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ORI ADDRESSES | SSUES | N | NQUI RI ES AND | NVESTI GATI ONS

A variety of issues are energing frominquiries and
i nvestigations conducted by institutions under their scientific
m sconduct assurance prograns.

In this article, ORI presents the PHS position on four
significant issues: (1) the categories of institutional

per sonnel covered by the Federal regulation on m sconduct in
science; (2) the premature term nation of investigations by
"confessions” or "negotiated pleas;"” (3) the use of an

i nappropriate standard of proof, and (4) the w thhol di ng of nanes
of panel nmenbers.

These ORI responses deal only with scientific m sconduct issues
bei ng addressed under the PHS assurance prograns and are not
necessarily applicable to i ndependent determ nations regarding an
institution's own professional nornmns.

O Categories of Personnel Covered - Inquiries and
investigations required by the PHS assurance program nust be
conducted on any individual alleged to have conmtted PHS-rel ated
scientific msconduct, including postdoctoral fellows, residents,
graduat e students, undergraduate students, nurses, technicians
and other staff nmenbers. Institutional policies and procedures
may not be limted to faculty and professional staff. Nor may
the policies provide for less rigorous inquiries or

i nvestigations for students and ot her nonprofessional staff.
Pol i cies and procedures which do not apply equally to al

i ndividual s alleged to have conmtted scientific m sconduct do
not neet the requirenments of either the institution's assurance
to ORI or the Federal regulations and put the institutional
assurance in jeopardy.

o Confessions/Negotiated Pleas - Cccasionally, an institution
has accepted a "confession” or "negotiated plea”" in lieu of a
full investigation -- especially when the respondent has left or
offered to |l eave the institution as part of the "deal." Either
of these actions may termnate prematurely an investigation and
prevent the full extent of the m sconduct to becone known. Al so,
respondents have been known to w thdraw or explain away their
"confession" after the institutional report is forwarded to ORI
Negoti ated pleas may solve an institution's i medi ate probl ens
but they do not neet the institution's responsibilities under its
assurance or the renedial concerns of ORI to protect PHS funds.
Wthout the benefit of a full investigation, the ORI may be
required under its oversight responsibilities either to request



additional information that could require the institution to
reopen or repeat an investigation or to initiate an ORI
i nvestigation.

o Standard of Proof - The ORI's evidentiary burden of proof is

a "preponderance of the evidence" which is the Federal governnent
standard for adm nistrative | aw cases. VWiile an institution may
choose to use another standard for its internal actions, ORI
cannot accept either a m sconduct or no m sconduct finding on any
ot her standard. Consequently, an institution nust base the

i nvestigation and findings forwarded to ORI on the preponderance
of evidence standard.

o Panel Menbers - The nanmes of the panel nenbers in
institutional inquiries and investigations nust be included in
the materials sent to the ORI with its report, because ORI has an
oversight obligation to ensure that inquiries and investigations
are free of conflicts of interest and bias and have appropriate
expertise available. Also, panel nenbers should be inforned that
their nanmes coul d becone avail able to the respondent and that
they may be interviewed by ORl during its oversight process, an
appeal by the respondent, or an institutional conpliance review.

In each of these instances, to enable ORI to conplete its
oversight responsibilities, ORI may: 1) request additional
information; 2) require the institution to reopen or repeat the
i nvestigation; 3) conduct an ORI investigation, or (4) conduct a
review of the institution's conpliance with its assurance.

ORI SEEKS LI TERATURE ON PROTECTI ONS FOR VWHI STLEBLOWERS

Wi stleblowers in all walks of life are sonetines subjected to
harassnment, |oss of jobs, and even law suits as a result of
filing a conplaint or providing evidence. Unfortunately, this is
true even in the scientific community. As a result, for the |ast
several nonths ORI has been taking an increasingly proactive
stance to protect good faith whistlebl owers.

Current regul ations provide that good faith whistleblowrs should
not suffer retribution as a result of their actions.

Institutions conducting inquiries and investigations nust
undertake "diligent efforts to protect the positions and
reputati ons of those persons who, in good faith, make

al | egati ons" of scientific msconduct. 45 C. F.R 850.103(d)(13).
Thus, the regul ations provide protection for those who raise

m sconduct issues in good faith, as long as there is sonme basis
for the allegations, even if, after investigation, the

al | egati ons are not proven.

