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Letter of Invitation by the Principal Investigator and Confidentiality Statement 





Welcome!

This questionnaire is divided into five steps:

General Information (Section I)

Questions about plagiarism (Section II)

Questions about self-plagiarism (Section III)

Questions about redundancy (Section IV)

Your comments and suggestions (Section V)




The Confidentiality/Informed Consent Statement was available as a separate section in the form.

START

In this first step of the questionnaire (Section I), our goal is to collect information about the respondents. This information will help us to understand the responses to other sections of this questionnaire.


DATE OF BIRTH
SEX
Female
Male
WHAT IS YOUR LAST DEGREE EARNED?
Bachelors
Specialization
Masters
PhD

MAIN AREA OF ACADEMIC EXPERTISE 
Exact and Earth Sciences
Biological Sciences
Engineering
Health Sciences
Agricultural Sciences
Applied Social Sciences
Human Sciences
Language, Literature and Arts
Multidisciplinary

IF YOU HAVE A PhD, IN WHICH STATE WAS YOUR DOCTORATE AWARDED? 
[ALL BRAZILIAN STATES LISTED HERE]

IF NOT BRAZIL, PLEASE INDICATE THE COUNTRY IN WHICH YOU OBTAINED YOUR DOCTORAL TRAINING:
[LIST OF COUNTRIES]

YEAR OF PHD COMPLETION
DID YOU TAKE A POST-DOC?
IF NOT BRAZIL, PLEASE INDICATE THE COUNTRY IN WHICH YOU OBTAINED YOUR POST-DOCTORAL TRAINING
[LIST OF COUNTRIES]

YOUR INSTITUTION OF AFFILIATION IN 2013
Public
Private
Both

IN WHAT STATE IS YOUR INSTITUTION LOCATED
[ALL BRAZILIAN STATES LISTED HERE]

POSITION AT THE INSTITUTION WHERE YOU WORKED IN 2013:
Substitute Professor
Assistant OR Associate Professor
Full Professor
Visiting Professor
Emeritus Professor
Retired Professor
Researcher (non-teaching activity)
* This last option includes post-docs who are not professors






NEXT 

[Note for Readers: We provided Portuguese versions for each citation in English included in the original survey form in Portuguese]


For Section II, our goal is to obtain information about your perceptions of plagiarism and related issues.

1.The definition of misconduct established in 2000 by the U.S. Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) is as follows: “Research misconduct is defined as fabrication, falsification, or plagiarism in proposing, performing, or reviewing research, or in reporting research results.” Thus, just as fabrication and falsification are research misconduct, so is plagiarism. Do you agree?

Agree
Partially agree
I don’t know
Partially disagree
Disagree


2.The definition of academic plagiarism by OSTP, embraced by much of the international academic community, is as follows: “Appropriation of another person’s ideas, processes, results, or words without giving appropriate credit.” 

2a. Do you consider this definition clear?

Yes
Yes, partially
I don’t know
No, the definition is greatly simplified
No, the definition is confusing
No

2b. Additional Comments
[image: ]


3. Do you agree with the above definition of plagiarism?

Agree
Partially agree
I don’t know
Partially disagree
Disagree

4. How do you see plagiarism in science?

Nothing to worry about in the research community
An error, but not a form of research misconduct
An unethical practice, but not a form of research misconduct
Research misconduct
Research misconduct, except for textual plagiarism 
Research misconduct, except for plagiarism of ideas

[Note for Readers: Here, in the original version in Portuguese, we used “scientific” as in “scientific community” for all options, instead of “research”]

[bookmark: _Hlk21861910][bookmark: _Hlk65333073]5. Recent studies suggest an increase in plagiarism in scientific publications. Many of the cases have led to "retractions" of scientific papers (cancellation of publications). In this context, in 2010, Nature Reviews Genetics (NRG) retracted the publication of a review article that contained textual plagiarism from a Plant Science publication.  It contained a paraphrased paragraph from an article that was submitted to Plant Science (Nature Reviews Genetics 11, 308, 2010) reviewed by the author of that NRG paper. In the final opinion on the case, it was considered that the paraphrase constituted plagiarism, where the author misappropriated ideas and hypotheses contained in the original paragraph.  


5a. Do you agree that textual plagiarism justifies a retraction?

Agree
Partially agree
I don’t know
Partially disagree
Disagree


5b. Do you agree with the retraction in this case?

Agree
Partially agree
I don’t know
Partially disagree
Disagree


5c. Additional Comments
[image: ]

6. Plagiarism in graduate school has become a concern in most universities in the world, including Brazil. In October 2010, a document from the Brazilian Bar Association (OAB) expressed concern on this topic in the academic context of our country.
Have you read that document?

Yes
Yes, partially
I do not remember
No, but I knew of the existence of this document
No, I did not know of the existence of this document

7. Have you ever encountered a case of plagiarism (partial or total) by a graduate student (not necessarily from your program) in the last four years? 

7a. in reviewing a Master’s thesis

No
Yes, one case
Yes, two cases 
Yes, three cases 
Yes, more than three cases 
Yes, many cases 

7b. in reviewing a PhD thesis

No
Yes, one case
Yes, two cases 
Yes, three cases 
Yes, four cases 
Yes, many cases 

7c. in reviewing a scientific paper

No
Yes, one case
Yes, two cases 
Yes, three cases 
Yes, four cases 
Yes, many cases 


8. In the context of plagiarism, it is worth noting that in Brazil:

8a. Graduate students are not familiar with the international concept of academic plagiarism.

