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• How do we prepare early-career scientists for RCR topics given cross-cultural 
norms and expectations in an era of big data and international collaborations? 

• STEM publishing has flattened due to increased access to the internet, online 
publications, open access journals, the push for open science, and more. 

• I share a simple approach I’ve been using for >15 y to identify, engage, and 
discuss disagreements with graduate students and post-docs.



ISBE → International Society for Behavioral Ecology



51 instances of “questionable behavior” in the questionnaire



Levels of Scientific Misconduct 

Level 0: not really scientific misconduct, in my opinion

Level 1: mild misconduct [probably requires no public censure or 
disciplinary action]

Level 2: moderate misconduct [requires some retraction or 
correction in literature, and possibly disciplinary action]

Level 3: severe misconduct [requires both censure and 
punishment commensurate with the cost to the 
discipline and society at large—should probably lose 
job/position, be fined, and possibly charged in court.]

From: Montgomerie B, Birkhead T. 2005. A Beginner’s Guide to Scientific Misconduct. ISBE Newsletter, 17(1).  
http://www.academia.edu/1348320/A_beginners_guide_to_scientific_misconduct

http://www.academia.edu/1348320/A_beginners_guide_to_scientific_misconduct


Scientific Misconduct Questionnaire from Montgomerie & Birkhead

Results from 2019: Unanimous agreement on 5 questions (10%)
Results from 2020: No unanimous agreement on any question (0%)
Results from 2021: Unanimous agreement on 2 questions (4%)

q.    altering your manuscript by using fabricated data or false claims to 
address a reviewer's comments [3]

cc.   knowingly circumventing ethical guidelines, in a major way, for 
animal or human research [3]

No disagreement [2]

Some 
disagreement 
[12]

Wide 
disagreement 
[22]

Profound 
disagreement
[15]

Profound disagreement 
defined as answers of 
“0” and “3” from class 
on the same question.



Scientific Misconduct Questionnaire from Montgomerie & Birkhead (2005)

Examples of Profound Disagreement on 15 of 51 questions (29%) !
[Profound disagreement identified as answers of “0” and “3” from class on same question.]

a.   Requiring your name to be put on papers for which you have provided only money and/or facilities 
[median=2; range=3] 

b.   Attempting to publish already published (or accepted) papers in a different journal, with or without 
some changes to mask the deception  [median=2.5; range=3] 

d.   Allowing your name to be put on papers to which you have made no reasonable contribution  
[median=2; range=3] 

h.   Presenting seminars/talks/posters on rough analyses and incomplete data [median=1; range=3] 

i.    Declining to review your share of submitted manuscripts (roughly 3X the number you submit) 
[median=1; range=3] 

l.    Sitting on the review of a competitor's work while you prepare or finish your own work on the same 
subject [median=2; range=3] 

w.  Not mentioning data that indicate that any of the conclusions of a study may be in doubt [median=1.5; 
range=3] 

x.   Applying for grants to do work that is already done [median=2; range=3] 