ORI believes that making a "good faith" allegation of scientific
m sconduct is protected under Federal |law. Therefore, when nade
to the proper institutional and Federal officials, these

al I egati ons woul d be privil eged conmuni cati ons whi ch woul d



provi de the whistleblower with a defense to clains of |ibel or
sl ander by the respondent. ORI is preparing a background paper
on this issue and will announce its availability in this

newsl etter.

In keeping with the spirit of the regulations, OR has nade

decl arations of the above policy available to some good faith
conplainants involved in civil suits over their actions as

whi stl ebl owers. Also, ORl has, in sonme instances, sent letters
stating the above policy to institutions enploying conplainants
and other potential witnesses in investigations. [Institutions
who either fail to protect or who permt retaliation against good
faith conplainants are in violation of their Federal assurance
and may have their assurance conpliance revi ewed.

Congress has al so expressed its concern for whistleblowers. As
is discussed nore conpletely el sewhere in this issue, Section 161
of the National Institutes of Health Revitalization Act of 1993
(Pub. L. 103-43) specifically anmended section 493 of the Public
Heal th Service Act to require HHS to publish new regul ati ons,

whi ch include standards for preventing and for responding to the
occurrence of retaliation against whistleblowrs. Congress also
instructed ORI to establish renedies for nonconpliance which may
include termnation of and recovery of PHS funding fromentities
who viol ate these standards.

ORI is beginning to draft these regulations and, in preparation,
woul d appreci ate any comments, experiences, or other information
such as state statutes, regul ations, and attorney general

opi nions on whistleblowers. Please send your conmments to Barbara
Bul  man, Division of Policy and Education, ORI

NSF REPORTS ON M SCONDUCT CASES

The nunber of scientific msconduct cases being processed by the
O fice of Inspector CGeneral at the National Science Foundation
rose frome60 on July 1, 1992 to 81 cases on June 30, 1993,
according to the eighth O G Sem annual Report to Congress.

During that 12-nonth period, NSF opened 55 cases and cl osed 34.
The report did not contain information on the types of m sconduct
involved in the cases or on case outcone.

NIl H REVI TALI ZATI ON ACT BECOVES LAW

The National Institutes of Health Revitalization Act of 1993,

Pub. L. 103-43, was signed by President dinton on June 10.
Sections 161-163 of the Act anmend section 493 of the PHS Act to
establish a nunber of new mandates for the PHS Research Integrity
Program For purposes of explanation, the new | aw can be divided
into three major sections: Ceneral Provisions, Conm ssion on
Research Integrity, and Wi stl ebl ower Protection.



General Provisions

The | aw strengthens the i ndependence of the ORI by establishing
it as an independent entity with the director reporting to the
Secretary of Health and Human Services (HHS). It also repl aces
the term"scientific fraud" wth "research m sconduct”; ratifying
the Departnent’'s prior use of the term m sconduct in regul ations
and substituting "research” for "scientific" which is consistent
with the PHS focus on research integrity.

Al though all the following itenms noted in these "Ceneral
Provisions" are already in place in sonme form under current
regul ati ons, Congress chose to establish explicit statutory
mandates for them This clearly strengthens the underlying
authority for the specific requirenents.

The new | aw ratifies and strengthens the general statutory
authorities for research integrity by: (1) mandating that each
entity applying for PHS funds for any project or programthat

i nvol ves the conduct of bionedical or behavioral research provide
assurance that it has in place a process to review reports of
research m sconduct and report themto the Ofice of Research
Integrity; (2) requiring that specific regulations be devel oped
to govern the response to reports of research m sconduct, the
conduct of investigations, and the adm nistrative actions to be

t aken when m sconduct is found; and (3) mandating regul ati ons be
devel oped that establish nonitoring procedures for assurances and
i nvestigations.

Comm ssi on on Research Integrity

The | aw requires the establishnment of a Conm ssion on Research
Integrity. The purpose of the Comm ssion is to make
recommendati ons on the Research Integrity Program These
recomendati ons nust be included in the report the Comm ssion
nmust provide to the Secretary of HHS, the House Comm ttee on
Energy and Commerce, and the Senate Committee on Labor and Human
Resour ces.