Agree
Partially agree
I don’t know
Partially disagree
Disagree


8b. Graduate students tend to engage in textual plagiarism in scientific articles in English because they are not fluent in English.

Agree
Partially agree
I don’t know
Partially disagree
Disagree


PREVIOUS                                          NEXT


In Section III of the questionnaire, our goal is to address some issues that have proven relevant to the discussion of self-plagiarism in scientific publications.


1. Consider the following information: "Probably the most widely used program to spot plagiarism in scientific publishing is Crosscheck [link], Iaunched in June 2008 by CrossRef. A total of 119 publishers (nearly 50,000 journals) subscribe to the plagiarism detection program, including Elsevier, Wiley-Blackwell, and Springer..." (When is self-plagiarism ok? The Scientist, Sep 2010)


1a. Have you ever heard of such software used by scientific publishers?

Yes
No


1b. Do you consider the use of such software an effective measure to identify scientific plagiarism?

Yes
I don’t know
No

1c. Do you use some type of plagiarism detection software to evaluate the originality of your own manuscript prior to submitting it to a journal?

Yes
No


2. Cases of self-plagiarism in science have been claimed using Crosscheck. However, there is little consensus as to how much material  reused by an author, borrowing from his own publication, would be  self-plagiarism. An author recently accused of self-plagiarizing from one of his previously published articles claimed: “I cannot plagiarize myself; those words are mine.” (When is self-plagiarism ok? The Scientist, Sep 2010). Do you agree with this view?

Agree
Partially agree
I don’t know
Partially disagree
Disagree


2a. Additional Comments
[image: ]


3. Consider the following case: a group of authors submitted a manuscript to a high impact English language journal that had been previously published in a low impact German-language journal alleging that this publication in English would fulfill the need for higher visibility. The manuscript, which was accepted and published, contained no reference to the publication in German. Although written in different languages, the articles were identical, and both were later retracted after a complaint from a colleague. Do you agree with the retraction?    

Agree
Partially agree
I don’t know
Partially disagree
Disagree


3a. Additional Comments
[image: ]


4a. The originality of the results in a research paper should be questioned if the author of that paper copied entire paragraphs without citation from others’ previously published papers.

Agree
Partially agree
I don’t know
Partially disagree
Disagree



4b. The originality of the results in a research paper should be questioned if the author of that paper copied entire paragraphs from others’ previously published papers, citing these sources but without enclosing the copied text in quotation marks.

Agree
Partially agree
I don’t know
Partially disagree
Disagree



4c. The originality of the results in a research paper should be questioned if the author of that paper correctly paraphrased entire paragraphs from others’ previously published papers but without citing the original sources.

Agree
Partially agree
I don’t know
Partially disagree
Disagree

4d.  The originality of the results in a research paper should be questioned if the author of that paper copied entire paragraphs without citation from other previously published papers, and that same person was a co-author of all the publications involved.

Agree
Partially agree
I don’t know
Partially disagree
Disagree


4e. Additional Comments
[image: ]



 
PREVIOUS                           NEXT


In Section IV of the questionnaire, our goal is to assess how you view redundancy in 
scientific publications.

1. Consider the following description of redundant publications:
“Redundant, duplicate, or repetitive publications occur when there is representation of 2 or more studies, data sets, or publications in either electronic or print media. The publications may overlap partially or completely, such that a similar portion, major component(s), or complete representation of a previously/simultaneously or future published study is duplicated. These publications may share the same, similar, or overlapping data, hypotheses, discussion, methods, results, and/or conclusions." (JMPT, 2006, 29, 7: 505-509) 

1a. “Editors and authors were in consensus that redundant publications occur because authors feel pressure to publish.” (J Med Ethics, 29:109-114). Do you share this view?
Agree
Partially agree
I don’t know
Partially disagree
Disagree

1b. Additional Comments 
[image: ]


1c. Redundant publications occur because academic leaders do not publicly condemn the practice, because authors do not understand how redundant reporting distorts the aggregation of data... and because authors want to disseminate their research as widely as possible". (J Med Ethics 2003,29:109-114). Do you agree with this view?              	

Agree
Partially agree
I don’t know
Partially disagree
Disagree


1d. Additional Comments 
[image: ]


1e. “… Authors should sign statements for journals attesting that their manuscript does not overlap substantially with other of their articles.” (J Med Ethics 2003; 29:109-114) 

Do you agree that this should be formalized in writing at the time of submission?

Agree
Partially agree
I don’t know
Partially disagree
Disagree


1f. Additional Comments 
[image: ]



2. In a study published in 2005 (Nature 435:737-738) which surveyed 3,247 U.S. researchers about certain practices that may be considered unethical in science, about 4.7% of respondents admitted to having used the same result in two or more publications in the previous three years.


2a. Do you consider this an unethical practice?

Yes
I don’t know
No


2b. What is your perception of this practice (publishing the same result in two or more publications) in Brazil?
[image: ]


At this last step, you can provide your comments and suggestions on measures that, in your view, could contribute to prevent the production of academic work with plagiarized or redundant material by Brazilian researchers.



                       
FINAL COMMENTS
[image: ]


We greatly appreciate your participation!



-- References and list of collaborators added
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