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IVADAS

Tarnyba antrg kartg pristato tyrimo ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras” rezultatus. Ankstesnio tyrimo
ataskaita lietuviy ir angly kalbomis pirma kartg pasirodé 2020 m. Sis tyrimas atskleidzia Lietuvos MSI
dirbanciy tyréjy patirtis ir situacijg MTPE srityje. Sioje, kaip ir ankstesnéje ,Atsakingo mokslo barome-
tras 2020” tyrimo ataskaitoje, buvo siekiama apzvelgti moksliniy tyrimy atlikimo ir jy rezultaty skelbi-
mo praktika Lietuvos universitetuose, kolegijose ir moksliniy tyrimy institutuose akademineés etikos
atzvilgiu. Dalyvauti tyrime buvo kvieCiami doktorantai ir tyréjai (déstytojai, mokslininkai ir kiti MSI
dirbantys tyréjai). Analizuota, kiek demesio Lietuvos akademiné bendruomené skiria Svietimui apie
MTPE, kaip pasireiSkia akademinés bendruomeneés etinis jautrumas, kokie MTPE pazeidimai pastebi-
mi akademingje aplinkoje ir kaip jie sprendziami.

Tikimeés, kad Sio tyrimo rezultatai padés toliau plétoti akademinés etikos kultlra Lietuvos MSI ir pa-
skatins iS naujo permastyti MTPE nuostaty taikymo ypatumus bei komunikuoti apie sprestinas prob-
lemas ir jy sprendimo bldus.
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. METODOLOGINES PRIEIGOS APRASYMAS

11. Klausimyno struktara

JAtsakingo mokslo barometras 2022" apklausoje naudoto klausimyno kdrimo metodologiné prieiga de-
taliai apradyta ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2020" tyrimo ataskaitoje (OzolinCitteé et al 2020). Klausimy-
nas sudarytas i$ 5 pagrindiniy daliy, apimanciy 23 klausimus, i jy 4 atviro tipo klausimus ir 19 uzdaro tipo
klausimy. 2022 m. apklausoje klausimy, kuriuose praSoma atsakyti apie MTPE nuostaty zinojima ir jgy-
vendinima, atsakymy variantai papildyti 2020 m. ir 2021 m. Tarnybos parengtomis gairemis MTPE srityje.

Pirmoje klausimyno dalyje respondenty teirautasi apie MTPE Svietima: MTPE Zinojima ir jy jgyvendi-
nimo praktikas tyrejy institucijose; MTPE ziniy gilinimo pobddj ir daznuma; pasirinkima gilinti ar ne-
gilinti MTPE Ziniy ir to priezastis. Antroje klausimyno dalyje respondentai praSomi pazymeéti teiginius,
kurie labiausiai atspindi asmeninj pozitrj j etika. TreCioje klausimyno dalyje domeétasi, ar ir kaip daznai
per pastaruosius trejus metus respondentams teko susidurti su neetisku elgesiu atliekant mokslinius
tyrimus, skelbiant jy rezultatus, nurodant autoryste ir pan. Taip pat klausta, kaip buvo ginami savi in-
teresai, susidlrus su neetisku elgesiu, kokios grésmés MTPE srityje labiausiai juntamos. Penkta klau-
simyno dalis apima klausimus apie profesines charakteristikas.

1.2. Tiksliné grupe, imties dydis, apklausos vykdymo budas

Dalyvauti apklausoje buvo kvieciami doktorantai ir tyréjai (déstytojai, mokslininkai ir kiti MSI dirban-
tys tyrejai). Tiksling apklausos grupe sudaré 9860 deéstytojy (profesoriy, docenty, lektoriy, asistenty),
mokslo darbuotojy ir kity tyréjy bei doktoranty (skaiciavimai atlikti remiantis Nacionalinés Svietimo
agentiros pateiktais Svietimo valdymo informacinés sistemos 2021 m. spalio 1d. duomenimis). Vado-
vaujantis Siais duomenimis buvo apskaiciuotas imties dydis - 370 respondenty.

Kvietimas doktorantams ir tyréjams dalyvauti ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2022 apklausoje buvo
iSsiystas MSI bendraisiais elektroninio pasto adresais. MSI buvo praSomos persiysti kvietimg savo
doktorantams bei tyréjams. Apklausa vykdyta internetu (Alchemer platformoje) nuo 2022 m. kovo
2 d. iki 2022 m. balandzio 13 dienos. Apklausos kalba - lietuviy. Dalyvavimas apklausoje buvo grin-
dZiamas savanoriSkumo principu. Respondentai galéjo neatsakyti j bet kurj klausima bei nutraukti
dalyvavima tyrime.

IS viso 389 respondentai pateike savo atsakymus. IS jy analizei naudoti tik j ne maziau nei du trecdalius
klausimyno |-V daliy klausimy (iSskyrus 17 klausima) ir visus V dalies klausimus atsakiusiy 310 respondenty
atsakymy duomenys'. Toks imties dydis leidZia uztikrinti 5,48 proc. statistine paklaida, esant 95 proc. pati-
kimumo lygmeniui. Vertinant apklausos rezultatus batina atsizvelgti j nepakankama tyrimo imties dyd; ir
statistine paklaida. Toliau tyrimo ataskaitoje nurodomas j kiekvieng klausimg atsakiusiy asmeny skaicius.

"Vertinant respondenty skaiciy, dél techniniy kliG¢iy nebuvo atsizvelgta j 17 klausimo (IV dalis) atsakymus. Paste-
bétina, kad visi maziau nei j du trecdalius klausimy atsake respondentai nenurodé ir savo profesiniy charakteris-
tiky (V dalis).
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1.3. Respondenty charakteristikos

1.3.1. Didziausias mokslinis krQvis

Dauguma MSI, kurias respondentai identifikavo kaip savo darbovietes, kuriose turéjo didziausig moks-
linj kravj, buvo valstybiniai universitetai (54 proc.). Ketvirtadalis respondenty pazymeéjo, kad didziausig
mokslinj kravj turéjo valstybiniuose moksliniy tyrimy institutuose (25 proc.) ir valstybinése kolegijose
(22 proc.). Vos po du procentus respondenty pazymeéjo turéje krivj privaciame universitete ar priva-
c¢ioje kolegijoje. Privaty moksliniy tyrimy institutg kaip darboviete nurode vos 1 proc. respondenty. Du
procentai respondenty atsakymuose nurodé ,Kita” (1 pav.).

Valstybinis universitetas | NEEEEEEEEEGGG 54 %
Valstybinis moksliniy tyrimy institutas | R RNRNRNINGTEN 25 %
Valstybiné kolegija [ NI - %
Privatus universitetas [l 2 %
Privati kolegija [l 2 %
Privatus moksliniy tyrimy institutas [ 1%
Kita |l 2%
1 pav. Respondenty pasiskirstymas pagal darbovietes? (2022 m., N=310).

Pastaba: respondentai galejo paZymeti iki dviejy atsakymuy.

Daugiau nei kas trecias respondentas kaip didziausig darbo krivj identifikavo déstyma (36 proc.) ir
moksline veikla (31 proc.). Daugiau nei deSimtadalis atskleidé, kad studijuoja doktoranttroje (15 proc.)
arba dirba administracinj darbg (14 proc.). Tik 4 proc. (11 respondenty) pazymejo kitas veiklas (2 pav.).

Destymas [ NN 6 %
Moksliné veikla [IIIINGNNNN 31%
Studijuoju doktorantaroje  [IIINEGGGEE > %
Administracinis darbas | NN 1/ %
Kita |l 4%

2 pav. Didziausia respondenty darbo kravio dalis (2022 m., N=310).

2Cia ir toliau dél apvalinimo bendra procentiné jverciy raiska gali viréyti 100 proc.
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Kaip kitas veiklas respondentai identifikavo: 1) jvairias akademines veiklas, pvz., analitine veiklg, moks-
line veikly, studijas doktorantiroje; 2) akademinj ir administracinj darbg paskirstant juos tam tikromis
proporcijomis, pvz., déstymas, tyrimai ir administracinis darbas lygiomis dalimis; 3) darbg verslo sek-

toriuje; 4) darbg, nesusijusj su moksline veikla; 5) darbo kravj, nenurodant darbo pobtdzio.

1.3.2. Auksciausia kvalifikacija ir jos jgijimo vieta (valstybé)

Dauguma atsakiusiyjy (63 proc.) buvo jgije daktaro ar jj atitinkantj laipsnj. Magistro laipsnj pazyméjo
36 proc. respondenty, o bakalauro laipsnj - tik 1 proc. (3 pav.).

Daktaro ar jj atitinkantis laipsnis | I, ¢ ’
Magistro ar jj atitinkantis laipsnis | R 3¢ o

Bakalauro laipsnis | 1%

3 pav. Respondenty pasiskirstymas pagal jgytg auksciausia kvalifikacijg (2022 m., N=310).

Jungtinés Amerikos Valstijos | NN -0 °;
Rusijos Federacija (TSRS) [IIIIIINNGEGEGEEE 0 -
Japonija  INNENEGGEG 5
Lenkija NN 13 %
Baltarusija | 7 %
ltalija | 7 %
Nyderlandy Karalyste [ 7 %
Vokietija [N 7 %
Nenurode [ 7 %

Kitur, 5%

Lietuvoje, 95 %

4 pav. Respondenty jgytos auksciausios kvalifikacijos vieta (2022 m., N=310).

Daugiau nei devyni is deSimties (N=295; 95 proc.) respondenty buvo jgije mokslo laipsnj Lietuvoje (4
pav.). Likusieji (N=15; 5 proc.) jvardijo jvairias uzsienio valstybes, kuriose jgijo mokslo laipsnj: po penk-
tadalj respondenty, jgijusiy mokslo laipsnj ne Lietuvoje, nurodé Jungtines Amerikos Valstijas (20 proc.)
ir Rusijg (buvusig Soviety Sajungg, 20 proc.); po daugiau nei deSimtadalj respondenty (po 13 proc.)
jvardijo Lenkija ir Japonijg; like pavieniai atvejai (po 7 proc. jgijusiy laipsnj kitur) pazymejo Baltarusija,
Italija, Nyderlandy Karalyste, Vokietijg arba Salies nenurode.
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1.3.3. Mokslinés veiklos patirtis

Paklausti, kiek apytiksliai mety uzsiima moksline veikla, dauguma respondenty (N=147) nurode lai-
kotarpius nuo 1 iki 10 mety (68 respondentai nuo 6 iki 10 mety ir 79 respondentai nuo 1 iki 5 mety).
Nemaza grupe (N=107) sudare turintys nuo 11 iki 20 mety mokslinés veiklos patirties (52 respondentai
nuo 11 iki 15 mety ir 55 respondentai nuo 16 iki 20 mety) (5 pav.).

Nuo 40 iki45 mety [ 5

Nuo 31iki 40 mety || EEEEE 10
Nuo 26 iki 30 mety NN 14

Nuo 21iki 25 mety | I ©7
Nuo 16 iki 20 mety I 55
Nuo 1iki 15 mety | 52

Nuo 6 iki 10 met, | ¢5
Kismety | 75

5 pav. Respondenty mokslinio darbo patirties trukmeé (metai) (2022 m., N=310).

1.4. Duomeny analize

Uzdary klausimy atvejais buvo pasirinktas apraSsomosios statistikos informacijos sisteminimo ir pa-
teikimo budas. Atviry klausimy atvejais duomenys buvo koduojami, kodus priskiriant tam tikroms
kategorijoms ir juos aprasant.

1.4.1. Uzdary klausimy analize

Duomeny sisteminimui buvo pasitelkta aprasomoji statistika bei grafinio vaizdavimo bldai, kuriy pa-
grindinis tikslas - glaustai ir vaizdziai apibadinti surinktus duomenis. Daugumoje atvejy naudotos
pagrindinés skaitinés charakteristikos - vidurkiai ir dazniai (Janilionis n. d.). Tyrimo duomenys patei-
kiami procentine israiSka. Dél tikslumo vertéty atkreipti demesj, kad nors respondenty buvo praSoma
pasirinkti i$ atsakymy varianty niekada, retai, labai retai, kartais, daZnai, labai daZnai, apibendrinant
tyrimo rezultatus informacija pateikiama grupuojant atsakymy pasiskirstymus tokia tvarka: daznai ir
labai daZnai (suminé procentiné raiska); kartais, retai ir labai retai (suminé procentineé raiska); niekada
(procentine raiska). Atitinkamai atsakymuose, kuriuose respondenty prasoma pasirinkti is atsakymy
varianty visiskai sutinku, sutinku, nei sutinku, nei nesutinku, visiskai nesutinku ar nesutinku, apiben-
drinimai pateikiami juos grupuojant: nesutinku ir visiSkai nesutinku (suminé procentiné raiska); nei
sutinku, nei nesutinku (procentiné raisSka); sutinku ir visiskai sutinku (suminé procentiné raiska).

Siekiant atskleisti situacijos MTPE srityje pokycius, 2022 m. apklausos duomenys palyginami su ,Atsa-
kingo mokslo barometras 2020” duomenimis (Ozolincitte et al 2020).
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1.4.2. Atviry klausimy analizé

Metodologiné atviry klausimy analizé vyko respondenty atsakymus koduojant ir kodus skirstant |
kategorijas, kurios priskiriamos tam tikroms temoms (1 lentelé).

Respondento atsakymas Kategorija

JAV etikos principuose” (R33) JAV etikos principai | Tarptautiniai doku-

mentai ir standartai
,Europos mokslininky chartijos ir dél Mokslininky priémimo | EK EMCH Tarptautiniai doku-
darbg elgesio kodeksas” (R171) mentai ir standartai

,Kai apie situacijg vadovaujamame skyriuje pranesiau jstaigos | Mobingas, iSujimas | NegatyvUs padariniai
vadovei, ji, kartu su mokslininkais, kurie falsifikavo tyrimo rezul- | is darbovietés
tatus ir jg pacia prirasinéjo j bendraautorius, pradéjo mobinga
mano atzvilgiu ir galiausiai iSujo i$ darbovietes.” (R178)

.Niekur nesikreipiau, nes bijojau susidorojimo” (R31) Susidorojimo Niekur nesikreipée
baimeé

1lentelé. Respondenty atsakymy j atvirus klausimus kodavimo ir kategorizavimo pavyzdys.

Respondenty atsakymai j atvirus klausimus nurodomi autentiska jy iSraiSka, lauztiniuose skliaustuose
[...] koreguojant rasybos ir skyrybos klaidas tam, kad bty lengviau suprantami skaitytojui, pvz., ,Nesi-
kreipiau, nes tas zmogus turi didele jtaka mano karjerai ir darbui, be tol[,] kreipiantis pagalbos kolegos
patyré mobingg, terorizavima skambudiais, laiSkais, gr[a]sinimus.” (R211). Skliaustuose po respondento
atviro atsakymo jrasomas respondentui suteiktas kodas. Nenorint atskleisti respondento instituci-
jos, kampiniuose skliaustuose <...> vietoje originalaus teksto jraSoma apibendrinanti kategorija, pvz.,
L<universiteto pavadinimas> doktoranttros studijy reglamentas” (R197).
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Il. MTPE NUOSTATU INTEGRAVIMAS

Apklausoje dalyvavusios Lietuvos akademinés bendruomeneés etiné pozicija vertinta vadovaujantis
Forsyth (2019) etinés pozicijos klausimynu (angl. Ethics Position Questionnaire). Remiantis 2022 m.
apklausos respondenty etiniy nuostaty vertinimu (N=309), etinés pozicijos koeficientai sieke: idealiz-
mas - 4,55, reliatyvizmas - 2,49. Palyginti su ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2020" rezultatais (Ozolin-
¢iateé et al 2020), respondenty etiné pozicija keitési nezymiai: 2020 m. duomenimis, idealizmas - 4,47,
reliatyvizmas - 2,45. Pastebimas didesnis teigiamas pokytis idealistiniy nuostaty atzvilgiu (1,8 proc.),
palyginti su reliatyvizmu (1,6 proc.). Bendra apklausoje dalyvavusiy Lietuvos akademinés bendruome-
nes atstovy etine pozicija iSlieka priskirtina prie absoliutisty (aukstas idealizmas, Zemas reliatyvizmas),
t.y. ty, kurie labiau linke vadovautis universaliomis moralés normomis, nei taikyti jas individualiai pagal
situacijg (Forsyth 2019).

2.1. Zinojimas apie MTPE nuostatas

2022 m. daugiau nei puse respondenty (52 proc., 6 pav.) pazymejo, kad gerai nezino né vieno i$ ap-
klausoje nurodyty dokumenty (gairiy, rekomendacijy), kuriose aptariamos MTPE nuostatos. Dazniau-
siai respondentams gerai Zinomos buvo nacionalinés gaires ir rekomendacijos - Tarnybos MSI aka-
deminés etikos kodeksy priemimo, jgyvendinimo ir priezitros rekomendacijos (32 proc.), Tarnybos
Atitikties MTE vertinimo gairés (23 proc.), Tarnybos Akademinés etikos uztikrinimo organizuojant stu-
dijas nuotoliniu badu gairés (18 proc.), LURK PE gairés (17 proc.) (6 pav.).