The Commi ssion is to be established within 90 days of the
enactment of the Act. It replaces the PHS Advisory Comm ttee on
Research Integrity. The Conm ssion report is due within 120 days
of the establishment of the Comm ssion.

This statute not only requires that the Comm ssion be
established, but it also contains explicit requirenments for its
menbership. Specifically, the Conmm ssion nust be conposed of

twel ve nenbers: three nust be scientists with "substanti al
acconpl i shnents in bionedical or behavioral research"; three nust
be individuals with "experience in investigating allegations of

m sconduct with respect to research”; three nmust represent
institutions of higher education; of the three remaining nenbers,
one nust be an ethicist and one nust be an attorney. No nore
than three nmenbers of the Conm ssion may be officers or enpl oyees



of the Federal Governnent.
VWi st | ebl ower Protection

The Secretary of HHS nust establish in regulation standards for
preventing and responding to occurrences of retaliation. These
regul ati ons woul d cover any entity applying for PHS bi onedi cal or
behavi oral research funds. They would deal with retaliation

agai nst an enpl oyee who cooperated in an investigation or in good
faith nmade an allegation that the entity, its agents, or
officials engaged in or failed to adequately respond to an

al l egation of research m sconduct.

In addition to establishing standards for entities to follow, the
Secretary nust establish in regulation nonitoring systens and
remedi es for nonconpliance. The renedies may include

"term nation of funding...for such project or recovery of
funding..or other actions as appropriate.”

The regul ati ons mandated by the Act are due within 180 days of

t he enactnment of the Act with the exception of the regulation
enconpassi ng the definition of "research m sconduct” which is due
90 days after the subm ssion of the report prepared by the

Conmi ssion on Research Integrity.

9 of 22 Respondents Request Hearings

Ni ne of twenty-two respondents have taken the opportunity to
request a hearing before the Departnental Appeals Board (DAB)
since the process was initiated in Novenber 1992. In four
conpl eted actions, the ORI findings and recommendati ons were
upheld in three cases and overturned in the fourth.

One respondent requested a hearing only on the adm nistrative
actions proposed by ORlI; the DAB upheld the three-year debarnent.
A second respondent appeal ed the finding and the proposed

adm ni strative actions; during prelimnary proceedings, the
respondent and the ORI entered into a Voluntary Excl usion and
Settl enment Agreenment. Under the settlenent, the respondent
agreed to voluntarily exclude hinself from applying for Federal
funds and serving on PHS advi sory comm ttees and boards, both for
a three-year period. These exclusions were effectively the sane
as the admnistrative actions proposed by ORI. The third
respondent withdrew his request for a hearing.

In the fourth case, the DAB overturned an ORI finding of research
m sconduct. The DAB ruled that ORIl failed to prove, by a
preponderance of the evidence, that the fal se statenents nmade by
t he respondent in two NIH grant applications were intentional

[ DAB Deci sion No. 1431 (August 6, 1993)].

Post-hearing briefs have been filed in another case. The DAB is
expected to issue its finding this fall. The four remaining
appeal s were pendi ng hearings at press tine.



DAB CONFI RM5 HHS AUTHORI TY TO | NVESTI GATE SCI ENTI FI C M SCONDUCT

Legal rulings made by the Departnental Appeals Board (DAB)
confirmed that the Departnent (HHS) has | ongstanding authority to
i nvestigate and i npose adm nistrative actions for scientific

m sconduct involving Federal funds. The DAB also ruled that PHS
policies and procedures regarding scientific m sconduct do not
violate requirenents of the Adm nistrative Procedure Act (APA).
These rulings sustain ORI's basic authority to continue

i nvestigating cases of scientific m sconduct including those

whi ch arose prior to the adoption of the Federal regulation on

m sconduct in science in 1989.

The DAB issued these prelimnary, |legal determ nations in
response to briefs filed in three appeals. These rulings have
inmport for the final outcomes of the three appeals, as well as
for future cases.

As a general matter, the DAB ruled that HHS has di scretionary
authority to protect the Federal governnment's interest in the
integrity of federally-funded research. This authority existed
before PHS scientific m sconduct regulation (1989) and PHS Act
8 493 (1985) ("Protection against scientific fraud").

