education to coauthors. The

most common type of ethical

misconduct we have encoun-

tered to date is plagiarism.

The Society will continue to

strive to educate all parties involved in the

publishing process—from authors, to editors

and reviewers, to staff—on proper ethical

conduct in scientific publishing. To that end,

we refer readers to “Avoiding Plagiarism, Self-

Plagiarism, and Other Questionable Writing

Practices: A Guide to Ethical Writing,” by

Miguel Roig, Ph.D., published online at the

Office of Research Integrity website: http://

ori.dhhs.gov/wbt/roig%20(st%20johns)/

index.html. The introductory material to the

section on Plagiarism is reprinted here and is

used with permission from Miguel Roig.

C. Robertson McClung
Chair, Publications Committee

c.robertson.mcclung@dartmouth.edu

Nancy Winchester
Director of Publications

nancyw@aspb.org

PLAGIARISM
“Taking over the ideas, methods, or written

words of another, without acknowledgment

and with the intention that they be taken as

the work of the deceiver.”

—American Association of University

Professors (September/October, 1989)  

As the above quotation states, plagiarism

has been traditionally defined as the taking of

words, images, ideas, etc. from an author and

presenting them as one’s own. It is often asso-

ciated with phrases, such as kidnapping of

words, kidnapping of ideas, fraud, and liter-

ary theft. Plagiarism can manifest itself in a

variety of ways and it is not just confined to

student papers or published articles or books.

For example, consider a scientist who makes

a presentation at a conference and discusses

at length an idea or concept

that had already been pro-

posed by someone else and

that is not considered com-

mon knowledge. During his

presentation, he fails to fully

acknowledge the specific

source of the idea and, conse-

quently, misleads the audi-

ence into thinking that he was

the originator of that idea.

This, too, may constitute a

case of plagiarism. Consider

the following real-life exam-

ples of plagiarism and the consequences of

the offender’s actions:

• A historian resigns from the Pulitzer

board after allegations that she had appro-

priated text from other sources in one of

her books.

• A biochemist resigns from a prestigious

clinic after accusations that a book he

wrote contained appropriated portions of

text from a National Academy of Sciences

report.

• A famous musician is found guilty of

unconscious plagiarism by including ele-

ments of another musical group’s previ-

ously recorded song in one of his new

songs that then becomes a hit. The musi-

cian is forced to pay compensation for the

infraction.

• A college president is forced to resign after

allegations that he failed to attribute the

source of material that was part of a col-

lege convocation speech.

• A member of Congress running for his

party’s nomination withdraws from the

presidential race after allegations of pla-

giarism in one of his speeches.

• A psychologist has his doctoral degree

rescinded after the university finds that

portions of his doctoral dissertation had

been plagiarized.

In sum, plagiarism can be a very serious

form of ethical misconduct. For this reason,

the concept of plagiarism is universally

addressed in all scholarly, artistic, and scien-

tific disciplines. In the humanities and the

sciences, for example, there are a plethora of

writing guides for students and professionals

whose purpose, in part, is to provide guid-

ance to authors on discipline-specific proce-

dures for acknowledging the contributions of

others. Curiously, when it comes to the topic

of plagiarism, many professional writing

guides appear to assume that the user is

already familiar with the concept. In fact,

while instruction on attribution, a key con-

cept in avoiding plagiarism, is almost always

provided, some of the most widely used writ-

ing guides do not appear to offer specific sec-

tions on plagiarism. Moreover, those that

provide coverage often fail to go beyond the

most basic generalities about this type of

transgression.

Although plagiarism can take many forms

there are two major types in scholarly writing:

plagiarism of ideas and plagiarism of text.

For the full article, please visit http://

ori.dhhs.gov/wbt/roig%20(st%20johns)/

index.html.

“Ethics in Publishing: ASPB Policies and

Procedures for Handling Allegations of

Author Misconduct” can be found at http://

www.aspb.org/publications/ethics.cfm. �
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not the Society or its
editors and reviewers

—responsible for
making sure that all

of the ideas and
findings included in
a manuscript are
attributed to the
proper source.