Jdomu pastebéti, kad Tarnybos gairés ir rekomendacijos buvo gana gerai Zinomos tiek Sioje, tiek anks-
tesneje apklausoje dalyvavusiai Lietuvos akademinei bendruomenei. Tarnybos MSI akademineés eti-
kos kodeksy priemimo, jgyvendinimo ir priezidros rekomendacijos buvo daZniausiai paminétos kaip
gerai zinomos tiek 2022 m., tiek 2020 metais. Per laikotarpj nuo pirmosios apklausos nacionalinés
MTPE nuostatos pasipildé keliais naujais, taciau jau gana gerai zinomais dokumentais, t. y. Tarnybos
Atitikties MTE vertinimo gairemis (2020 m.) bei Tarnybos Akademinés etikos uztikrinimo organizuo-
jant studijas nuotoliniu badu gairémis (2020 m.).

2022 m., palyginti su 2020 m., maziau respondenty nurodeé gerai Zzinantys LURK PE gaires (2019 m.) -
atitinkamai 17 proc. ir 29 proc. Galima manyti, kad akademiniy bendruomeniy nariai buvo reciau infor-
muojami apie anksciau pasirodziusius dokumentus, dél to jy Zinomumas mazéjo (pvz., Tarnybos MSI
akademineés etikos kodeksy priemimo, jgyvendinimo ir priezitros rekomendacijy (2020 m.) bei LURK
PE gairiy (2019 m.) Zinomumas Sioje apklausoje buvo mazesnis nei ankstesniais metais). Kita vertus,
kaip matyti i$ respondenty paaiskinimy (zemiau), dalis respondenty buvo linke kritiskai vertinti savo
Zinias MTPE srityje.

IS tarptautiniy dokumenty dazniausiai paminétos PEK rekomendacijos (18 proc.), Europos elgesio ko-
deksas MTE klausimais (16 proc.), EK rekomendacija dél Europos mokslininky chartijos ir del Moksli-
ninky priemimo j darba elgesio kodekso (16 proc.). PEK rekomendacijos kaip gerai zinomos dazniau-
siai paminétos tiek 2022 m., tiek 2020 m.
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GERAI zino MTPE nuostatas 2020 m. GERAI zino MTPE nuostatas 2022 m.
47 % I Né vieno gerai nezinau 52 %
z8 % I Tarnybos MSI akademinés etikos 329

kodeksy priemimo, jgyvendinimo
ir priezidros rekomendacijos

n. d. Tarnybos Atitikties MTE 23 %
vertinimo gairés

n. d. Tarnybos Akademines etikos 18 %
uztikrinimo organizuojant studijas
nuotoliniu bddu gairés

23 % PEK rekomendacijos 18 %
29 % LURK PE gairés 17 %
16 % I Europos elgesio kodeksas MTE 16 %
klausimais
5% I EX rekomendacija dél Europos 16 %

mokslininky chartijos ir dél
Mokslininky priéemimo j darbg
elgesio kodekso

n. d.| Tarnybos Objektyvaus ir saZiningo 14 %
grupiniy darby vertinimo gairés

n. d. Tarnybos ir Lygiy galimybiy 14 %
kontrolieriaus tarnybos
Akademineés etikos ir lygiy
galimybiy uztikrinimo mokslo
renginiuose atmintiné

n.d. Tarnybos Netikry mokslo 13 %
renginiy atpazinimo gairés
10% IR Tarptautinés universitety 7%

asociacijos Aukstojo mokslo
institucinio etikos kodekso gairés

5% Il Kita 6%

6 pav. Gerai zinomos MTPE nuostatos (2022 m., N=308).

Pastaba: respondentai galejo paZymeti visus tinkamus atsakymus.
2020 m. duomeny saltinis: ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2020” (OzolinciGte et al 2020).

“Klaidlos taisymas: ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2020" ataskaitoje jsivélé paveikslo formatavimo klaida,
t. y. 2020 mety duomenyse vietoje 0 % turi bati 15 %.

6 proc. respondenty Zinojo ir (ar) kitus dokumentus, kuriuose jtvirtintos MTPE nuostatos. Apie tai,
kurios MTPE skatinancios nuostatos jiems yra gerai zinomos, papildomy atsakymy pasirinkimuose
(,kita" laukelyje) dauguma respondenty minéjo savo institucijos dokumentus, t. y. institucijos akade-
mines etikos kodeksus, reglamentus, pvz., ,Mano jstaigos Akademinés etikos kodeksas” (R76); ,<uni-
versiteto pavadinimas> doktorantlros studijy reglamentas” (R197). Taip pat respondentai minéjo, kad
su dokumentais yra susipaZzine, taciau teigti, kad MTPE skatinancias nuostatas gerai iSmano, negaléty,
pvz., ,Su dauguma susipazinusi, bet tikrai ne su visais. GERAI susipazinusi netinka nei vienam” (R15);
Zinau beveik visus, bet negaliu sakyti, kad GERAI" (R53); ,Esu susipazinusi, taciau vertinti, kad gerai
iSmanau, nedrjsc¢iau” (R280). Dalis respondenty mingjo ir kitas, ne su minéty dokumenty turiniu su-
sijusias, 0 asmenines zinias apie MTPE nuostatas, jgytas déstant ar skaitant jvairius vadoveélius, pvz.,
,Socialiniy tyrimy etika i$ Bitino, Kardelio ir prof. 2ydii0naités vadoveliy.” (R124); ,Esu desciusi profe-
sine etikg, vadovaujuosi sazine.” (R43). Buvo ir tokiy atsakymuy, kuriuose paminéta, kad MTPE nuosta-
ty neiSmano del akademinés veiklos (déstymo, mokslinés veiklos) ir patirties stygiaus akademinése
veiklose, pvz., ,Tik pradedu déstytojauti ir moksline veiklg, todél iSsamiai neZzinau[,] kg zinau.” (R270).
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Remiantis 2022 m. apklausos rezultatais, didZiausia respondenty dalis (58 proc.) nurode, kad nezino, ku-
rias MTPE skatinancias nuostatas jy MSI jgyvendina (7 pav.). Tie, kurie jvardijo savo MSI jgyvendinamus
dokumentus MTPE srityje, dazniausiai paminéjo Tarnybos MSI akademinés etikos kodeksy priemimo,
jgyvendinimo ir priezitros rekomendacijas (28 proc.), Tarnybos Atitikties MTE vertinimo gaires (21 proc.)
ir Tarnybos Akademinés etikos uztikrinimo organizuojant studijas nuotoliniu bldu gaires (19 proc.).

2020 m. ir 2022 m. apklausose dazZniausiai paminétas MSI jgyvendinamas nacionalinis dokumentas
MTPE srityje buvo Tarnybos MSI akademineés etikos kodeksy priemimo, jgyvendinimo ir priezitros
rekomendacijos. Vis deélto, 2022 m. apklausos rezultatus palyginus su ankstesnés apklausos duome-
nimis, matyti, kad 2022 m. maZesné respondenty dalis nurodé, kad jy MSI jgyvendina anksciau pasi-
rodziusius nacionalinius dokumentus, tokius kaip LURK PE gairés (2019 m.) bei Tarnybos MSI akade-
minés etikos kodeksy priemimo, jgyvendinimo ir priezidros rekomendacijos (2020 m.).

IS tarptautiniy MTPE Saltiniy, kuriy nuostatos buvo jgyvendinamos respondento MSI, 2022 m. dazniausiai
nurodytos PEK rekomendacijos (17 proc.). Be to, maZdaug kas deSimtas respondentas nurodé savo MSI jgy-
vendinant EK rekomendacijg dél Europos mokslininky chartijos ir dél Mokslininky priémimo j darbg elgesio
kodekso (13 proc.) bei Europos elgesio kodeksg MTE klausimais (12 proc.). Tiek 2022 m., tiek 2020 m. apklau-
sos duomenimis, PEK rekomendacijos buvo dazniausiai jgyvendinamos tarptautinés MTPE nuostatos.

Jgyvendina MTPE nuostatas 2020 m.

56 % I
36 % I

18 % I
20 % N

n.d.

1%

n. d.
13 %
9% Il

5% Il

Nezinau

Tarnybos MSI akademinés etikos
kodeksy priemimo, jgyvendinimo
ir priezitros rekomendacijos

Tarnybos Atitikties MTE
vertinimo gairés

Tarnybos Akademineés etikos
uztikrinimo organizuojant studijas
nuotoliniu bldu gairés

PEK rekomendacijos
LURK PE gaires

Tarnybos ir Lygiy galimybiy
kontrolieriaus tarnybos
Akademinés etikos ir lygiy
galimybiy uztikrinimo mokslo
renginiuose atmintiné

Tarnybos Objektyvaus ir sgZiningo
grupiniy darby vertinimo gairés

EK rekomendacija dél Europos
mokslininky chartijos ir dél
Mokslininky priemimo j darba
elgesio kodekso
Tarnybos Netikry mokslo renginiy
atpazinimo gairés
Europos elgesio kodeksas
MTE klausimais

Tarptautinés universitety
asociacijos Aukstojo mokslo
institucinio etikos kodekso gairés

Kita

Jgyvendina MTPE nuostatas 2022 m.
58 %
28%
21%

19 %

17 %
15 %
15 %

15 %

13 %

13 %
12 %

8 %

7%

7 pav. MSI jgyvendinamos MTPE nuostatos (2022 m., N=308).

Pastaba: respondentai galejo pazymeéti visus tinkamus atsakymus.
2020 m. duomeny saltinis: ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2020” (Ozolinciate et al 2020).

“Klaidos taisymas: ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2020" ataskaitoje jsivélé paveikslo formatavimo klaida,
t. y. 2020 mety duomenyse vietoje 0 % turi bati 11 %.



ATSAKINGO MOKSLO BAROMETRAS 2022

7 proc. respondenty nurodé kad jy MSI jgyvendina ir (ar) kituose dokumentuose esancias MTPE nuos-
tatas. Atsakydami j klausima apie tai, kurias MTPE skatinancias nuostatas MSI jgyvendina, daugu-
ma respondenty  kita” laukelyje paminéjo savo MSI priimtus etikos kodeksus, pvz., ,Universitete yra
parengtas déstytojy etikos kodeksas” (R208); ,MUsy institucijos akademinés etikos kodeksg” (R76);
Vadovaujasi universiteto etikos kodeksu” (R221). Kai kurie komentavusieji ,kita” pasirinkima paais-
kino, kad jy institucija jgyvendina visas (arba dauguma) jvardyty MTPE nuostaty, taciau detalesnés
informacijos apie konkrecius dokumentus nepateiké, pvz., ,Manau, kad atsizvelgia j visas svarbiausias
nuostatas.” (R59); ,Tikrai vykdo, bet pavadinimy nezinau:)” (R202).

Dalis respondenty paminéjo, kad jy institucijoje vadovaujamasi tarptautiniais standartais arba kity
institucijy gairemis, pvz., ,Pagrindines MTPE skatinancias nuostatas, kity universitety ir institucijy
Gaires” (R197). Kai kurie respondentai pazymejo, kad nors jy institucija jgyvendina visas pagrindines
nuostatas, taciau informacijos Sia tema stinga, pvz., ,Manau, kad yra jgyvendinamos ir kitos nuostatos,
taciau apie jas nekalbama kaip apie savaime suprantamas. Tad tiek déstytojams, tiek mokslininkams
apie tai traksta informacijos” (R3). Paminétina ir tai, kad ,kita” laukelyje buvo palikta pasisakymuy apie
tai, kad jy institucijoje jokios MTPE nuostatos nejgyvendinamos arba etika yra pazeidingjama, pvz.,
.Nieko nejgyvendina” (R31); ,Etika pazeidinéjama” (R163).

2.3. MTPE ziniy gilinimas

2022 m. didziausia respondenty dalis nurodé, kad per pastaruosius trejus metus niekada negilino
Ziniy MTE ar PE srityse (atitinkamai po 40 proc.) (8 pav.). Net 37 proc. negilino Ziniy nei vienoje is
Siy sriCiy. Kita vertus, beveik pusé respondenty gilino Zinias MTPE srityje kartais, retai ir labai retai
(47 proc. - MTE, 48 proc. - PE), o daugiau nei desSimtadalis - daZnai ir labai daznai (13 proc. - MTE,
12 proc. - PE). Sios proporcijos yra panasios kaip ir 2020 m.

Moksliniy tyrimy etikoje 2020 m. Moksliniy tyrimy etikoje 2022 m.

41 % I Niekada 40 %
5% I Labairetai 16 %
12% N Retai 13 %
19 % I Kartais 18%
10 % IR DaZnai %
4% M Labaidaznai 2%

Publikavimo etikoje 2020 m. Publikavimo etikoje 2022 m.

37 % I Niekada 40 %
14% I Laobairetai 15%
15 % I Retai 13 %
21% I Kartais 21%
10% [l Daznai 10 %
4% M Labaidaznai 2%

8 pav. MTPE ziniy gilinimo daznumas (kursuose, seminaruose ir kituose renginiuose ar savarankiskai)
(2022 m., N=310).

2020 m. duomeny saltinis: ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2020” (Ozolinciate et al 2020).
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Kaip ir ankstesniais metais, didzZioji respondenty, per pastaruosius trejus metus gilinusiy zinias MTPE
srityje, dalis (56 proc.) dalyvavo savo institucijos organizuotuose seminaruose, mokymuose ir kituose
renginiuose (9 pav.). Taciau 2022 m., palyginti su 2020 m., Zymiai iSaugo respondentuy, dalyvavusiy vir-
tualiuose seminaruose, mokymuose, konferencijose, dalis (nuo 13 proc. iki 47 proc.) bei kity Lietuvos
institucijy organizuotuose seminaruose, mokymuose, konferencijose (nuo 30 proc. iki 38 proc.), dalis.
Kita vertus, savarankiskai informacijos ieSkanciyjy dalis sumazéjo nuo 69 proc. 2020 m. iki 52 proc.
2022 m.

2020 m. 2022 m.

56 % Dalyvavau savo institucijos 56 %

organizuotuose seminaruose,
mokymuose ir kituose renginiuose

69 % I Pats / pati savarankiskai ieskojau 52 %

informacijos Sia tema

13 % Dalyvavau virtualiuose Sios temos 47 %
- . seminaruose, mokymuose,
konferencijose
30% I D-lyvavau kity Lietuvos institucijy 38 %

Sia tema organizuotuose
seminaruose, mokymuose,
konferencijose

12% Dalyvavau uzsienyje Sia tema 1%
vykusiuose seminaruose,

mokymuose, konferencijose

4% Kita 3%

9 pav. MTPE srityje gilinamy Ziniy bldai per pastaruosius trejus metus (2022 m., N=176).

Pastaba: respondentai galejo paZymeéti visus tinkamus atsakymus.
2020 m. duomeny saltinis: ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2020” (Ozolinciateé et al 2020).

Atsakymai, kaip per pastaruosius trejus metus respondentai gilino savo Zinias MTPE srityje, ,kita" lau-
kelyje buvo papildyti tokiomis veiklomis kaip paties déstymas, seminary ir mokymy vedimas Sioje
srityje, pvz., ,Pati vedziau mokymus ir seminarus.” (R?1); ,Déstau Sias temas studentams.” (R256).

2.31. Temos MTE srityje

Respondenty atsakymai j klausima, kokiomis temomis per pastaruosius trejus metus jiems teko gilinti
savo zinias MTE srityje, apémeé pastarasias temas (temy eiliSkumas atspindi atsakymuy kiekj nuo daz-
niausiai iki reCiausiai minimy temuy):
1)  akademineé etika (N=91);
) PE (N=35);
3) dokumentai (N=24);

) etiskas elgesys (N=10);

) teisiniai aspektai (N=4).

1) Akademiné etika

Respondentai daugiausia atsakymuose pazyméjo tyrimy etikos, tyrimo planavimo, akademinés eti-
kos principy, projekty administravimo ir moksliniy tyrimy organizavimo, moksliniy tyrimy metody
temas, kurios yra neatsiejamos nuo akademinés etikos, pvz., ,Dalyvauta mokymuose apie moksliniy
tyrimy organizavima, jy metu kalbeta ir apie moksliniy tyrimy etika (taciau ne atskiri mokymai ke-
liy akademiniy valandy)” (R298); ,Domeéjausi moksliniy tyrimy etikos principy jgyvendinimu.” (R63);
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.Moksliniy tyrimy etikos pazeidimai, vertybes ir morale akademinéje aplinkoje” (R76). Nemaza res-
pondenty dalis iSskyré sritj, kurioje gilino MTE Zinias, pvz., medicina, bioetika, sociologija, klinikiniai
tyrimai, aplinkotyra, tyrimai su gyvinais ir pan., pvz., ,Donoro sutikimas, biobankai” (R123), ,Socio-
loginiy tyrimy etika” (R127), ,Darbas su eksperimentiniais gyvinais” (R142). Kaip ziniy gavimo forma
respondentai mineéjo savo ir kity institucijy ar asociacijy organizuojamus mokymus ir seminarus, pvz.,
JUniversitete rengtame seminare” (R22); ,Seminarai apie moksliniy tyrimy etikg (pvz., TISSA asociaci-
jos seminarai doktorantams ir tyréjams) - bendri principai ir specifiniai probleminiai klausimai, keliami
seminary dalyviy ir pranesejy.” (R240). Respondenty daznai minimas domejimasis duomeny valdymo
ir asmens duomeny apsaugos temomis, pvz., ,Kiréme universiteto moksliniy tyrimy etikos komisijg,
tad teko dométis jvairiomis temomis, pvz.[,] asmens duomeny apsauga vykdant tyrimus, duomeny
atverimas talpyklose ir archyvuose ir kt.” (R126); ,BDAR reikalavimy taikymas” (R311).