Among the sources of HHS authority, the DAB highlighted PHS Act
8 301 (general authority to conduct intranural research and to
make grants for research projects) and 42 CF. R Part 52
(governing grants for research projects under the PHS Act).
Under these authorities, the Secretary has discretion to
determ ne what projects will be funded and to place conditions on
t he fundi ng.

The DAB al so recogni zed that the PHS has mai ntai ned a consi stent
and longstanding interpretation of its authority as authori zing
it to investigate and take appropriate actions against scientific
m sconduct. Both the HHS debarnment regulations (1980) and the
PHS "Policies and Procedures for Dealing with Possible M sconduct
in Science" (1986) are exanples of PHS proper exercise of its
pre-existing authority, the DAB st at ed.

Thus, the DAB rul ed that the above-nentioned authorities provided
adequate notice prior to the publication of the 1989 regul ation
that actions against scientific m sconduct were within the
Departnment’'s authority to protect its research prograns. HHS
need not rely on a specific scientific m sconduct regulation to
conduct such activities, the DAB concl uded.

In addition, the DAB held that the 1986 and 1991 PHS scientific
m sconduct policies and procedures did not violate APA notice and
comment requirenents. The Board reasoned that PHS Act 8§ 493 did
not contenplate notice and comment rulemaking in relation to the
agency process for handling scientific m sconduct. Mreover, the
DAB rul ed the policies and procedures fell within the specific
exceptions to the APA requirenments as general statenents of
agency policy and rul es of procedure.



In another ruling, the DAB stated that HHS has the authority to
pl ace conditions on future funding of applications or awards, a
researcher's future enploynent by HHS, or service on peer review
commttees to deter scientific msconduct. The DAB further ruled
that the Departnent's authority extends to both funded and
unfunded grant applications.

The DAB al so delineated the burden of proof that rests on OR
during a hearing. |In each hearing, the DAB woul d exam ne the
researcher's particular conduct, the standards of conduct
existing at the time of the conduct, and the appropri ateness of
t he proposed adm ni strative actions. The standard of proof
enpl oyed by the DAB woul d be a preponderance of the evidence.

Regardi ng the applicabl e standards of conduct, ORl nust show that
t he respondent’'s conduct viol ated standards applicable at the
time of the conduct. The applicable standards are derived either
fromthe relevant scientific community or from Federal

requi renents for applying for, conducting, or reporting
federal |l y-supported scientific research. The standards of
conduct may vary according to the tinme period, |ocation, and type
of research invol ved.

Specifically, ORI nmust prove that the nature of the respondent’'s
violation of the standards of conduct was such that any
reasonabl e researcher in his or her position would have
considered the action to constitute scientific m sconduct at the
time.

CASE SUMVARI ES:
DATA FABRI CATED BY GRADUATE STUDENT AND VI SI TI NG SCI ENTI ST

The ORI has issued final findings of scientific m sconduct and
has i npl enented adm nistrative actions in the follow ng cases:

Torrey Johnson, Tufts University. An inquiry and a subsequent

i nvestigation conducted by the University found that M. Johnson,
a predoctoral graduate student in the Departnment of Biol ogy, had
fabricated research data on the genetic control of
sper mat ogenesis. M. Johnson worked on a grant fromthe Nati onal
Institute of Child Health and Human Devel opnent.

The university investigation concluded that M. Johnson's reports
that he had extracted, purified, and characterized a
transcription factor protein were fabricated. M. Johnson's

not ebooks provided no details on the purification procedures and
he was unable to describe to his thesis conmttee the steps used
to purify the protein. The investigation also concluded that it
was |ikely that M. Johnson had used commerci al | y- obt ai ned human
transcription factor instead of the protein clainmed to have been
purified from nouse testis.

The ORI concurred in the University's findings, and M. Johnson



has been debarred fromreceiving Federal grant or contract funds
for a three-year period beginning May 14, 1993. For two years
beyond t he debarnent period, any research institution which

enpl oys M. Johnson nust provide the Public Health Service (PHS)
a plan for the oversight of his scientific activities and certify
the accuracy and integrity of information provided in PHS
applications or in reports generated under a PHS award.