2) PE

Su PE klausimais susije aspektai respondentams buvo svarbds ir neatsiejami nuo MTE srities. PE te-
matikai priskirtinos respondenty paminetos recenzavimo temos bei gairés PE srityje, pvz., ,Visomis
temomis, kurios susijusios su moksliniy straipsniy ir kity mokslo darby publikavimo etika, kadangi su-
sidUriau su akivaizdziais etikos pazeidimais.” (R64); ,Recenzavimo etika” (R192). Plagiatas ir teksty su-
taptys buvo viena is temy, kurios respondenty buvo minimos kaip juos dominancios MTE srityje ir ku-
riose per pastaruosius trejus metus jiems teko gilinti zinias, kartais ir savo paciy iniciatyva, pvz., ,Savo
paties iniciatyva plagiato srityje.” (R184); ,Plagiatas studenty ir doktoranty rasto darbuose” (R208).
Respondentai nurode, kad domeéjosi ne tik apie kity plagiatg, bet ir apie saviplagiata. Viena is temy,
kurias minéjo respondentai savo atsakymuose, buvo teisingo citavimo, savicitavimo ir perfrazavimo
klausimai, pvz., ,Etiska citavima, perfrazavima ir pan.” (R3); ,Dél plagiato, savicitavimo” (R196). IS kity
vos po kartg paminéty temy respondenty atsakymuose galima rasti pasisakymuy apie doktorantdros
studijy dalyky temas, pvz., ,Doktorantlros studijy dalykuose: Moksliniy tyrimy metody pagrindai ir
Akademiné komunikacija.” (R92).

3) Dokumentai

Daznas is respondenty minéjo Tarnybos rengtus dokumentus (pvz., gaires, tyrimus), renginius. Bene
daZniausiai atsakymuose minimos Atitikties MTE vertinimo gairés, pvz., ,Klausiau Akademinés etikos ir
procedlry kontrolierés pranesima, kuriame buvo pristatytos Atitikties moksliniy tyrimy etikai vertinimo
gairés.” (R74); ,Akademinés etikos ir procedlry kontrolieriaus tarnybos seminaras-diskusija akademi-
nio saziningumo tema; Atvirojo mokslo ir tyrimy duomeny aktualijos; Konferencija ,Etika akademinéje
aplinkoje 2020" (R91); ,Atitikties moksliniy tyrimy etikai vertinimo gairés; Akademinés etikos uztikrinimo
organizuojant studijas nuotoliniu bldu gairés” (R107). Taip pat respondentai minéjo savo MSI doku-
mentus, su kuriais teko susipazinti. Paminéta, kad buvo susipazjstama ir su tais dokumentais, kurie yra
persiunciami savo institucijos akademinés etikos komiteto atstovo (-és), pvz., jvairiomis rekomendacijo-
mis: ,Minimaliai - teko susipazinti su institucijos, kurioje dirbu, Akademinés etikos kodeksu” (R131); ,Su
institucijos akademinés etikos pirmininkés persiunciamais dokumentais ir rekomendacijomis” (R257).
Respondentai atsakymuose apie tai, kuo teko domeétis per pastaruosius trejus metus, uzsimineg ir apie
jvairius tarptautinius standartus ar uzsienio Saliy principus, kurie kartais apima platesnj kontekstg nei
Europa, pvz., ,AERA (2006) Standartas” (R96), ,JAV etikos principuose” (R33).

4) Etiskas elgesys

Nediskriminavimo, nesaliSkumo ir lyCiy lygybeés aspektai taip pat paminimi respondenty atsakymuo-
se, pvz., ,Atsiribojimas nuo lyties ir kilmes salies vertinant projektus gender equality” (R15); ,lygiy teisiy
ir nediskriminavimo moksliniuose tyrimuose principy ir pan.” (R21); ,Akademinés etikos ir lygiy gali-
mybiy uztikrinimo srityje” (R70). Jsidémetina, kad Siais metais respondentai taip pat pasisake, kad jie
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domeéjosi temomis, susijusiomis su etiSku vadovavimu, pvz., ,Mokymai skirti etiSko mokslinio vadova-
vimo ypatumams aptarti” (R4); ,Vadovavimo doktorantams etikos klausimais” (R221); ,PiktnaudZiavi-
mas vyresniskumu” (R186).

5) Teisiniai aspektai

Tarp temuy, kuriomis per pastaruosius trejus metus dometasi, respondentai paminéjo ir intelektinés
nuosavybes bei autoriy teisiy klausimus, pvz., ,Intelektinés nuosavybes problematikoje” (R249); ,Au-
toriniy teisiy klausimais” (R276).

2.3.2. Temos PE srityje

Atsakant j klausima, kokiomis temomis per pastaruosius trejus metus respondentams teko gilinti savo
Zinias PE srityje, respondenty atsakymai apémeé pastarasias temas (temy eiliSkumas atspindi atsaky-
my kiekj nuo dazniausiai iki reCiausiai minimy temy):

1) PE(N=119);

2) akademine etika (N=26);

3)  dokumentai (N=14);

4) teisiniai aspektai (N=4).

19 PE

Dauguma respondenty minéjo su PE susijusias temas apie tai, kaip rengti publikacijas, atitinkancias
auksto reitingo Zzurnalus, kaip rengti bendras publikacijas, taip pat - apie recenzavimo ypatumus, pvz.,
LAnoniminio recenzavimo tema.” (R186); ,Gilinausi j bendry publikacijy rengimg doktorantdroje, ben-
draautorystés klausima ir disertacijos straipsniy rinkinio pagrindu rengima. Tai iSlieka labai aktualus
klausimas” (R221). Kita daznai minima tema respondenty atsakymuose buvo plagiatas, saviplagiatas,
pvz., ,Plagiato prevencija” (R150); ,Daugiausia kyla klausimuy, kas yra saviplagiatas, j kurj vieno atsa-
kymo taip ir nera” (R3). Taip pat dometasi ir teksty sutapciy nustatymo programomis (sistemomis),
kuriomis naudojantis blty galima identifikuoti neautentiskus rasto darbus, pvz., ,Domina sutapties
patikros procesai” (R63). Zinios buvo gilintos ir autorystés, bendraautorystés bei susijusiose publika-
vimo temose, pvz., ,Plagiato ir bendraautoriy jtraukimo srityje” (R70); ,Autoriy indélis publikuojant”
(R84); ,Autoryste publikuojant tyrimus.” (R120). Tinkamo citavimo klausimai respondentams taip pat
atrodo aktualds ir jais per pastaruosius trejus metus, kaip identifikuoja respondentai, jiems teko do-
meétis, pvz., ,Citavimo nuostatos, moksliniy darby informacijos naudojimo gairés” (R198); ,kaip nuro-
dyti zodinj pranesima; kaip nurodyti (ar padékoti) uz nuoroda, Saltinj ir pan., kaip nurodyti informanty
pavardes” (R209); ,Citavimo etikos srityje” (R227). Jdomu tai, kad kalbant apie PE, respondentai ne vie-
name atsakyme minéjo su akademine komunikacija bei tyrimy duomenuy pateikimu susijusius aspek-
tus, pvz., ,Akademiné komunikacija” (R92); ,Etika mokslo darby sklaidoje” (R132); ,Projekty valdymo ir
mokslo ziniy komunikacija” (R207).

2) Akademiné etika

Dalis respondenty apie PE temas kalbéjo nedetalizuodami konkreciy specifiniy PE potemiy, pvz.,
,Galimi etikos pazeidimai” (R89); ,Konkreciy temy nebuvimo, bendrai apie etikg” (R203); ,Retkarciais
randu straipsnius, kuriuose gvildenama akademiné etika, tai su jais susipazjstu” (R303). Nekonkreti-
zuojantiems temy priskirti ir tokie atsakymai, kuriuose respondentai nepateike detalesnés informaci-
jos dél to, kad jos neprisimena.

Duomeny valdymo klausimai, tyrimo duomeny ar asmens duomeny apsaugos temos buvo aktualios
respondentams, gilinusiems zinias tiek MTE, tiek PE srityse, pvz., ,Apie moksliniy duomeny ir asmens
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duomeny apsauga.” (R124). Siame kontekste minimas ir duomeny atvérimas, kur uzsimenama ir apie
pakartotinj duomeny naudojima, pvz., ,Duomeny rinkiniy, kuriy pagrindu parengtas straipsnis, atve-
rimas ir publikavimas” (R126); ,Pakartotinio duomeny naudojimo etika, pre-registravimas, registered
reports, researcher degrees of freedom, gerosios praktikos objektyviai pristatant analizes, atviry duo-
meny praktikos.” (R176). Taip pat minimi duomeny tikslumo, manipuliavimo duomenimis, falsifikavimo
aspektai, pvz., ,Duomeny pristatymas, manipuliavimas duomenimis” (R256); ,Duomeny falsifikavimas
publikacijoms” (R128). Dalis respondenty, identifikuodami PE temas, kuriomis domeéjosi per pasta-
ruosius trejus metus, minéjo jy ar kity institucijy organizuojamus mokymus ar seminarus susijusiomis
temomis, pvz., ,Dalyvavau moksliniy redakcijy Zurnaly organizuojamuose seminaruose” (R21); ,Uni-
versitete rengtame seminare” (R22).

3) Dokumentai

Pastebétina tai, kad respondentai atsakymuose mini ir Tarnybos rengtus dokumentus, pristatytus
tyrimus, organizuotus mokymus, seminarus, pvz., ,Akademinés etikos uZtikrinimas organizuojant
studijas nuotoliniu bldu; Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2020; Atitikties moksliniy tyrimy etikai ver-
tinimas” (R30); ,JGsy seminaruose” (R239). PE kontekste minimos ir savo institucijos parengtos ar eti-
kos komitety atstovy persiunciamos rekomendacijos, gairés ar kiti dokumentai, pvz., ,Norminiai aktai
[institucijos]” (R189); ,Susipazindamas su institucijos akademineés etikos pirmininkés persiunciamais
dokumentais ir rekomendacijomis” (R257). Ne vieno respondento atsakymas liudija apie tarptautinius
standartus PE (ypac aktualu vertinant projekty paraiskas), pvz., ,Privalomomis atliekant ekspertin;
darbg vertina[n]t ES ir nacionaliniy programy finansuojamy projekty paraiskas” (R15); ,Tarptautiniai
standartail,] reglamentuojantys publikavimo etika” (R34); ,Kaip parengti straipsnj tarptautinéms ba-
zems” (R94). Keliuose pavieniuose respondenty atsakymuose pateikti bendro pobudzio pasvarstymai
akademineés etikos, etiSko publikavimo tema, pvz., ,tai kasdiené duona, tam kursai nereikalingi, kad
gilinti Zinias kasdien” (R164).

4) Teisiniai aspektai

Ne viename atsakyme PE tema minimos autoriy teisés, pvz., ,Dél autorystes” (R99); ,Autoriniy teisiy
klausimais” (R276).

2.3.3. Priezastys, del kuriy zinios MTPE srityje buvo gilinamos

2022 m., kaip ir 2020 m., didzioji dalis (65 proc.) respondenty nurodé, kad Zinias MTPE srityje gilino, nes
tai iSmanyti yra privalu kiekvienam tyréjui (10 pav.). Apie trecdalj respondenty (35 proc.) paskatino as-
meniniy ziniy trdkumas. Analizuojant vidines priezastis, palyginti su ankstesniais metais, 2022 m. pas-
tebimas retesnis asmeniniy ziniy trakumo ir nezymiai daznesnis priezasciy, susijusiy su atliekamomis
funkcijomis (pvz., atsakomybeés pagal funkcijas, déstymo Siomis temomis), akcentavimas. Taciau di-
dzZiausi pokyciai pastebimi vertinant iSorines priezastis: 2022 m., palyginti su 2020 m., Zymiai mazesne
respondenty dalis akcentavo padidejusj savo institucijos akademines bendruomenés demesj MTPE
klausimams (atitinkamai 12 proc. ir 31 proc.) ir bendradarbiavima su uzsienio kolegomis (atitinkamai
15 proc. ir 24 proc.). Darytina prielaida, kad Sis pokytis gali bati darbo nuotoliniu badu pasekmé, kai
tyréjai turi maziau tiesioginiy kontakty su savo institucija ir uzsienio kolegomis (konferencijy, stazuo-
iy ir pan.). Kita vertus, atsakymai j atvirg klausima rodo, kad tyréjai kartais pasigenda savo institucijos
démesio, ypac kompensavimo uzZ patirtas kompetencijy tobulinimo iSlaidas.
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2020 m. 2022 m.
65 % G  Kickvienas (-a) tyréjas (-a) privalo 65 %
gerai iSmanyti Sig sritj
413 % I F->stcbéjau asmeniniy Ziniy trikuma 35%
20 % I Esu uz tai atsakingas (-a) 22 %
pagal funkcijas
15% I Déstau Sias temas savo studentams 16 %
24 % Giliau domeétis paskatino 159
bendradarbiavimas su uzsienio
kolegomis
17% I Atsirado naujy moksliniy tyrimy / 15 %
PE reglamentuojanciy ES ir nacio-
naliniy dokumenty
31% Padidéjo mano institucijos 12 %
akademinés bendruomenés
démesys MTPE klausimams
7% 1A Kita 6%

10 pav. Priezastys, dél kuriy zinios MTPE srityje per pastaruosius trejus metus buvo gilinamos (2022 m., N=193).

Pastaba: respondentai galejo paZymeti visus tinkamus atsakymus.
2020 m. duomeny saltinis: ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2020” (Ozolinciate et al 2020).

Apie 6 proc. respondenty atsakydami j klausima, kodél per pastaruosius trejus metus gilino savo zi-
nias MTPE srityje, nurode  kita”. Atsakymus, kodeél gilino zZinias, respondentai grindé susijusiomis su
mokymais atsakomybémis ar veiklomis, pvz., ,Esu mokslo zurnaly redkolegijy nare” (R185); ,Atlieku
Sios srities tyrimus ir rengiu publikacijas” (R208). Respondentai taip pat paminejo, kad praktikoje teko
susidurti su akademinés etikos paZzeidimais, todél gilinti Zinias paskatino bdtent i patirtis (susiddiri-
mas su problemomis), pvz., ,Institucijoje, kurioje dirbau anksciau[,] susidUriau su visiskai netoleruoti-
nais etikos pazeidimais.” (R64); ,Problemos MTEP autorystése” (R239). Vienas respondentas paminéjo
ir kitokig motyvacijg, t. y. smalsumo veding ziniy gilinimg MTPE srityje: ,Sutapo, kartais smalsumas”
(R303).

2.3.4. Priezastys, del kuriy zinios MTPE srityje nebuvo gilinamos

2022 m. didzioji respondenty dalis (45 proc.) nurodé, kad nors negilino ar neatnaujino savo ziniy MTPE
srityje, taCiau norety tai padaryti (11 pav.). Beveik trec¢dalis respondenty (30 proc.) pazymeéjo, kad jie
turi pakankamai ziniy apie MTPE. Apie SeStadalis respondenty (17 proc.) pastebéjo, kad negilino ar
neatnaujino Ziniy apie MTPE, nes MSI jiems nesudaré tam salygy. Kiek mazesné dalis (13 proc.) kaip
priezastj nurode kitokius savo veiklos prioritetus. Tik nedidelé respondenty dalis (5 proc.) apskritai ne-
sidomejo MTPE sritimi. Pastebeétina, kad palyginti su ankstesniais metais, 2022 m. akcentuotos prie-
Zastys, paskatinusios gilinti MTPE zinias, kito mazai.
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2020 m. 2022 m.

43% I o5 negilinau / neatnaujinau 45 %

savo ziniy MTPE srityje, bet
noréciau tai padaryti

32 % Turiu pakankamai ziniy 30 %
apie MTPE
7% I MS| man nesudaro tam salygy 7%
17 % Mano veiklos prioritetai 13%
yra kitokie
4% M Manes MTPE nedomina 5%
1% I Kita 12 %

11 pav. Priezastys, del kuriy Zinios MTPE srityje per pastaruosius trejus metus nebuvo gilinamos
(2022 m., N=133).

Pastaba: respondentai galejo paZymeéti visus tinkamus atsakymus.
2020 m. duomeny saltinis: ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2020” (Ozolinciate et al 2020).

2022 m. apie 12 proc. respondenty nurode ir kitas priezastis, del kuriy per pastaruosius trejus metus
negilino savo ziniy MTPE srityje. Sie respondentai pateiké papildomus atsakymus, kuriuose domi-
navo paaiskinimai, kad stinga informacijos apie pastarojo pobidzio mokymus arba galimybes, pvz,
.Nebuvau informuotas apie tokias galimybes” (R211); ,Neturiu Ziniy apie tokius renginius/galimybes”
(R183). Jdomu tai, kad Siuo atveju isreiSkiamas lTkestis ir saves pozicionavimas pasyvioje gavejo pozi-
cijoje, kuomet egzistuoja IGkesciai, kad kitas (kiti) turi pasialyti, pakviesti, organizuoti mokymus. Apie
asmenineg iniciatyva gilinant zinias pastaruosiuose atsakymuose nebuvo uzsimenama, kai 65 proc.
gilinusiy zinias MTPE srityje maneé, kad $ig sritj privalo iSmanyti kiekvienas tyréjas (10 pav.).

Respondentai minéjo, kad mokymuose nedalyvauja, nes nemato tame prasmes, o papildomos zi-
nios nesuponuoja, kad bus elgiamasi saziningiau, pvz., ,Formalls mokymai néera veiksmingi, galeciau
duoti pavyzdziui, mokslininky, kurie gal net patys tuos mokymus rengia, tuo tarpu prisiraSineédami
prie doktoranty, juos plagijuodami, publikuodami ne po vieng monografijg apie tg patj.” (R43). Taip
pat deklaruojama vertybiy svarba (saziningumas), kuomet, jei jos yra tinkamai jsisavintos ir jveiklintos,
Jsoriniy taisykliy” nebereikia, pvz., ,Jei esi sgziningas, tau nereikia kazkieno sugalvoty taisykliy.” (R166).

Kiti respondentai paaisSkino, kad Ziniy negilino deél laiko stokos ir santykinai mazos darbo patirties
akademinéje srityje, pvz., ,} nuolatinius mokslinius tyrimus ir jsitraukiau maziau nei pries tris metus”
(R288); ,Per trumpai dirbu Sioje srityje, todel dar neturéjau tokios galimybeés” (R62); ,Néra laiko.” (R101).
Dar kita respondenty dalis minéjo savo asmeninius zingsnius MTPE srityje ir iSreiSké poreikj gauti
koncentruotg informacijg bei lUkestj, kad institucijos darbuotojy kompetencijos bty privalomai tik-
rinamos ir palaikomos, pvz., ,Tik nuo praéjusiy mety pradétas naudoti Turnitin.” (R7); ,Manau, kad
intuityviai laikausi saziningumo pricipo ir esant reikalui stengiuosi paskaityti salygas[,] po kuriomis
dedu parasa. Bet zinomal,] norétysi, kad informacija bty pateikiama trumpai ir aiSkiai ir kad universi-
tetuose tokia kompetencija baty privaloma iSlaikant testus periodiSkai” (R287).
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I1l. NEETISKAS ELGESYS ATLIEKANT MOKSLINIUS
TYRIMUS IR SKELBIANT JY REZULTATUS

3.1. NeetiSkas moksliniy tyrimy atlikimas

Didzioji dalis (apie du trecdaliai) respondenty pazyméjo niekada per pastaruosius trejus metus savo
institucijos akademinéje bendruomenéje (tarp mokslininky, tyréjy ir doktoranty) nepastebeje tyrimo
duomeny rinkimo negavus butino leidimo (68 proc.), tyrimo duomeny fabrikavimo (68 proc.), falsifi-
kavimo (66 proc.) ar nutyléjimo (67 proc.) atvejy (12 pav.). Maziau nei trec¢dalis respondenty tokj elges;
pastebejo kartais, retai ir labai retai (atitinkamai 29 proc., 28 proc., 29 proc,, ir 29 proc.). Tik nedidelé
dalis daznai ir labai daZnai pastebéjo neetiska elges), dazniausiai - hipotezés pritaikyma prie rezultaty
(12 proc.) ir statistinio reikSmingumo koeficiento vaikymasi (11 proc.). Dar kiek maziau nei pusé respon-
denty tokj elgesj stebéjo kartais, retai ir labai retai (atitinkamai 45 proc. ir 43 proc.).

Palyginti su ankstesniais metais (OzolinciGté et al 2020), 2022 m. pastebimi tie patys daznai ir labai
daZnai pasitaikantys pazeidimai - hipotezés pritaikymas prie rezultaty bei statistinio reikSmingumo
koeficiento vaikymasis (2020 m. - po 13 proc.). Taciau kitaip nei 2020 m., tyrimo duomeny rinkimas
negavus batino leidimo nebéra daZnai ir labai daznai pastebimas MTPE pazeidimas (2022 m. - 3 proc.,
2020 m. - 13 proc.).

Tyrimo duomeny rinkimas 29% 3%
negavus batino leidimo (N=307)
Duomeny fabrikavimas (N=306) 28 % 4%
Duomeny nutyléjimas (N=309) 29 % 4%
Duomeny falsifikavimas (N=307) 29 % 5%
Statistinio reikSmingumo 43 % 1%
koeficiento vaikymasis (N=309)
Hipotezés pritaikymas 45 % 12 %

prie rezultaty (N=307)
M Niekada Kartais, retai, labai retai Daznai, labai daznai

12 pav. Neetiskas moksliniy tyrimy atlikimas savo institucijos akademinéje bendruomenéje (2022 m.).

Dauguma respondenty, atsakydamij klausima apie tai, kaip daznai per pastaruosius trejus metus paste-
béjo neetiska moksliniy tyrimy atlikima savo institucijos akademinéje bendruomenéje (tarp mokslinin-
ky, tyrejy ir doktoranty), kita” laukelyje pateiké atsakymg ,niekada”, nezymi atsakiusiyjy dalis - ,labai
retai”; po vieng atsakyma buvo uzpildyta su jrasu retai” ir ,daznai”. Tokj pasiskirstyma galima bty inter-
pretuoti jvairiai: tai, kad respondentai pazeidimy nepastebi niekada, gali suponuoti akademiskai etiska
elgesj daugumos respondenty aplinkoje; kita vertus, egzistuojantys kitokie atsakymai su pasiskirstanciu
daznumu galéty reiksti nepakankama jautruma (o gal net ziniy stoka) akademineés etikos srityje. Dalis
respondenty pastebéty neetisko elgesio praktiky egzistavima atliekant mokslinius tyrimus aisSkino tuo,
kad mokslinés veiklos vertinimui naudojami kiekybiniai rodikliai vercia tyréjus jausti spaudimg ir bandyti
jvairiais bldais ,apeiti” sistema, pvz., vykdant perteklinius tyrimus; kuriant bendraautoriy grupes, kurio-
se vieno autoriaus paraSytam straipsniui priskiriama visy grupés nariy autoryste.
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3.2. NeetiSkas moksliniy tyrimy rezultaty skelbimas

Daugiausia (apie du trecdaliai) respondenty nurodeé niekada per pastaruosius trejus metus savo insti-
tucijos akademingje bendruomeneje (tarp mokslininky, tyréjy ir doktoranty) nepastebeéje tokiy nee-
tiSko moksliniy tyrimy skelbimo formuy kaip vienalaikis kdrinio jteikimas (68 proc.), pazodinis plagiatas
(64 proc.), vertimo plagiatas (62 proc.) (13 pav.). Kiek daugiau nei puse respondenty teigé nepastebeje
tokio elgesio kaip uzmaskuota atsikartojanti publikacija (59 proc.), Sabloninis plagiatas (58 proc.), durs-
tinys (57 proc.), idéjos plagiatas (54 proc.) ar atsikartojanti publikacija (53 proc.). Daugiau nei puseé res-
pondenty nurodé, kad kartais, retai ir labai retai pastebi atvejus, kai pamirstamos nuorodos (59 proc.).
Tik nedidele respondenty dalis nurode, kad daznai ir labai daZnai pastebi neetisku bldu skelbiamus
tyrimy rezultatus, dazniausiai - daugialypés terpés plagiata (10 proc.), tyrimo iSskaidyma j kelias publi-
kacijas (9 proc.), saviplagiata (8 proc.) ir kt. Dauguma Siy MTPE pazeidimy buvo taip pat daznai ir labai
daZnai pastebeéti ir 2020 metais (Ozolinciate et al 2020), pvz., tyrimo iSskaidymas j kelias publikacijas
(13 proc.), daugialypes terpés plagiatas (10 proc.).

Vienalaikis karinio jteikimas (N=295) 27 % 4%
Pazodinis plagiatas (N=306) 34 % 2%
Vertimo plagiatas (N=305) 34 % 4%
Uzmaskuota atsikartojanti publikacija (N=305) 36 % 5%
Sabloninis plagiatas (N=304) 40 % 3%
Durstinys (N=309) 38 % 6%
Idéjos plagiatas (N=308) 39 % 7%
Atsikartojanti publikacija (N=310) 1% 6%
Vaizdy plagiatas (N=307) 43 % 7%
Daugialypés terpés plagiatas (N=308) 44 % 10%
Saviplagiatas (N=305) 46 % 8%
Plagiatas vartojant sinonimus (N=304) 50 % 5%
Pasléptas dubliavimas (N=305) 50 % 5%
Tyrimo iskaidymas j kelias publikacijas (N=307) 47 % 2%
Nuorodos pamirdimas (N=307) 59 % 7%
M Niekada Kartais, retai, labai retai Daznai, labai daznai

13 pav. Neetiskas moksliniy tyrimy rezultaty skelbimas savo institucijos akademinéje bendruomenéje (2022 m.).

| klausima, kaip daznai per pastaruosius trejus metus pastebejo neetiskg moksliniy tyrimy rezultaty
skelbima savo institucijos akademinéje bendruomeneéje, respondentai, pateikdami atvirus atsaky-
mus, jvardijo skirtingg daznumag, pvz., labai daZnai, niekada. Taip pat buvo paminéta, kad Siuo klausi-
mu stinga informacijos, kvestionuojamas tyrimy reikalingumas ir aktualumas.
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3.3. NeetiSka autoryste

Dauguma respondenty nurodeé, kad savo institucijos akademinéje bendruomeneje (tarp mokslinin-
ky, tyréjy ir doktoranty) niekada nepastebejo neetiSkos autorystés apraisky, tokiy kaip pramanyta
autoryste (jvairiy jos varianty - 89 proc., 86 proc. ir 80 proc.) ir prievartiné autorysté (83 proc.) (14 pav.).
Apie du trecdalius nurodé, kad neteko stebéti Sesélinés autorystés (71 proc.) ir nusléptojo autoriaus
(64 proc.) atvejy. Beveik pusé respondenty kartais, retai ir labai retai stebéjo dovanotosios autorys-
tes (49 proc.) ir mainais grindziamos autorystes (44 proc.) pazeidimus. Pastargsias neetisko moksliniy
tyrimy rezultaty skelbimo formas bei nenusipelniusio bendraautorio jtraukima didZiausia respon-
denty dalis nurodé kaip daznai ir labai daznai stebimus pazeidimus (atitinkamai 23 proc., 19 proc. ir
16 proc.). Sios neetiéko elgesio formos buvo aktualiausios ir ankstesniais metais: dovanotoji autorys-
te - 25 proc.,, mainais grindziama autorysté - 21 proc., nenusipelniusio bendraautorio jtraukimas -
14 proc. (Ozolincitte et al 2020). Jas galima jvardyti ir kaip pacias aktualiausias is visy neetiSko elgesio
atliekant mokslinius tyrimus ir skelbiant jy rezultatus formy.

Pramanyta autorysté 3 (N=308) 9% 2 %
Pramanyta autorysté 1 (N=307) Mm% 3%
Prievartiné autorysté (N=307) 15% 2%
Pramanyta autorysté 2 (N=308) 18% 2%
Seséliné autorysté (N=298) 23 % 6%
Nusléptas autorius (N=305) 30 % 6%
Nenusipelnes bendraautoris (N=308) 39% 16 %
Mainais grindZiama autorysté (N=308) 44 % 19 %
Dovanotoji autorysté (N=310) 49 % 23%
M Niekada Kartais, retai, labai retai Daznai, labai daznai

14 pav. NeetiSka autorysté savo institucijos akademinéje bendruomenéje (2022 m.).

Pastaba: pramanyta autoryste 1 - neegzistuojancio asmens jtraukimas j bendraautorius be jo sutikimo;
pramanyta autoryste 2 - kolegos jtraukimas j bendraautorius be jo sutikimo;
pramanyta autoryste 3 - nepazjstamo asmens jtraukimas j bendraautorius be jo sutikimo.

Atsakydami j klausima, kaip daznai per pastaruosius trejus metus pastebéjo neetiska autoryste savo
institucijos akademinéje bendruomeneéje, ,kita” laukelyje dauguma respondenty nurode apie nee-
tisSka projekty vadovy, o taip pat ir doktorantlros vadovy elges;j, ypac publikavimo srityje. Taip pat
paminétas doktoranty mokslo darby traktavimas kaip savy, nors prie straipsnio raSymo visiskai nepri-
sidéta. Buvo paminétas ir atvejis, kuomet tikroji ,Seséliné” tyréjy komanda iStrinama i$ bendraautoriy
sgraso.
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IV. NESAZININGO ELGESIO PATIRTYS

4. Savo interesy gynimas

Kiek daugiau nei ketvirtadalis (28 proc.) 2022 m. apklausos dalyviy nurode, kad per pastaruosius trejus
metus buvo susiddre su kito tyréjo nesaziningu elgesiu (15 pav.). Tai yra neZzymiai mazesnée dalis nei
2020 m. (31 proc.).

2020 m. 2022 m.

Taip

Ne

15 pav. Susidlrimas su kito tyréjo nesgziningu elgesiu per pastaruosius trejus metus (2022 m., N=310).

2020 m. duomeny saltinis: ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2020” (Ozolinciate et al 2020).

IS susidGirusiyjy su nesaziningu elgesiu, didzioji respondenty dalis niekur nesikreipé, nes nemateé pras-
mes tai daryti (55 proc.) ir (ar) visa situacijg bandé spresti savarankiskai (29 proc.) (16 pav.). Tik apie
Sestadalis (15 proc.) kreipési j padalinio vadova ir (ar) nedidelé dalis - j institucijos (4 proc.) ar padalinio
etikos komiteta (2 proc.). Vos 1 proc. respondenty kreipési j Tarnyba. Palyginti su 2020 m., 2022 m. pas-
tebimas didesnis polinkis savarankiskai spresti situacija ir mazesnis polinkis - kreiptis j institucijos (ar)
padalinio etikos komitetg dél akademines etikos pazeidimy. Be kita ko, Tarnybos 2021 mety veiklos
ataskaitoje pastebimas Tarnybos gauty skundy skaiciaus sumazéjimas 2021 m., palyginti su 2020 m.
Darytina prielaida, kad dalis tyréjy savarankiSkai bando spresti nesgziningo elgesio situacijas, taciau
dalis galimy akademineés etikos pazeidimuy, tikétina, lieka neatskleisti, latentingje fazéje.
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2020 m. 2022 m.
49 % NG \'ickur nesikreipiau, nes nemaciau 55%
prasmes tai daryti
24 % Niekur nesikreipiau, nes visg 29 %
situacijg sprendziau pats / pati
13 % I Kreipiausi j padalinio (pvz., 15 %
katedros, instituto) vadova
7% IR Kreipiausi j institucijos 4%
etikos komitetg
3% Kreipiausi j padalinio (Apvz., 29%
fakulteto) etikos komiteta
1% 1 Kreipiausi j Tarnyba 1%
15 % I Kita 14.%

16 pav. Savo interesy gynimas, susidirus su kito tyréjo nesgziningu elgesiu (2022 m., N=84).

Pastaba: respondentai galejo paZymeéti visus tinkamus atsakymus.
2020 m. duomeny saltinis: ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2020” (Ozolinciate et al 2020).

Apie Sestadalis (14 proc.) respondenty, atsakydami, kaip gyné savo interesus, nurodé ,kita” Vis délto,
Siuose paaisSkinimuose respondentai nenurodé naujy savo interesy gynimo strategijy, o placiau aptare
nesaziningo elgesio atvejus, pvz., ,nesaziningus tyrejus pastebéjau recenzuodamas jy rankrascius” (R71);
.Su situacija, kuri pasizyméjo net keletu etikos pazeidimy[,] susidUriau ankstesnéje darbovietéje -
moksliniy tyrimy institute” (R178). Taip pat atsakymuose aptartos jau minétos savo interesy (ne)gy-
nimo strategijos, daznai paaisSkinant tokio pasirinkimo priezastis, pvz., ,Nesikreipiau, nes tas zmogus
turi didele jtaka mano karjerai ir darbui, be tol[,] kreipiantis pagalbos kolegos patyré mobinga, terori-
zavimg skambudiais, laiSkais, gr[alsinimus.” (R211); ,j auksciausig institucijg nesikreipiau[,] nes nema-
¢iau teigiamos baigties” (R247); ,Dalj sunku jrodyti, todél nemaciau prasmes. Kitg vertus[,] yra zinoma
jvairiy ,,susidor[o]jimo[”] atvejy ar ,,3altojo karo”, kai tau tampa tiesiog sunku dirbti savo toje mazoje
bendruomenéje, nes ypac vyresnioji kart[a] turi laisvesnius etikos standartus ir daug ka jvardina kaip
zmogiskaja klaidg arba nerimta pazeidima” (R287).