Two abstracts containing fabricated data were w t hdrawn:
"Footprint analysis of the pronoters of nouse and rat protamne 2
genes reveals difference in protein binding" Xlth North Anerican
Testis Wrkshop, and "Protein binding to a conserved pronoter

el ement of the male germcell specific nouse protamine 1 and 2
genes suppresses transcription in vitro in non-expressing
tissues" J. Cell Biology Abstracts, 115:48a, 1991.

Fum hi ko Sugata, M D., National Institute of Allergy and

I nfectious Diseases (NNAID), National Institutes of Health (N H).
An inquiry conducted by NI AID and a subsequent investigation
conducted by the Ofice of Research Integrity (ORl) found that

Dr. Sugata, a Fogarty Visiting Scientist in the Laboratory of

| nfecti ous Di seases at the NTAID, had fabricated data in

nol ecul ar bi ol ogi cal research on the hepatitis virus. The inquiry
and investigation found that there was no scintillation counter
printout to support quantitative scintillation count data for one
experinment recorded in Dr. Sugata's notebook. Dr. Sugata
admtted that he had constructed the data fromrough estimates
based on autoradi ograns, rather than froman actual scintillation
counter run. He explained that he was under pressure fromhis
professor in Japan to publish scientific papers, and that when he
ran out of scintillation fluid he did not want to delay his
project for the two or three weeks necessary to replenish the
stock of fluid. The ORI concluded that the fabrication of data
constituted scientific msconduct. Dr. Sugata has signed an
agreement with the ORI that he wll exclude hinself for a two-
year period beginning Septenber 1, 1993 from any Federal grants
or contracts, and from serving on any Public Health Service
advisory commttees for a three year period begi nning on that
date. Dr. Sugata al so agreed that any applications for PHS
support that he submts from Septenber 1, 1995 to August 30, 1996
will be certified as to accuracy and reliability. The fabricated
data did not appear in any scientific publications.

CONFERENCE DESCRI BES COVPLEXI TI ES OF PLAG ARI SM

| nvestigating all egations of plagiarismmay not be as sinple as
it initially appears because of the unexpected tw sts and turns
t hat occur in such cases, the anbiguities surrounding the
attribution of sources and the ownership of ideas in joint
efforts, and the energence of el ectronic publishing.

That is the thrust of the presentations made during the



Conference on Plagiarismand Theft of |deas held June 21-22 at
the National Institutes of Health. Co-sponsored by the Anerican
Associ ation for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) and the ORI
the conference was attended by 150 persons.

Pl agi ari sm accounted for about 25 percent of the allegations
received by the ORI in the |ast three years and about 60 percent
of the allegations received by the National Science Foundation
during the sane period. Dr. Marcel LaFollette, George Washi ngton
University, warned that the acceptance of plagiarismas the
status quo will affect not just the self-identity of the

pl agi ari zed and the plagiarist but also science's self-identity,
its image of seeking for and speaking the truth,

| nvestigations of allegations of plagiarismare not always
straightforward; first inpressions can be deceiving, and tw sts
and turns do occur. M. C K @unsalus, Esq., University of
II'linois, observed that a surprising nunber of plagiarism

all egations turn out to be m sunderstandings or a dereliction of
mentoring or supervisory responsibility. Dr. R Douglas

W kerson, Medical College of Ohio, told how a plagiarism

i nvestigation expanded to include fabrication when the respondent
fabricated a docunent to show he did not conmt plagiarism M.
Janmes Meeks, Esq., Chio State University, recounted a case where
t he respondent took responsibility for the plagiarismbut clained
t he pl agi ari smwas done by a former student whom he woul d not
name. Dr. Nel son Kiang, Mssachusetts Institute of Technol ogy,
di scussed nulti-cultural aspects of plagiarisminvestigations,
the difficulties in understanding the reactions of certain non-
native scientists because of their heritage, and the need to
educate Anmerican and foreign students that plagiarismand
cheating are unacceptabl e.

Anmbi gui ties surrounding the attribution of sources and the
ownership of ideas in joint-efforts are mgjor hurdles in

i nvestigations of plagiarism M. Gunsalus found that the
definition of appropriate attribution varied considerably. She
further noted anbiguity surrounding the ownership of jointly-
aut hored works and grant proposals and the responsibility for
text in a nulti-authored docunent. Dr. Alan Price, conference
organi zer, ORI, stated that plagiarismis particularly difficult
or inpossible to determ ne when peopl e have worked toget her as
col | aborators, student-nmentor, or investigator-coinvestigator.