Vienu atveju pamineta ,supuvusi vadovaujancio personalo moralé”, kurig galima traktuoti kaip nee-
tisSko elgesio priezastj, ir pasillytas sprendimo principas - keisti vadovy vertinimo sistema: ,Dar kartg,
vadovas yra zmogus Salinantis kliGtis siekti rezultatus. Uz tai ir turéty bati vertinamas, bet ne publika-
cijy kiekiu, kur bty jtrauktas jo vardas[,] nors jis su tuo neturi nieko bendro. Vadovas turi bati verti-
namas pagal padalinio rezultaty. Vadovas turi turéti savo darbo sritj, kuri[g] gali pristatyti visuomenei
nelemendamas kaip pirmokas prie lentos. Jis Sioje srityje turi bati pirmas ir tai neturety bati peremi-
mas arba pasisavinimas kito darbuotojo [i]dejlos]” (R7).

4.2. Situacijy, susidurus su neetisku elgesiu, sprendimas

Atsakydami j klausima apie tai, kas vyko po to, kai asmenys kreipési dél kito tyréjo nesaziningo elge-
sio jy atzvilgiu, dauguma respondenty nurodeé, kad situacija niekuo nesikeité arba baigesi negaty-
viais padariniais jy atzvilgiu, pvz., ,Nurodoma, kad gyvybés ir fundamentaliuose moksluose visur tokia
praktika naudojama, ypac jtraukiant profesorius ir vyresnius kolegas, nes taip reikia.” (R24). Kai situacija
nesikeité, asmeniui buvo paaiskinama, kad tokia tvarka yra normali (situacijos neutralizavimas), kad su
panasiomis situacijomis susiduria ir kiti kolegos, pvz., ,Nieko reikSmingo, pakraipymas galva. Kolegos
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ypac jaunesnieji pritaré, kad jie irgi daznai su tuo susiduria[,] jy atliktas darbas yra publikuojamas net
nepaaiskinus[,] kodeél jie néra bendraautoriai (suprask dar nenusipelnei)” (R84). Vienu atveju tyréjas
nejtrauke j bendraautorius Zmoniy, neprisideéjusiy prie straipsnio raSymo, taciau pastaroji sgzZiningo
elgesio lyderyste, kaip suponuoja respondentas, institucijoje pokyc&iy neinspiravo, pvz., ,Institucijoje
nieko nepasiekiau, apart to[,] kad kolegoms jrodziau[,] jog mano intelektiné nuosavybé yra mano
pasiekimas ir nesiruosiu su kitais neprisidejusiais dalintis. Taip pat atsisakiau straipsnio autorystés|,]
kuriame savo indélio nejnesiau. Noréjau parodyti pavyzdj[,] bet i mano elgesio niekas nepasimoke. Ir
toliau dalis nedalyvaujanciy MTEP mégaujasi ramia sgzine nepelnyta autoryste” (R247).

Negatyvios kreipimosi del nesgziningo elgesio pasekmes liudija apie asmeny patirta psichologine
ar moraline Zalg, o kai kuriais atvejais - ir darbo netekimo padarinius. Minimos ir tokiy situacijy vil-
kinimo praktikos, jy uzglaistymas, abejojama, ,ar reikia kelti triuksma” (R105), pvz., ,Kai apie situacijg
vadovaujamame skyriuje pranesiau jstaigos vadovei, ji, kartu su mokslininkais, kurie falsifikavo tyrimo
rezultatus ir jg pacig prirasinéjo j bendraautorius, pradéjo mobingg mano atzvilgiu ir galiausiai iSujo
i$ darbovietés.” (R178); ,Buvo ilgas nagringjimas, o tikriau skundo ,stumdymas” vieniems nuo kity,
kol nusprendziau kreiptis j Akademineés etikos ir procediry kontrolieriaus tarnyba.” (Ré64); ,Kreipiausi j
padalinio vadovg, dekang, taciau buvo abejojama, ar Cia reikia kelti triuksma. Tegul lieka ant jy sazinés.
Taip ir liko :) Jauciausi <...> Slyksciai, nes jauciausi iShaudota. Net apemeé mintis, kad nesu pakankamai
kompete[n]tinga, todél taip su manimi pasielgé..” (R105). Taip pat buvo pabréziama asmens, uZziman-
Cio atitinkamas pareigas, dorovinés pozicijos svarba: ,Geriau klauskit[,] ne kas vyko[,] o kokiose parei-
gose sedi saziningas ar nesaziningas Zzmogus” (R142).

4.3. Gresme keliantys veiksniai

Atsakydamij klausima apie veiksnius, keliancius grésme atsakingam moksliniy tyrimy atlikimui ir jy re-
zultaty vieSinimui savo institucijos akademinéje bendruomeneéje, didziausia respondenty dalis - dau-
giau nei puseé (58 proc.) - sutiko ar visiskai sutiko su teiginiu, kad tai yra spaudimas paskelbti daugiau
publikacijy per trumpesn;j laikotarpj (17 pav.). Nemaza respondenty dalis taip pat sutiko ar visiskai
sutiko su tuo, kad atsakingam elgesiui gresme kelia tyréjy mazas savo teisiy Zinojimas (45 proc.), ma-
Zai informacijos apie atsakinga mokslinio tyrimo atlikima ir jo rezultaty skelbima (41 proc.), spaudimas
gauti finansavima i$ kity institucijy (38 proc.) bei neaiskus tyrimo duomeny savininkas ir duomeny
nuosavybes teiseé (38 proc.). Respondentai buvo maziausiai linke sutikti su teiginiu, kad grésme kelia
institucijoje sudaromos salygos aplaidziai atlikti mokslinius tyrimus ir neatsakingai skelbti jy rezultatus
(15 proc.).

Palyginti su ankstesniais metais (OzolinciGte et al 2020), pagrindinés grésmés - spaudimo paskelbti
daugiau publikacijy per trumpesn;j laikg - vertinimas mazai keitési (2020 m. - 60 proc., 2022 m. -
58 proc.), o informacijos ir ziniy nepakankamumas (tyréjy mazas savo teisiy zinojimas, mazai informa-
cijos apie atsakingg mokslinio tyrimo atlikima ir jo rezultaty skelbima) buvo kiek labiau akcentuotas
2022 m. apklausoje (atitinkamai 2020 m. - po 38 proc., 2022 m. - 45 proc. ir 41 proc.). Taciau skirtingai
nei ankstesniais metais, spaudimas gauti finansavima is kity institucijy maziau akcentuotas kaip grés-
meé atsakingam tyrimy atlikimui ir jy rezultaty vieSinimui (2020 m. - 46 proc., 2022 m. - 38 proc.). Vis
deélto, vertinant 2022 m. apklausos rezultatus, reikéty atkreipti demes;j j tai, kad del techniniy kliaciy
dalis respondenty neturéjo galimybés atsakytij §j klausima.
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Spaudimas paskelbti daugiau publikacijy 17 % 25 %
per trumpesn;j laikotarpj (N=222)
Tyréjai mazai zino apie savo teises (N=222) 33 % 22 %
Mazai informacijos apie atsakingg mokslinio 3% 27%
tyrimo atlikima ir jo rezultaty skelbima (N=220)
Spaudimas gauti finansavima i$ kity institucijy (N=221) 27 % 5%
Tyrimo duomeny savininkas ir 339 29 %
tyrimo duomeny nuosavybeés teisé yra neaiski (N=221)
Tik teigiamy tyrimo rezultaty skelbimas deél mokslinj tyrima 329 43 %
finansuojancios organizacijos lkesciy (N=221)
Tyréjy jsitikinimas, kad etikos paZeidimo 359 43 %

pasekmes yra ne itin reikSmingos (N=217)

Institucijoje sudaromos salygos aplaidziai atlikti mokslinius 24 % 61%
tyrimus ir neatsakingai skelbti jo rezultatus (N=222)

M Sutinku, visiSkai sutinku Nei sutinku, nei nesutinku Nesutinku, visisSkai nesutinku

17 pav. Grésmeés atsakingam moksliniy tyrimy atlikimui ir jy rezultaty vieSinimui (2022 m.).
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VIETOJ ISVADUY

2022 m. apklausty Lietuvos akademinés bendruomeneés atstovy deklaruojama etiné pozicija vis dar
pasizymi aukstu idealizmo ir Zemu reliatyvizmo lygiu. Palyginti su 2020 m. apklausos rezultatais, Si po-
zicija keitési nezymiai (netgi stebimas didesnis poslinkis j idealizmag). Tai atspindi respondenty polink;
vadovautis universaliomis moralés normomis, o ne taikyti jas individualiai pagal situacija.

Apklausoje dalyvavusiems tyréjams, déstytojams, doktorantams dazniausiai gerai Zinomi ir, jy zinio-
mis, MSI taikomi Tarnybos parengti dokumentai: MSI akademinés etikos kodeksy priemimo, jgyven-
dinimo ir prieziaros rekomendacijos, Atitikties MTE vertinimo gairés ir Akademinés etikos uztikrinimo
organizuojant studijas nuotoliniu bGdu gaires. 1§ tarptautiniy dokumenty dazniausiai minimos PEK
rekomendacijos. Per pastaruosius kelis metus MTPE rekomendacijy, gairiy sgrasas buvo papildytas
keliais naujais dokumentais, kurie sulauké nemazo respondenty ir MSI démesio. Manytina, kad dél to
kai kurie anksciau parengti nacionaliniai dokumentai respondentams atrodé maziau aktualGs 2022 m.
nei ankstesnéje apklausoje.

Beveik puse respondenty per pastaruosius trejus metus Zinias MTPE srityje gilino kartais, retai ir labai
retai, o daugiau nei deSimtadalis - daZnai ir labai daZnai. Palyginti su ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras
2020" apklausos duomenimis, Zinias gilinusiy respondenty mastas islieka panasus kaip ir ankstesniais
metais, taciau pastebimi ryskds skirtumai, kokiu bldu buvo gilinamos zinios. COVID-19 pandemijos
kontekste 2022 m. zymiai iSaugo respondenty, dalyvavusiy virtualiuose renginiuose, dalis. Be to, iSau-
go respondenty, dalyvavusiy kity Lietuvos institucijy organizuotuose renginiuose, dalis, nors respon-
denty, gilinusiy Zinias savo institucijos organizuotuose renginiuose, dalis ir nesikeité. Tuo tarpu sava-
rankiskai informacijos ieSkanciyjy dalis sumazéjo. Darytina prielaida, kad daliai respondenty, turinciy
galimybe dalyvauti savo ar kity institucijy organizuotuose renginiuose, poreikis savarankiskai ieSkoti
informacijos gali bati maziau aktualus.

Kaip ir ankstesniais metais, pagrindiné priezastis siekti ziniy MTPE srityje buvo suvokimas, kad tai
iSmanyti yra privalu kiekvienam tyréjui. Apie trecdalj respondenty gilinti zinias MTPE srityje paskatino
asmeniniy ziniy trakumas. Vis délto, atsakydami j atvirus klausimus, respondentai daznai teige, kad
Ziniy gilinima riboja tai, kad tos Zinios, kurios iSties blty naudingos, yra mokamos, ir tikimasi, kad ty-
réjai uz jas susimokeés patys. Apie SeStadalis respondenty, negilinusiy ziniy MTPE srityje, kaip priezast;j
paminegjo ir tai, kad MSI jiems nesudaro tam saglygy. Beveik puse respondenty, negilinusiy ziniy MTPE
srityje, nurodé, kad norety tai padaryti. Kita vertus, beveik trecdalis jy pazymejo, kad turi pakankamai
Ziniy apie MTPE. IS atsakymy j atvirus klausimus galima pastebeéti, kad respondentams nepateikiama
pakankamai informacijos apie mokymus, taciau dalies respondenty atsakymai suponuoja ir paciy
respondenty pasyvuma jos ieSkant. Temos, kuriose respondentai nurode giline MTPE Zinias, apemeé
jvairius akademineés etikos ir teisinius aspektus ir kt.

Remiantis apklausos rezultatais, neetiskas elgesys (jvairios jo formos) nebuvo itin daznai pastebimas
reiskinys tarp respondenty. Dazniausiai (daznai ir labai daZnai) pastebimos neetiSko moksliniy tyrimy
atlikimo formos - hipotezés pritaikymas prie rezultaty (12 proc.) ir statistinio reikSmingumo koeficiento
vaikymasis (11 proc.). DaZniausiai pastebimos neetisko moksliniy tyrimy rezultaty skelbimo formos -
daugialypés terpés plagiatas (10 proc.), tyrimo isskaidymas j kelias publikacijas (9 proc.), saviplagiatas
(8 proc.). Dazniausiai pastebimos neetiskos autorystes formos - dovanotoji autorysté (23 proc.), mai-
nais grindziama autorysté (19 proc.) ir nenusipelniusio bendraautorio jtraukimas (16 proc.). Sios neetis-
ko elgesio formos buvo dazniausiai pastebétos ir ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2020” apklausoje.
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Taciau pazymetina, kad skirtingai nei ankstesniais metais, tyrimo duomeny rinkimas negavus batino
leidimo nebéra daznai ir labai daZnai pastebimas MTPE pazeidimas. Tai gali bati susije su MSI pazanga
jgyvendinant Atitikties MTE vertinimo gaires ir sudarant Atitikties MTE komitetus (Umbrasaité 2022).
Apibendrinant, neetiska autoryste yra dazniausiai identifikuojama problema atliekant mokslinius ty-
rimus ir skelbiant jy rezultatus.

Didziausia respondenty dalis (daugiau nei pusé) kaip grésme atsakingam moksliniy tyrimy atlikimui
ir jy rezultaty vieSinimui jvardijo spaudima paskelbti daugiau publikacijy per trumpesnj laikotarpj. Ki-
tos daugelio pazymétos gréesmes apeme informacijos ar ziniy trikuma (apie tyréjy teises, atsakinga
mokslinio tyrimo atlikima ir jo rezultaty skelbima) ir kt.

Asmeniskai su kito tyrejo nesaziningu elgesiu per paskutinius trejus metus buvo susidre kiek dau-
giau nei ketvirtadalis apklausos dalyviy. Vis délto, didzioji jy dalis (daugiau nei pusé) po to niekur
nesikreipe, nes nematé prasmes tai daryti. Maziau nei trecdalis situacijg bande spresti savarankiskai.
Tik apie SeStadalis kreipési j padalinio vadova ir (ar) nedidelé dalis - j institucijos ar padalinio etikos
komitety, ar Tarnyba. Palyginti su 2020 m., 2022 m. pastebimas didesnis polinkis savarankiskai spresti
situacijg ir mazesnis polinkis kreiptis j institucijos ar padalinio etikos komitetg dél galimy pazeidimy.
Respondenty, kurie kreipési pagalbos, atsakymai, kaip toliau klostési situacija, rodo, kad daznu atveju
ji nesikeite arba baigési negatyviais padariniais jy atZvilgiu. Pasekmeés varijuoja nuo bandymy vilkinti,
uzglaistyti, ,normalizuoti” situacija (t. y. paaiskinti, kad tai, kas jvyko yra normali (daugumos) praktika)
iki psichologinés ar moralinés Zalos, o kai kuriais atvejais - ir darbo netekimo.

Apibendrinant ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2022" apklausos rezultatus, MSI pastangos galéty
bati veiksmingesnés tiek informuojant tyréjus apie jy teises, atsakingg mokslinio tyrimo atlikima ir jo
rezultaty skelbimg, tiek organizuojant mokymus ta tema ir apie juos informuojant akademine ben-
druomene. MSI vykdomas etikos pazeidimy nagrinejimo efektyvumas ir ypac praneséjy apie galimus
akademinés etikos paZeidimus apsauga islieka ypac svarbiomis tobulintinomis sritimis. MSI tyréjy, va-
dowvy vertinimo kriterijy perzitrejimas galéty bati dar viena veiklos kryptis, siekiant mazinti prielaidas
akademineés etikos pazeidimams atsirasti.
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INTRODUCTION

The Office presents for the second time the results of the study “Responsible Research Barometer”.
The report of previous study in Lithuanian and English languages was published for the first time in
2020. This study reveals the experiences of the researchers working in Lithuanian RHEIs and situation
in RPE. As in the previous study “Responsible Research Barometer 2020 this study aims to unfold the
practice of research conduct and publication of research results in Lithuanian universities, colleges,
and research institutes through the lenses of academic ethics. The doctoral students and researchers
(teaching staff, scientists and other researchers working in RHEIs) were invited to take part in the
survey. It was analysed how much attention the Lithuanian academic community gives to education
about RPE, how ethical sensitivity is manifested in the academic community, what RPE malpractices
are noticed in the academic environment, and how they are solved.

Hopefully, results of this study will help to continue developing the culture of academic ethics in
Lithuanian RHEIs and will induce to reconsider the application peculiarities of RPE regulations and to
communicate the problems to be solved and their solution.
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. DESCRIPTION OF METHODOLOGICAL
APPROACH

11. Structure of the questionnaire

The methodological approach to development of the questionnaire used for survey of “Responsible
Research Barometer 2022" was described in detail in the report of the study “Responsible Research
Barometer 2020" (Ozolincitte et al 2020). The guestionnaire consists of 5 main parts covering 23
questions, where 4 were open-type questions and 19 - closed-type questions. The possible answers
to the questions about familiarity and implementation of the RPE regulations in the survey of 2022
were supplemented by the guidelines prepared by the Office in 2020 and 2021 in the field of RPE.