Dr. Mark Wser, Tulane University, proposed criteria for judging
the seriousness of the conplaint: (1) the extent and frequency of
t he plagiari sm (how nuch material was copied, the whol e paper or
one paragraph or sentence); (2) the intent of the respondent (to
defraud others, as a malicious intent to steal ideas); (3)

previ ous evidence of plagiarismby this sane respondent

(i ncluding exam nation of the sentences and figures of other
papers that were cited in the allegedly plagiarized paper; (4)
the rank and | evel of training of the author (the nore senior and
experienced, the less credible their excuses); and (5) the nature



of the source material (fromnotes or froma published article or
proposal ). Ms. @unsal us described the use of a conputer program
that had been devel oped by M. Walter Stewart and Dr. Ned Feder

at the National Institutes of Health, to evaluate the extent of

pl agi ari smand | ook for patterns in non-PHS cases, by attenpting
to quantitate the extent of common use of phrases between two or
nore questioned docunents. She felt that the program was
extrenmely useful for both confirm ng and disconfirmng all eged

pl agi ari sm

Dr. Edward Huth, Editor of The Online Journal of Current Cinica
Trials, and Dr. Lorrin Garson, Anerican Chemi cal Society,

descri bed sonme of the possibilities that electronic publishing
offers. They concluded that, although electronic publishing
offers a certain degree of threat of abuse, it also offers

nmet hodol ogy to counteract the threat. Dr. Paul Anderson, editor
of the Journal of Histochem stry and Cytochem stry, denonstrated
technol ogy for nodification and creation of inmages for
publication, citing the current dangers of conputer-based

pl agi ari smor falsification of inmages.

Dr. Drummond Rennie, West Coast Editor, Journal of the American
Medi cal Association, directed attention to sonme responsibilities
of editors and publishers. He argued that each revised chapter
of a previously published edition of a book should state clearly
its provenance; scientist authors and editors nust have the
courtesy and comon sense to ensure that the authors of previous
versions are acknow edged freely in the revised text (even though
t hey have signed away prior copyright). He further asserted that
journal editors have a duty to publish retractions, prom nently
and appropriately | abeled, not just a weak letter to the editor.
Wiile he felt editors are powerless to investigate, when editors
receive reports they nmust cooperate by publishing the results of
investigations into the m sconduct that affected their journal's
pages, as well as retractions.

Dr. Mark S. Frankel, conference organizer, AAAS, recogni zed the
i nportance of responding effectively to cases of plagiarism not
only to redress individual grievances, but also to protect the
integrity of science and to fulfill a central responsibility to
t hose who seek sel f-governance for their work and an
accountability to the larger society.

The ORI is preparing a report on the conference. |Its
availability will be announced in this newsletter.

ANNUAL REPORT FORM MAI LI NG SET FOR JANUARY
Forms for the ORI Annual Report on Possible M sconduct in Science
for calendar year 1993 will be mailed on January 14, 1994, to al
organi zations with active scientific m sconduct assurances.

These annual reports are required by the Federal regulation that
initially established the institutional m sconduct assurance



requirenents. In the reports, institutions identify the official
responsi ble for scientific msconduct policy, report changes in
their m sconduct policies and procedures, and sunmari ze the
year's activities associated with research m sconduct

al l egations, inquiries and investigations.

The return date for submtting these annual reports will be March
1, 1994. Institutions that fail to return their annual reports
by that date will becone ineligible to receive PHS research
fundi ng because their scientific m sconduct assurance wll be
inactivated. |[|f you have any questions related to the Assurance
Program requi rements, please contact the ORI Assurance Program
staff at (301) 443-5377.

PUBLI CATI ONS
Per spectives on the Professions - Special newsletter issue on
plagiarism Vol. 13, No. |, July 1993. Contact Center for the
Study of Ethics in the Professions, Illinois Institute of
Technol ogy, Chicago, Illinois 60616-3793.

Et hi cs and Behavior - Special journal issue on whistleblowng and
scientific msconduct. Vol. 3, No. 1, 1993. Contact Lawrence

Er | baum Associ ates, Inc., 365 Broadway, Hillsdale, N J. 07642.
Phone: (201) 666-4110.

The AG Bioethics Forum- An interdisciplinary newsletter in
agricultural bioethics. To be placed on mailing Iist contact The
AG Bi oethics Forum 403 Ross Hall, lowa State University, Anes,

| owa 50011.

"What is M sconduct in Science?" Howard K. Schachman. Science,
Vol . 261, July 9, 1993, pp. 148-149, 183.

"Liability of Individuals Wwo Serve on Panels Review ng

Al | egations of M sconduct in Science." Stacey M Berg and
Montgonmery K. Fisher. Villanova Law Review, Vol. 37, 1992, pp
1361- 1405.

"The Definition of Msconduct in Science: A View from NSF."
Donald E. Buzzelli. Science, Vol. 259, January 29, 1993, pp.
584-585, 647-648.

Beyond the "Franmework": Institutional Considerations in Managing
Al l egations of Msconduct in Research - Provides practical advice
to institutions on handling allegations of research m sconduct.
Single copy free. Association of American Medical Coll eges,

Di vision of Bionedical Research, 2450 N Street, N W, Wshi ngton,
D.C. 20037-1126.

Responsi bl e Science: Ensuring the Integrity of the Research
Process, Volune 1. Reports a two-year study by the National
Acadeny of Sciences that conprehensively reviewed the factors
that influence the integrity of the research process. Paperback




copy: $24.95 plus $4.00 shipping and handling. National Acadeny
Press, 2101 Constitution Avenue, N. W, Washington, DC 20418.
Phone: (202) 334-3313.

Responsi ble Science: Ensuring the Integrity of the Research
Process, Volune Il. Contains background papers for Volune 1,

sel ected guidelines for the conduct of research, research
policies of several institutions, and policies and procedures for
handl i ng al | egati ons of m sconduct in science frominstitutions
and prof essional associ ations. Paper back copy: $33.00 plus

$4. 00 shipping and handling. National Acadeny Press, 2101
Constitution Avenue, N. W, Washington, DC 20418. Phone: (202)
334-3313.

CALL FOR PAPERS

Ethics & Behavior - This relatively new journal solicits
manuscri pts in such areas as (1) fraud in the managenent or
reporting of scientific research, (2) ethical dilemmuas or

prof essi onal m sconduct in health and human service delivery, (3)
public policy issues involving ethical problens, (4) the conduct
of research involving human and ani mal participants, and (5) the
exerci se of social and ethical responsibility in human behavi ors.
Contact the editor: Cerald P. Koocher, Department of Psychiatry,
Children's Hospital, 300 Longwood Avenue, Boston, MA 02115.

Associ ation for Practical and Professional Ethics - Annual
nmeeting. February 24-26. Stouffer Tower City Plaza Hotel,

Cl evel and. Papers on such ethical issues as confidentiality,
conflict of interest, professional-client relationships, plus the
teaching of ethics and curricul um devel opnent. Deadline Cctober
30. Contact: Brian Schrag, Executive Secretary, APPE, 410 North
Park Ave., Bloom ngton, IN 47405. Phone (812) 855-6450.

MVEETI NGS

Novenber 3-4 - "Ethics and Politics in Cinical Trials.” A short
course on ethical issues and public policy dilenmas involved in
clinical trials. Sponsored by the Johns Hopkins Center for
Clinical Trials. Contact Ofice of Continuing Education, Johns
Hopki ns Medi cal Institutions at (410) 955-2959.

Novenber 7 - "Panel on Responsible Conduct in Science."” Society
for Neuroscience. Annual Meeting. Washington (D.C ) Convention
Center. Contact: N. Beang or M Debruyn at (202) 462-6688.

Novenber 21 - Session on "Tales fromthe Front: Telling Stories
about Scientific Msconduct." Society for the Social Studies of
Sci ence. Annual neeting. Purdue University. Contact: Tom

G eryn, Dept. of Sociology, Indiana Univ., Bloom ngton, IN 47405.



Pl ease Duplicate and Circulate this Newsletter to Ofices,
Departments, Conmittees, and Labs. Thank You.
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The ORI Newsletter is published quarterly by the Ofice of
Research Integrity, U S. Public Health Service, and distributed
to applicant or awardee institutions to facilitate pursuit of a
common interest in handling allegations of m sconduct and
pronoting integrity in PHS-supported research
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