The questions of the first part of the questionnaire were used to ask about the RPE education:
knowledge about RPE and its implementation practices in the institutions of researchers; character
and frequency of knowledge deepening about RPE; choice whether to deepen RPE knowledge
and its reasons. The respondents were asked in the second part of the questionnaire to mark the
statements that reflect the best their personal ethical attitude. The third part of the questionnaire
showcased whether and how often the respondents have encountered unethical behaviour in the
conduct of research, publication of their results and statement of authorship, etc. in the last three
years. They were also asked how their interests were defended in case of unethical behaviour and
what threats in the RPE area were the most perceptible. The fifth part of the questionnaire covered
the questions about professional characteristics.

1.2.  Target group, sample size, survey method

The doctoral students and researchers (teaching staff, scientists and other researchers working
in RHEIs) were invited to take part in the survey. The target group of the survey consisted of 9860
teaching staff (professors, associate professors, lecturers, assistants), all career-stage researchers and
other researchers and doctoral students (the calculations were done according to the data of the
Education Management Information System of 1 October 2021 submitted by the National Agency for
Education). The estimated sample size is 370 respondents.

The invitation to take part in survey “Responsible Research Barometer 2022” was sent to the doctoral
students and researchers by general e-mail addresses of the RHEIs. The RHEIs were asked to forward
the invitation to the doctoral students and researchers. The survey was conducted online (on
Alchemer platform) from 2 March 2022 until 13 April 2022. The language of the survey was Lithuanian.
Participation in the survey took place on voluntary basis. The respondents had the right not to answer
any question and to withdraw from the survey.

In total, 389 respondents provided their answers. Only the data of 310 respondents who had
answered to at least two thirds of the questions in parts I-1V of the questionnaire (except for the 17"
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question) and all the questions of part V were used for the analysis'. Such size of the sample allows
assuring 5,48 percent margin of error in case of 95 percent confidence level. When the results of the
survey are assessed, it is necessary to take the insufficient size of the sample and statistical bias into
consideration. The number of respondents who answered to each question is indicated below.

1.3. Characteristics of respondents

1.3.1. Largest scientific workload

The majority of the RHEIs identified by the respondents as their workplaces with the largest scientific
workload were public universities (54 percent). One quarter of the respondents noted that they had
the largest scientific workload in public research institutes (25 percent) and public colleges (22 percent).
Only two percent of the respondents marked the big workload at private university or private college.
Just 1 percent of respondents indicated a private research institute as their workplace. Two percent of
the respondents marked “Other” in the answers (Fig. 1).

Public university [ ENEGGNGNG 5/ %
Public research institute | NN 25 %
Public college G 27 %

Private university [} 2%
Private college [l 2%
Private research institute || 1%

Other |l 2%

Fig. 1. Distribution of the respondents according to the workplaces? (2022, N=310)

Note: the respondents could mark up to two answers.

More than every third respondent identified teaching (36 percent) and scientific activities (31 percent)
as the largest workload. More than one tenth revealed being doctoral students (15 percent) or doing
administrative work (14 percent). Only 4 percent (11 respondents) marked other activities (Fig. 2).

"When the number of respondents was assessed, the answers to the 17" question (part 1V) were not taken into
consideration due to technical obstacles. It should be noted that the respondents who have answered to less
than two thirds of the questions have not provided their professional characteristics (part V).

2 The total percentage expression of estimates can exceed 100 percent here and below.
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Teaching I, 56 %

Scientific activities | NN, 57 %

Doctoral studies | NN > -

Administrative work | I 1/ %

Other M 4%

Fig. 2. Largest workload of the respondents (2022, N=310)

The respondents identified the following as other activities: 1) various academic activities, e.g.,
analytical work, scientific activity, doctoral studies; 2) academic and administrative work distributed
in certain proportions, e.g., teaching, research, and administrative work in equal shares; 3) work in
business sector; 4) work unrelated to scientific activities; 5) workload without specifying its character.

1.3.2. Highest qualification and its acquisition place (country)

Majority of respondents (63 percent) have doctoral or equivalent degree. 36 percent of respondents
marked the master’s degree and 1 percent - bachelor’s degree (Fig. 3).

Bachelor degree [, > °

Master or equivalent degree |GGG s %

Doctoral or equivalent degree B1%

Fig. 3. Distribution of the respondents according to the highest acquired qualification (2022, N=310)

Elsewhere;
5%

In Lithuania; 95 %

United States of America
Russian Federation (USSR)
Japan

Poland

Belarus

Italy

Kingdom of the Netherlands
Germany

Not indicated

I 00 %
I 20 %
[ EEFA
I 3 %
I 7 2

I 7 %

I 7 0

I 7 %

. 7 2

Fig. 4. Place where the respondents acquired the highest qualification (2022, N=310)
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More than nine out of ten (N=295; 95 percent) respondents have acquired their scientific degree
in Lithuania (Fig. 4). The remaining (N=15; 5 percent) named various foreign countries, where they
had acquired the scientific degree: one fifth of the respondents who have acquired their scientific
degree not in Lithuania marked the United States of America (20 percent) and Russia (former Soviet
Union, 20 percent) each; more than one tenth of the respondents (13 percent each) named Poland
and Japan; there were single cases of Belarus, Italy, the Kingdom of the Netherlands, Germany or no
country indicated at all (7 percent each of the degrees acquired elsewhere).

1.3.3. Experience of scientific activities

When asked, for how many years approximately the respondents have been engaged in scientific
activities, the large share of them (N=147) indicated the periods of 1-10 years (68 respondents indicated
the periods of 6-10 years and 79 respondents - 1-5 years). Quite a big group (N=107) consisted of the
respondents with 11-20 years of scientific experience (52 respondents indicated the periods of 11-15
years and 55 respondents - 16-20 years) (Fig. 5).

40-45years M 5

31-40vyears | 10

26-30 years [N 4

2125 years I 7

16-20 years . 5-

115 years . | 5

610 years | $°
Upto5years N 79

Fig. 5. Scientific work experience of the respondents (in years) (2022, N=310)

1.4. Data analysis

The method of descriptive statistics was chosen to systemise and present information deriving from
closed questions. The data of open questions were encoded and then categorised; this served to
describe data analysis.

1.4.1. Analysis of closed questions

To systemise the data, the descriptive statistics and graphical depiction methods are used. Their main
purpose is to describe concisely and visually the collected data. In majority of cases, the main numerical
characteristics were used - means and frequencies (Janilionis n. d.). The research data are presented
in percentage. For the sake of accuracy, it should be noted that although the respondents were asked
to choose from the answer variants never, rarely, very rarely, sometimes, often, very often, when the



RESPONSIBLE RESEARCH BAROMETER 2022

research results were summarised, the information was presented by dividing the answers into the
following groups: often and very often (expression in total percentage); sometimes, rarely, and very
rarely (expression in total percentage); never (percentage). Accordingly, when the respondents were
asked to choose answer variants from | agree completely, | agree, neither do | agree nor disagree, |
do not agree at all, or | do not agree, when generalisation was done, the answers were grouped in
the following way: | do not agree and | do not agree at all (expression in total percentage); neither
do | agree nor disagree (percentage); | agree and | agree completely (expression in total percentage).

To unfold the changes in the RHEIs area, the data of the survey 2022 were compared with the data of
"Responsible Research Barometer 2020" (OzolinciGte et al 2020).

1.4.2. Analysis of open questions

The methodological analysis of open questions was carried out by encoding the answers of the
respondents and attributing the codes to the categories within certain topics (Table 1).

Respondent’s answer Code Category

Area of RE of interest

“USA ethical principles” (R33) USA ethical International
principles documents and
standards
“European Charter for Researchers and Code of Conduct for EC EMCH International
the Recruitment of Researchers” (R171) documents and
standards

Consequences after notification about the situation

“When | notified the institution’s manager about the situation | Mobbing, Negative

in our unit, she started mobbing with regard to me together | hounding-out consequences
with the researchers who were falsifying the results and were
including her as a co-author and thus | was forced to leave the
work finally” (R178)

Help asking in case of noticed unethical behaviour

“I have not addressed anyone because | was afraid of the Fear of crackdown | No referral
crackdown” (R31)

Table 1. Example of encoding and categorisation of the respondents’ answers to open questions

Open questions of the respondents are provided in their original expression in the square brackets
[...]. The spelling and punctuation mistakes were corrected to make the statements clearer for the
reader, e.g., “l have not addressed anyone because that person has a big influence on my career and
work, besides [,] the colleagues who ask for help suffered mobbing, artificial fault-finding by calls,
letters, th[r]eats.” (R211). The code given to the respondent is entered into the brackets after the open
answer. In order not to reveal the respondent’s institution, the generalising category instead of the
original text is written into the angle brackets <...>, e.g., “<university’s name> regulation of the doctoral
studies” (R197).
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Il. INTEGRATION OF RPE REGULATIONS

The ethical position of the academic community that had taken part in the survey was assessed
according to Forsyth's Ethics Position Questionnaire (2019). According to the evaluation of ethical
attitudes of the respondents of the study 2022 (N=309), the coefficients of ethical position were the
following: idealism - 4.55, relativism - 2.49. To compare with the results of “Responsible Research
Barometer 2020 (OzolinciGte et al 2020), the ethical position of the respondents has slightly changed:
according to the data of 2020, idealism was 4.47, relativism - 2.45. Bigger positive change is noticed
in idealistic approaches (1,8 percent), when compared to relativism (1,6 percent). The general ethical
position of the academic community that had taken part in the survey remains attributable to
absolutists (high idealism, low relativism), i.e., the one who tend to follow universal moral norms more
than to adjust them to a particular situation (Forsyth 2019).

2. Knowledge of RPE regulations

In 2022, more than half of the respondents (52 percent) (Fig. 6.) noted that they do not know well any
of the documents on RPE regulations indicated in the survey (guidelines, recommendations). Usually,
the respondents knew well the national guidelines and recommendations - Recommendations on
the Preparation, Adaptation and Implementation of Academic Ethics Codes by RHEIs, approved by
the Office (32 percent), the Office’s Guidelines for Ethical Review (23 percent), the Office’s Guidelines
for Assurance of Academic Ethics when Organising Remote Studies (18 percent), and Guidelines for
PE, approved by LURK (17 percent) (Fig. 6).

Interestingly, the Office’s guidelines and recommendations were quite well-known for the Lithuanian
academic community in both present and previous surveys. The Office’'s Recommendations on
the Preparation, Adaptation and Implementation of Academic Ethics Codes by RHEIs were usually
mentioned as well known in 2020 and in 2022 alike. Since the first survey, the national RPE regulations
have been supplemented by several new yet already well-known documents, i.e., the Office's
Guidelines for Ethical Review (2020) and the Office’s Guidelines for Assurance of Academic Ethics
when Organising Remote Studies (2020).

In 2022, less respondents stated knowing the LURK Guidelines for PE (2019) well than in 2020 - 17
percent and 29 percent, respectively. It is possible that the members of academic communities were
informed more rarely about earlier documents, and thus, familiarity with them was decreasing (e.g., the
familiarity with the Office’s Recommendations on the Preparation, Adaptation and Implementation
of Academic Ethics Codes by RHEIs (2020) and the LURK Guidelines for PE (2019) was smaller than
earlier). On the other hand, according to the explanations of the respondents (below), part of the
respondents tended to assess their knowledge in the RPE area critically.

Among the international documents, the most frequently mentioned ones were COPE
recommendations (18 percent), the European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity (16 percent),
the EC Recommendation on the European Charter for Researchers and the Code of Conduct for the
Recruitment of Researchers (16 percent). COPE recommendations were mentioned as well-known
the most frequently both in 2022 and in 2020.



RESPONSIBLE RESEARCH BAROMETER 2022

RPE regulations WELL known RPE regulations WELL known
in 2020 in 2022
47 % NN \one of these are known well 52 %
z8 % I Office’s Recommendations on the 329

Preparation, Adaptation and
Implementation of Academic
Ethics Codes by RHEIs

n. d. | Office’s Guidelines for Ethical Review 23 %

n. d.| Office’s Guidelines for Assurance 18 %
of Academic Ethics when
Organising Remote Studies

232 % COPE recommendations 18 %
29 % LURK Guidelines for PE 17 %
16% I European Code of Conduct for 16 %
Research Integrity
15%* I Commission Recommendation of 16 %

11 March 2005 on the European
Charter for Researchers and the
Code of Conduct for the
Recruitment of Researchers

n.d.| Office’s Guidelines for Objective 14 %
and Fair Assessment of Group
Works
n.d. Memorandum of the Office 14 %
and the Office of the

Ombudsperson for Equal
Opportunities on Assurance of
Academic Ethics and Equal
Opportunities in Scientific Events

n. d. | Office’s Guidelines for Recognition 13 %
of Fictious Scientific Events
10 % N IAU-MCO Guidelines for an 7%

Institutional Code of Ethics
in Higher Education

5% 1R Other 6%

Fig. 6. Well-known RPE regulations (2022, N=308)

Note: the respondents could mark all the suitable answers.
Source of data of 2020: “Responsible Research Barometer 2020 (Ozolincitte et al 2020).

“Correction of error: a figure formatting error occurred in the ,Responsible Research Barometer 2020” report,
i.e. in the 2020 data, 0 % must be replaced by 15 %.

Six percent of respondents knew other documents containing RPE regulations. As for familiarity with
the regulations inducing RPE, majority of the respondents mentioned the documents of their institution
in the field “other”, i.e,, codes of academic ethics of the institutions, their regulations, e.g., “The Code of
Academic Ethics of my institution” (R76); “<university’s name> Regulation of Doctoral Studies” (R197).
Besides, the respondents mentioned that they are familiar with the documents, but they would not be
able to state knowing the RPE regulations well, e.g., “I am familiar with the most but surely not with all.
WELL-known does not apply to anything” (R15); “I know almost all, but | would not say WELL" (R53); “l am
familiar, but | would not dare to say that | know them well” (R280). Some respondents also mentioned
other, personal knowledge about the RPE regulations not linked to the content of the mentioned
documents but acquired while teaching or reading various textbooks, e.g., “Ethics of Social Research from
textbooks of Bitinas, Kardelis and Prof. Zydzitinaite.” (R124); “I have taught professional ethics; | follow my
conscience.” (R43). There were also the answers stating about lack of knowledge about RPE regulations
due to shortage of academic activities (teaching, scientific activities) and experience in academic activities,
e.g. “lam only starting my teaching and scientific work, so | do not thoroughly know what | know.” (R270).
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2.2. Implementation of RPE regulations

According to the results of the study 2022, the largest share of respondents (58 percent) stated
that they do not know what RPE regulations their RHEI are implementing (Fig. 7). The ones who
named the documents implemented by their RHEI in RPE area, usually mentioned the Office's
Recommendations on the Preparation, Adaptation and Implementation of Academic Ethics Codes
by RHEIs (28 percent), Office’'s Guidelines for Ethical Review (21 percent), and the Office’s Guidelines
for Assurance of Academic Ethics when Organising Remote Studies (19 percent).

The most frequently mentioned national document implemented by RHEIs in the studies of 2020
and 2022 was the Office’'s Recommendations on the Preparation, Adaptation and Implementation
of Academic Ethics Codes by RHEIs. However, if the results of the study 2022 are compared to the
results of the previous study, it is evident that in 2022, smaller number of respondents stated that
their RHEI was implementing earlier published national documents, such as LURK Guidelines for PE
(2019) and the Office's Recommmendations on the Preparation, Adaptation and Implementation of
Academic Ethics Codes by RHEIs (2020).

As for the international RPE sources and the provisions implemented in the respondent’s institution,
COPE recommendations were indicated as the most frequently implemented in 2022 (17 percent).
Besides, almost every tenth respondent stated that his/her RHEI was implementing the EC
Recommendation on the European Charter for Researchers and the Code of Conduct for the
Recruitment of Researchers (13 percent) and the European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity
(12 percent). The COPE recommendations were the most frequently implemented international RPE
regulations in 2020 and 2022, as well.
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Fig. 7. RPE regulations implemented by RHEIs (2022, N=308)

Note: the respondents could mark all the suitable answers.
Source of data of 2020: “Responsible Research Barometer 2020 (OzolinciGte et al 2020).

“Correction of error: a figure formatting error occurred in the ,Responsible Research Barometer 2020” report,
i.e. in the 2020 data, O % must be replaced by 11 %.

Seven percent of respondents indicated that their RHE! is implementing the RPE regulations of other
documents, as well. In response to the question, which RPE regulations are implemented by the
RHEI, the respondents usually mentioned the ethics codes of their RHEIs in the field “Other”, e.g.,
“The ethics code for teachers is prepared in the university” (R208); “The academic ethics code of our
institution” (R76); “The university’s ethics code is complied with” (R221). Some of the respondents
explained the option “other” saying that the institution is implementing all (or majority) of the named
RPE regulations, but they did not provide more detailed information about particular documents,
e.g., "l believe that all the most important regulations are taken into consideration.” (R59); “They are
definitely implementing them, but | do not know the names:)” (R202).

Part of the respondents mentionedthattheirinstitution was using international standards or guidelines
of other institutions, e.g., “Main regulations promoting RPE, the guidelines of other universities and
institutions” (R197). Some respondents noted that although their institution was implementing all the
main regulations, but the information on this topic is insufficient, e.g., “I believe that other regulations
are also implemented but they are not named as matter-of-course. So, the teachers and researchers
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lack that information” (R3). It should be noted that the statements were left in the field “other” about
failure to implement any RPE regulations in certain institutions or violations of ethics, e.g., “Nothing is
implemented” (R31); “Ethics is violated” (R163).

2.3. Deepening of RPE knowledge

In 2022, the largest share of respondents stated that they had never deepened their knowledge in
RE or PE fields (40 percent each) (Fig. 8). Even 37 percent were not deepening their knowledge in
either field. On the other hand, almost half of the respondents were deepening their RPE knowledge
sometimes, rarely, and very rarely (47 percent - RE, 48 percent - PE), and more than one tenth - often
and very often (13 percent - RE, 12 percent - PE). These proportions are alike to 2020.

Research ethics in 2020 Research ethics in 2022
41% I Never 40 %
5% I Very rarely 16 %

12 % R Rarely 13 %

9% I Sometimes 18%

10 % Il Often 1%

4%l Veryoften 2%

Publication ethics in 2020 Publication ethics in 2022
37 % I Never 40 %
14% I \Very rarely 15 %
15 % I Rarely 13 %
21% I Sometimes 21%
10 % Often 10 %

4% W  Veryoften 2%

Fig. 8. Frequency of RPE knowledge deepening (in courses, seminars, other events or independently)
(2022, N=310)

Source of data of 2020: “"Responsible Research Barometer 2020 (Ozolincidte et al 2020).

As earlier, the largest share of respondents, who have been deepening their RPE knowledge in the
last three years (56 percent), were taking part in the seminars, training and other events organised by
their institutions (Fig. 9.). However, in 2022, the number of participants in virtual seminars, training and
conferences and the seminars, training and conferences organised by other Lithuanian institutions
has tremendously increased, when compared to 2020, from 13 percent to 47 percent and from 30
percent to 38 percent, respectively. On the other hand, the number of individual initiatives to look
deeper into the RPE issues decreased from 69 percent in 2020 to 52 percent in 2022.
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2020 2022

56 % I | -\ < participated in the seminars, 56 %

training or other events organised
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on this topic

30 % I ' have participated in the seminars, 38%

training or conferences on this
topic organised by other
Lithuanian institutions

12% I 'have participated in the seminars, 1%
training or conferences held on

this topic abroad
4% Other 3%

Fig. 9. Ways of RPE knowledge deepening in the last three years (2022, N=176)

Note: the respondents could mark all the suitable answers.
Source of data of 2020: “"Responsible Research Barometer 2020” (Ozolincidte et al 2020).

The answers how the respondents were deepening their RPE knowledge in the last three years
were supplemented in the field “Other” by such activities as own teaching, conduct of seminars and
training on the topic, e.g., “I was conducting training and seminars” (R?1); “I am teaching these topics
to the students” (R256).

2.31. Topics in the field of RE

The respondents’ answers about the topics, in which they have been expanding their knowledge on
RE in the last three years, covered the following topics (the succession of topics reflects the number
of answers from the most frequent to the most rarely mentioned): academic ethics (N=91); PE (N=35);
documents (N=24); ethical behaviour (N=10); legal aspects (N=4).

1) Academic ethics

The respondents usually mentioned such topics, as RE, research planning, principles of academic
ethics, project administration and research administration, research methods that are integral to
the academic ethics, e.g., “Participation in the training about research organisation, where the topic
of RE was also discussed (however, these were not individual training of several academic hours)”
(R298); “I took interest in implementation of the principles of research ethics” (R63); “Violations
of research ethics, values and morals in the academic environment” (R76). A big number of
respondents distinguished the field, where they were deepening RE knowledge, e.g., medicine,
bioethics, sociology, clinical tests, environmental science, tests with animals, etc., e.g., “Donor’s
consent, biobanks” (R123), “Ethics of sociological surveys” (R127), “Work with experimental animals”
(R142). The training and seminars organised by own and other institutions and associations were
also mentioned among the answers, e.g., “In the seminar conducted at university” (R22); “Seminars
about research ethics (e.g., seminars of TISSA association for doctoral students and researchers) -
general principles and specific problematic issues raised by the attendees and speakers” (R240).
The respondents were often mentioning interest in the topics of data management and personal
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data protection, e.g., “"We formed the research ethics commission at university, so | had to take
interest in various topics, such as personal data protection in the research conduct, data opening in
storages and archives, etc.” (R126); “Application of GDPR requirements” (R311).

2) PE

The respondents found the PE-related aspects very important and inseparable from RE field. The
reviewing topics and guidelines in PE field were mentioned as attributable to PE topics, e.g., “All
the topics related to publication ethics of scientific articles and other research works because |
have encountered evident violations of ethics” (Ré4); “Ethics of peer review” (R192). Plagiarism and
text matches were among the topics mentioned by the respondents as the most interesting topics
in RPE field, in which the knowledge had to be deepened in the last three years, sometimes on
own initiative, e.g., “On own initiative in the field of plagiarism” (R184); “Plagiarism in written works
of students and doctoral students” (R208). The respondents stated that they were interested not
only into plagiarism of others, but also into self-plagiarism. Several of the topics mentioned by
the respondents in their answers was correct quoting/citing, self-citing/quoting, and paraphrasing,
e.g., "Ethical gquotation/citation, paraphrasing, etc” (R3); “Regarding plagiarism, self-quoting/
citing” (R196). Among the topics mentioned only once in the answers of the respondents, there
were statements about subjects of the doctoral studies, e.g., “In the subjects of doctoral studies:
fundamentals of research methods and academic communication” (R92).

3) Documents

Many respondents mentioned the documents prepared by the Office (e.g., guidelines,
recommendations) and its events. The Guidelines for Ethical Review were mentioned the most
frequently in the answers, e.g. “I listened to the report of the ombudswoman for academic
ethics and procedures, where the Guidelines for Ethical Review were presented” (R74); “Seminar-
discussion of the Office of the Ombudsperson for Academic Ethics and Procedures on the topic of
academic integrity; topicalities of open science and research data; conference “Ethics in Academic
Environment 2020” (R91); “Guidelines for Ethical Review; Guidelines for Assurance of Academic
Ethics when Organising Remote Studies” (R107). Also, the respondents mentioned their RHEI
documents that they got familiar with. It was mentioned that the documents forwarded by the
representative of the academic ethics committee of own institution were also familiarised with,
e.g., various recommendations: “I have familiarised minimally with the Code of Academic Ethics of
the institution where | am working” (R131); “With the documents and recommendations forwarded
by the chair of academic ethics of the institution” (R257). As for their interests of the last three
years, the respondents mentioned various international standards or country-specific principles
that were covering wider context than Europe, e.g., "AERA (2006) Standard” (R96), “USA principles
of ethics” (R33).

4) Ethical behaviour

The aspects of non-discrimination, impartiality and equality of gender were also among the
respondents’ answers, e.g., “Dissociation from gender and country of origin when projects on
gender equality are evaluated” (R15); “principles of equal rights and non-discrimination in research,
etc” (R21); “In the area of assurance of academic ethics and equal opportunities” (R70). It should
be noteworthy that the respondents also stated that they took interest in the topics related to
ethical management, e.g., “Courses to discuss peculiarities of ethical research management” (R4);
“Supervision of doctoral students with regard to ethics” (R221); "Abuse of superiority” (R186).
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5) Legal aspects

Among the topics that the respondents were interested in the last three years, there were the issues
of intellectual property and copyrights, e.g., “Intellectual property’'s problems” (R249); “Issues of
copyrights” (R276).

2.3.2. Topics in the field of PE

The respondents’ answers about the topics, in which they have been deepening their PE knowledge
in the last three years, covered the following topics (the succession of topics reflects the number of
answers from the most frequent to the most rarely mentioned): PE (N=119); academic ethics (N=26);
documents (N=14); legal aspects (N=4).

1) PE

Majority of respondents mentioned the PE-related topics, howto prepare publications in conformity to
high-rating journals, how to prepare co-authored publications, including the peer review peculiarities,
e.g., “Topic of anonymous peer review” (R186); “I was looking deeper into preparation of co-authored
publications during doctoral studies, issue of co-authorship and preparation of dissertation on the
basis of the set of articles. This issue remains very relevant” (R221). Another frequent topic encountered
inthe respondents’ answers was plagiarism and self-plagiarism, e.g., “Prevention of plagiarism” (R150);
“The majority of questions are about definition of self-plagiarism, but there is no single answer” (R3).
Furthermore, the respondents took interest in the text-matching software that could help to identify
non-authentic written works, e.g., “ am interested in text matching verification processes” (R63). The
knowledge was also deepened in the topics of authorship, co-authorship, and related publication,
e.g., "Area of plagiarism and inclusion of co-authors” (R70); “Contribution of authors to publication”
(R84); “Authorship in research publication” (R120). The issues of appropriate quoting/citing also seem
relevant for the respondents, who took interest in them in the last three years, e.g., “Quoting/citing
regulations, guidelines for use of research information” (R198); “how to refer to oral presentation; how
to refer (or express appreciation) to a reference, source, etc., how to give the surnames of informants”
(R209); “In the field of ethics of quotation/citation” (R227). Interestingly, when speaking about PE,
the respondents mentioned the aspects related to academic communication and presentation of
research data in several answers, e.g., “Academic communication” (R92); “Ethics of dissemination
of research works” (R132); “Communication about project management and scientific knowledge”
(R207).

2) Academic ethics

Some of the respondents spoke about the topics of PE without specifying PE sub-topics, e.g.,
“Possible violations of ethics” (R89); “Absence of particular topics, in general about ethics” (R203);
“Sometimes | find articles on academic ethics, so | familiarise with them” (R303). In the detail-free
answers the respondents mentioned that they do not recall topics.

The issues of data management, research data or personal data protection were relevant for the
respondents who were deepening their knowledge in RE and PE fields, e.g., “About protection of
research data and personal data” (R124). The data opening is also mentioned within this context. Reuse
of data is also mentioned, e.g., “Opening and publication of the data sets, on the basis whereof the
article was prepared” (R126); “Ethics of reuse of data, pre-registration, registered reports, researcher
degrees of freedom, good practice in objective presentation of analysis, practice of open data” (R176).
Moreover, the aspects of data accuracy, data manipulation and falsification are mentioned, e.g., “Data
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presentation and data manipulation” (R256); “Data falsification for publications” (R128). When some
of the respondents were identifying PE topics that they took interest into in the last three years,
they also mentioned the training and seminars on the related topics organised by own and other
institutions, e.g., “I participated in the seminars organised by scientific journals” (R21); “In the seminar
conducted at university” (R22).

3) Documents

It should be noted that the respondents mention the documents prepared by the Office, the studies
presented by the Office, its training, and seminars, in their answers, e.g., “Guidelines for Assurance of
Academic Ethics when Organising Remote Studies; Responsible Research Barometer2020; Guidelines
for Ethical Review"” (R30); “In your seminars” (R239). Within PE context, there were also mentioned
the recommendations, guidelines or other documents prepared in own institution or forwarded by
representatives of ethics committees, e.g., “Normative acts [of institution]” (R189); “Familiarisation with
the documents and recommendations forwarded by the chair of academic ethics of the institution”
(R257). Several answers witness international PE standards (it is especially relevant for evaluation
of research proposals), e.g., “Compulsory for expert work when project proposals financed by the
EU and national programmes are evaluated” (R15); “International standards governing publication
ethics” (R34); "How to prepare an article for international databases” (R?4). Several individual answers
contained considerations of general character on academic ethics and ethical publication, e.g., “it is
daily bread; the courses are not necessary for daily deepening of knowledge” (R164).

4) Legal aspects

Several answers on PE topic mentioned copyrights, e.g., "Regarding authorship” (R99); “Issues of
copyrights” (R276).

2.3.3. Reasons why RPE knowledge was deepened

In 2022, similarly to 2020, the largest share of respondents (65 percent) stated that they were
deepening their RPE knowledge because each researcher must understand the area well (Fig. 10).
About one third of the respondents (35 percent) were induced by lack of personal knowledge.
When the internal reasons were analysed and compared to previous year, in 2022, the shortage of
personal knowledge was mentioned less and the reasons related to the functions were stressed
(e.g., responsibilities according to the functions, teaching on these topics). However, the considerable
changes were noticed in external reasons: when compared to 2020, in 2022, much less respondents
stressed the increased attention of the academic community in RPE issues (accordingly, 12 percent
and 31 percent) and cooperation with foreign colleagues (accordingly, 15 percent and 24 percent).
It is implied that the change could be consequence of online work when the researchers have less
direct contacts with own institution and foreign colleagues (conferences, internships, etc.). On the
other hand, the answers to the open question show that the researchers sometimes get no sufficient
attention of own institution, especially regarding reimbursement of the incurred expenses of
competence improvement.
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Fig. 10. Reasons why RPE knowledge has been deepened in the last three years (2022, N=193)

Note: the respondents could mark all the suitable answers.
Source of data of 2020: "Responsible Research Barometer 2020 (Ozolincidte et al 2020).

Approximately six percent of the respondents indicated “other” reasons when they were asked why
they have been deepening RPE knowledge in the last three years. The respondents substantiated
theiranswers by responsibilities or activities related to training, e.g., "l am a member of editorial boards
of scientific journals” (R185); “l am conducting research and preparing publications in this area” (R208).
The respondents also mentioned that they had encountered violations of academic ethics in practice
and this experience promoted their interest in deepening the knowledge, e.g., "l encountered ethical
violations that cannot be tolerated in the institution | was working earlier” (Ré64); “Problem in R&D
authorship” (R239). One respondent indicated different motivation, i.e., curiosity-based deepening of
RPE knowledge: “Coincidence, sometimes curiosity” (R303).

2.3.4. Reasons why RPE knowledge was not deepened

In 2022, the largest share of respondents (45 percent) stated that although they were not deepening
or have not updated their RPE knowledge, but they would like to do this (Fig. 11). Almost one third of
the respondents (30 percent) noted that they have sufficient knowledge about RPE. Approximately
one sixth of the respondents (17 percent) stated that they were not deepening or have not updated
their RPE knowledge because the RHEI did not create favourable conditions. A little smaller number
(13 percent) indicated other priorities of activities as the reason. Only a small part of the respondents
(five percent) showed no interest in RPE area at all. It should be noted that if compared to earlier year,
the reasons that induced interest in RPE knowledge deepening, did not significantly change in 2022.
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2020 2022

43 % I ~though | was not deepening/ 45 %

have not updated my RPE kno-
wledge, | would like to do this

32 % I have sufficient knowledge 30%
about RPE
7% I The RHEI does not create the 17 %
necessary conditions
7% I | have different priorities of my 13 %
activities
4% M | am not interested in RPE 5%
1% I Other 12 %

Fig. 11. Reasons why RPE knowledge has not been deepened in the last three years (2022, N=133)

Note: the respondents could mark all the suitable answers.
Source of data of 2020: “"Responsible Research Barometer 2020 (OzolinciGte et al 2020).

In 2022, about 12 percent of the respondents stated other reasons why they have not been deepening
RPE knowledge in the last three years. These respondents provided additional answers, where the
explanations about shortage of information on such training or opportunities were predominant,
e.g. "I have not been informed about such opportunities” (R211); “I do not have information about
such events/opportunities” (R183). Interestingly, in such a case an expectation and self-positioning
in the passive position of a recipient are expressed, when it is expected that somebody else should
offer, invite, organise training. Personal initiative in deepening of the knowledge was not mentioned
when 65 percent of the respondents who were deepening their RPE knowledge believed that every
researcher must know the area (Fig. 10).

The respondents mentioned that they were not participating in the training because they found
it meaningless and the additional knowledge does not precondition more honest behaviour, e.g.,
“Formal training is not effective. | could name scientists as an example, who are giving training and
at the same time add their names to doctoral students, plagiarise them and keep publishing several
monographs on the same topic” (R43). In addition, the importance of values (honesty) is declared -
when they are assimilated and enabled, no “external rules” are needed, e.g., “If you are honest, you do
not need any rules created by someone else” (R166).

Other respondents explained that they were not deepening their knowledge because of shortage of
time and relatively short work experience in the academic area, e.g., “| became engaged in continuous
research less than three years ago” (R288); “I have been working in this area too briefly to have the
opportunity” (R62); “No time” (R101). Other respondents also mentioned their personal steps in RPE
area and expressed the need to receive concentrated information, as well as expectation that the
competences of the institution’s employees would be monitored and maintained compulsorily, e.g.,
“The use of Turnitin was started only last year” (R7); “I believe that | am complying with the principle of
honesty intuitively and | try to read the conditions that | sign, if necessary. But of course [,] | would like
to get brief and clear information and that such competence would be compulsory at universities, by
taking tests regularly” (R287).
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Il1l. UNETHICAL BEHAVIOUR IN CONDUCTING
RESEARCH AND PUBLISHING ITS RESULTS

3.1. Unethical research conduct

The largest share of the respondents (about two thirds) answered that they have never noticed
any case of data collection without ethical approval (68 percent), data fabrication (68 percent), data
falsification (66 percent) or suppression of data (67 percent) in the academic community of their
institution in the last three years (among scientists, researchers, doctoral students) (Fig. 12.). Less
than one third of the respondents noticed such kind of behaviour sometimes, rarely, and very rarely
(29 percent, 28 percent, 29 percent, and 29 percent, respectively). Only a small part of the respondents
noticed unethical behaviour often and very often, usually HARKing (12 percent) and p-hacking
(11 percent). Less than half of respondents noticed such behaviour only sometimes, rarely, and very
rarely (accordingly, 45 percent and 43 percent).

If compared to earlier year (Ozolincitte et al 2020), in 2022, the same violations encountered often and
very often were noticed - HARKing and p-hacking (in 2020, 13 percent each). However, contrary to
2020, data collection without ethical approval is not an RPE violation that is encountered often and
very often (in 2022 - 3 percent, in 2020 - 13 percent).

Ethical approval unauthorised (N=307) 29 % 3%
Data fabrication (N=306) 28 % 4%
Suppression of data (N=309) 29 % 4%
Data falsification (N=307) 29 % 5%
p-hacking (N=309) 43% 1%
HARKing (N=307) 45 % 12 %
B Never Sometimes, rarely, very rarelly Often, very often

Fig. 12. Unethical research conduct in the academic community of own institution (2022)

Whenanswering the question how often the respondents have noticed the unethical research conduct
in the academic community of their institution in the last three years (among scientists, researchers,
doctoral students), they answered “never” in the field “other”. A small number of respondents
answered, “very rarely”, while “rarely” and “often” received one answer each. Such distribution
could be interpreted in different manner: academically ethical behaviour may be presumed in the
environment of majority of respondents because of never-noticed violations; on the other hand, the
presence of different answers with the distributed frequency could mean insufficient sensitivity (or
maybe lack of knowledge) in academic ethics. Some respondents explained the existence of practices
of unethical research conduct by the fact that the quantitative indicators used to evaluate scientific
activities put pressure on the researchers and force them to “bypass” the system in various modes,
e.g., by performing excessive research; forming groups of co-authors, where authorship of all the
group members is attributed to the article written by one author.
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3.2. Unethical publishing of research results

The largest share of the respondents (about two thirds) answered that they have never noticed
any case of simultaneous submission (68 percent), verbatim plagiarism (64 percent), translation
plagiarism (62 percent) (Fig. 13) in the in the academic community of their institution in the last three
years (among scientists, researchers, doctoral students). More than half of respondents stated that
they have not noticed any case of augmented publication (59 percent), boilerplate plagiarism (58
percent), patchwork (57 percent), idea plagiarism (54 percent), or redundant publication (53 percent).
More than half of the respondents stated that they notice the cases of cryptomnesia sometimes,
rarely, and very rarely (59 percent). Only small number of the respondents stated that they notice
unethically published research results often and very often; usually these are the cases of multimedia
plagiarism (10 percent), segmented publication (nine percent), self-plagiarism (eight percent), etc.
Majority of these violations were also noticed often and very often in 2020 (Ozolincitte et al 2020),

e.g., segmented publication (13 percent), multimedia plagiarism (10 percent).

Simultaneous submission (N=295) 27 %

Verbatim plagiarism (N=306) 34 %
Translation plagiarism (N=305) 34 %
Augmented publication (N=305) 36 %
Boilerplate plagiarism (N=304) 40 %
Patchwork (N=309) 38 %
Idea plagiarism (N=308) 39 %
Redundant publication (N=310) 1%
Image plagiarism (N=307) 43 %
Multimedia plagiarism (N=308) 44 %
Self-plagiarism (N=305) 46 %
Find-replace plagiarism (N=304) 50 %
Covert duplication (N=305) 50 %
Segmented publication (N=307) 47 %
Cryptomnesia (N=307) 59 %

B Never Sometimes, rarely, very rarely Often, very often

4%

2%

4%

5%

3%

6%

7%

6%

7%

10%

8 %

5%

5%

9 %

7%

Fig. 13. Unethical publication of research results in the academic community of own institution (2022)

When asked how often the respondents have noticed unethical publication of research results in
the academic community of their institution in the last three years, the respondents named different
frequency in their open answers, e.g., very often, never. It was also mentioned that information is

lacking on this issue; the necessity and relevance of research are questioned.
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3.3. Unethical authorship

Majority of respondents stated that they have never noticed manifestations of unethical authorship
in the academic community of their institution in the last three years (among scientists, researchers,
doctoral students), for example, invented authorship (its various variants - 89 percent, 86 percent,
and 80 percent) or coercion authorship (83 percent) (Fig. 14). About two thirds stated that they have
not noticed any cases of ghost authorship (71 percent) and ghost author (64 percent). Almost half of
the respondents have noticed cases of gift or guest authorship (49 percent) or mutual admiration
authorship (44 percent) sometimes, rarely, and very rarely. The latter forms of unethical publication of
research results and inclusion of a slacker were indicated by the largest share of the respondents as
often and very often encountered violations (accordingly, 23 percent, 19 percent, and 16 percent). These
forms of unethical behaviour were also the most relevant in earlier year: gift or guest authorship -
25 percent, mutual admiration authorship - 21 percent, slacker - 14 percent (OzolinciGté et al 2020).
They could be named as the most relevant forms of unethical research conduct and publication of
their results.

Invented authorship 3 (N=308) 9%12 %
Invented authorship 1 (N=307) 1%13 %
Coercion authorship (N=307) 151%™ 2 %
Invented authorship 2 (N=308) 18% 2%

Ghost authorship (N=298) 23 % 6%

Ghost author (N=305) 30 % 6%

Slacker (N=308) 39 % 16 %
Mutual admiration authorship (N=308) 44 % 19 %
Gift or guest authorship (N=310) 49 % 23%
B Never Sometimes, rarely, very rarely Often, very often

Fig. 14. Unethical authorship in the academic community of own institution (2022)

Note: invented authorship 1 - inclusion of non-existent person into co-authors without consent;
invented authorship 2 - inclusion of a colleague into co-authors without consent; invented authorship
3 - inclusion of a stranger into co-authors without consent.

When asked how often the respondents have noticed unethical authorship in the academic
community of their institution in the last three years, majority of the respondents in field “other”
pointed out unethical conduct of project managers and supervisors of doctoral students, especially
in the field of publication. The consideration of research works by doctoral students as their own was
mentioned, although the supervisors have not contributed at all. A case was also mentioned when
the real “ghost” team of researchers is completely deleted from the list of co-authors.
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IV. EXPERIENCES OF DISHONEST BEHAVIOUR

4. Protection of own interests

A little more than one quarter (28 percent) of the respondents of the study 2022 stated that they have
encountered dishonest behaviour of another researcher in the last three years (Fig. 15). This number is
slightly smaller than in 2020 (31 percent).

2020 2022

Yes

No

Fig. 15. Encounter with dishonest behaviour of another researcher in the last three years (2022, N=310)

Source of data of 2020: "Responsible Research Barometer 2020 (OzolinciGte et al 2020).

The largest share of the respondents who have encountered dishonest behaviour did not report
anywhere because they found it senseless (55 percent) and/or tried to solve the whole situation on
their own (29 percent) (Fig. 16). Only one sixth (15 percent) addressed the unit’s manager and/or small
share - the ethics committee of the institution (four percent) or the unit (two percent). Only one
percent of the respondents referred to the Office. When compared to 2020, in 2022, more tendency
is noticed to solve the situation independently and less tendency to refer to the ethics committee of
the institution or the unit regarding violations of academic ethics. Among other things the number of
complaints received in 2021 is smaller than in 2020, according to the report on activity of the Office
of 2021. It is implied that some researchers attempt to solve the situations of dishonest behaviour
themselves, but some of allegations of academic ethics probably remain undisclosed, in so-called
latent phase.
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2020 2022
49 % I | ¢id ot refer anywhere because | 55%
saw no sense in it
24 % I ' did not refer anywhere because | 29 %
solved the situation myself
13% I | referred to the manager of the 15 %

unit (e.g., department, institute)

7% I | referred to the ethics committee 4%
of the institution

3% ]| !referred to the ethics committee 29%
of the unit (e.g., faculty)

1% | | referred to the Office 1%
15 9% I Other 14%

Fig. 16. Protection of own interests when the dishonest behaviour of the researcher is encountered
(2022, N=84)

Note: the respondents could mark all the suitable answers.
Source of data of 2020: “Responsible Research Barometer 2020 (OzolinciGte et al 2020).

When answering how they were protecting own interests, about one sixth of the respondents (14
percent) entered “other”. However, the respondents did not indicate any new protection strategies of
own interests but discussed the cases of dishonest behaviour in more detail, e.g., “ noticed dishonest
researchers while reviewing their manuscripts” (R71); “I encountered the situation characterised by
several violations of ethics in my previous workplace - research institute” (R178). In addition to the
already mentioned strategies how to (not) protect own interests, in most instances the respondents
tended to provide the reasons of their choice, e.g., | have not addressed anyone because that person
has a big influence on my career and work, besides [,] the colleagues who ask for help suffered
mobbing, artificial fault-finding by calls, letters, th(r]eats.” (R211); “I| have not referred to the supreme
authority because | could not see positive ending” (R247); “It is difficult to prove some part, so | saw
no point. On the other hand [,] various examples of “crackdown” or “cold war” are known, when it
gets difficult to work in a small community, especially as the older generatio[n] has more flexibility
regarding ethical standards and it names many things as human mistake or minor violation” (R287).

The “rotten morals of the management” were mentioned in one case. It may be considered as the
cause of unethical behaviour. The solution was offered to change the system of managers’ evaluation:
“Once again, a manager is a person who removes the obstacles to achieve results. That is how the
manager should be evaluated, not for the number of publications with his name listed, while he
has nothing to do with those publications. The manager has to be evaluated according to the unit's
achievements. The manager must have the work field that he may present to the society without
babbling like a first grader by the board. He has to be in the frontline and no idea of another employee
should be taken over or ap[p]ropriated” (R7).

4.2. Solution of the situations when encountered unethical
behaviour

In response to the question what happened after the person referred to authorities because of
dishonest behaviour of another researcher, majority of the respondents specified that the situation
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did not change at all or changed negatively towards them, e.g., “It was said that such practice is
used everywhere in life and fundamental sciences, especially by including professors and senior
colleagues, because it has to be so” (R24). When the situation did not change, it was explained to
the respondent that such situation was normal (situation’s neutralisation), that other colleagues
also encounter similar situations, e.g., “Nothing significant, head shaking. The colleagues, especially
younger, confirmed that they often encounter such cases too. Their work is published even without
explaining why they are not listed as co-authors (just understand, you are not worthy yet)” (R84). In
one case the researcher did not include others who had not contributed to the article-writing as co-
authors, but this leadership of honest behaviour, as presupposed by the respondent, did not inspire
changes in the institution, e.g., “I have not achieved anything in the institution, except | managed to
prove to the colleagues that my intellectual property is my achievement that | am not going to share
with others who have not contributed to it. | have also withdrawn myself from the list of co-authors
of an article because | had not contributed to it. | wanted to show an example, but it did not serve
as a lesson to anyone. Others who are not participating in R&D continue to enjoy the undeserved
authorship” (R247).

Negative consequences of referral in case of dishonest behaviour witness about the psychological
or moral damage, and in some cases - loss of employment. The practices of procrastination, glossing
overthem are also mentioned, it is doubted whether “it is worth causing the noise” (R105), e.g., “When
| notified the institution’s manager about the situation in our unit, she started mobbing towards me
together with the researchers who were falsifying the results and were including her as a co-author;
thus, | was forced to leave the work finally” (R178); “The investigation was long, actually, the complaint
was “pushed” from one person to another, until | decided to refer to the Office of the Ombudsperson
for Academic Ethics and Procedures” (Ré4); “I referred to the unit's manager, the dean, but he doubted
whether it was really worth causing the noise. Let this stay on their conscience. So, it stayed:) | felt
<...> terribly because | felt exploited. | even thought that maybe | was not competent enough to have
them treat me so.." (R105). Also, the importance of moral position of the person in certain office was
stressed: “Better ask not what happened but what position the honest or dishonest person holds”
(R142).

4.3. Threat-causing factors

When asked what the main factors threatening responsible research conduct and publication of
their results in the institution’s academic community are, the largest share of respondents - more
than a half (58 percent) - agreed or agreed completely with the statement that they feel pressure
to publish more publications in shorter period (Fig. 17). A big part of respondents agreed or agreed
completely with the statement that lack of knowledge about the researchers’ rights (45 percent), lack
of information about responsible research conduct and publication of results (41 percent), pressure
to receive funding from other institutions (38 percent) and unclear owner of the research data and
data ownership (38 percent) cause threat to responsible behaviour. The respondents did not tend to
agree with the statement that the institution allows negligent research conduct and irresponsible
publication of their results (15 percent).

If compared to earlier year (OzolinciGté et al 2020), the main threat - pressure to publish more
publications in shorter period - changed little (in 2020 - 60 percent, in 2022 - 58 percent), while
insufficiency of information and knowledge (lack of knowledge about the researchers’ rights, lack of
information about responsible research conduct and publication of results) was stressed more in the
study 2022 (accordingly, in 2020 - 38 percent each and in 2022 - 45 percent and 41 percent). However,
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in contrast to earlier year, the pressure to receive funding from other institutions was stressed less
as the threat to responsible research conduct and publication of results (in 2020 - 46 percent, in
2022 - 38 percent). However, when considering the results, it should be taken into account that due
to technical problems of the study 2022 some respondents could not provide their answer to this
question.

Pressure to publish more publications in shorter period (N=222) 17 % 25%
Researchers know their rights little (N=222) 33 % 22 %

Little information about responsible research conduct and 21% 27%
publication of results (N=220)

Pressure to get funding from other institutions (N=221) 27 % 35%

Unclear owner of research data and ownership 339, 299
of research data (N=221)

Only positive results of the research are published because 329 43 9%
of the expectations of research funding organisation (N=221)

The researchers believe that consequences of ethical vio- 259 43 %
lation are not very significant (N=217)

The institution allows negligent research conduct 24 % 61%
and irresponsible publication of their results (N=222)

B | agree, | agree completely Neither do | agree nor disagree | do not agree, | do not agree at all

Fig. 17. Threats for responsible research conduct and publication of research results (2022)
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IN CLOSING

The ethical position declared by the representatives of academic community surveyed in 2022 is
still characterised by high idealism and low relativism. If compared to the results of the study 2020,
this position changed little (even bigger shift to idealism is noticed). This shows the tendency of the
respondents to apply the universal moral norms and not to customise them on individual basis.

The researchers, teaching staff, and doctoral students, who participated in the survey, usually knew
well the documents prepared by the Office and applied in the RHEI: Recommendations on the
Preparation, Adaptation and Implementation of Academic Ethics Codes by RHEIs, the Guidelines
for Ethical Review and the Guidelines for Assurance of Academic Ethics when Organising Remote
Studies. Among the international documents, the COPE recommendations were mentioned the
most frequently. The list of RPE recommendations and guidelines has been supplemented by several
new documents in the recent years and they received quite a great interest of the respondents and
RHEIs. It is considered that this is the reason why some of the earlier documents seemed rather less
relevant to the respondents in the study 2022 than in the previous studly.

Almost half of the respondents have been expanding their RPE knowledge in the last three years
sometimes, rarely, and very rarely, while more than one tenth - often and very often. If compared to
the results of the study “Responsible Research Barometer 2020", the quantity of the ones who were
expanding their knowledge remains similar, but the approaches of doing it differed significantly. The
number of the respondents, who were participating in virtual events, has grown significantly in 2022
due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Furthermore, the number of the respondents, who participated in
the events organised by other Lithuanian institutions, has increased, although their number in the
events organised by own institution has not changed. Meanwhile, the number of the ones searching
for information on their own has decreased. It is implied that the need to search for information
autonomously may be less relevant for the respondents who have the opportunity to participate in
the events organised by own and other institutions.

As in the earlier year, the main reason to endeavour at RPE knowledge was the understanding that
every researcher must be a good expert of this area. About one third of the respondents were induced
to deepen their RPE knowledge by lack of personal knowledge. However, when answering the open
questions, the respondents frequently mentioned that knowledge deepening is restricted by the
fact that the knowledge that could be truly beneficial is paid, and the researchers are expected to
pay themselves. About one sixth of the respondents, who were not deepening their RPE knowledge,
indicated RHEI's reluctance to make favourable conditions for that as the main reason. AlImost half
of the respondents, who were not deepening their RPE knowledge, stated that they would like to
expand their knowledge. On the other hand, almost one third of them ascertained having sufficient
RPE knowledge. The answers to open questions reveal that the respondents do not get sufficient
information about the training; however, the answers of some respondents allow presuming their
passiveness in searching for that information. The topics where the respondents were deepening
their RPE knowledge covered various aspects (e.g., ethical, legal).

According to the study results, the respondents did not often notice unethical behaviour (its various
forms). The most frequently (often and very often) noticed forms of unethical research conduct were
HARKing (12 percent) and p-hacking (11 percent). The most frequently noticed forms of unethical
publication of research results were multimedia plagiarism (10 percent), segmented publication
(nine percent), and self-plagiarism (eight percent). The most frequently noticed forms of unethical
authorship were gift or guest authorship (23 percent), mutual admiration authorship (19 percent) and
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slacker (16 percent). The same forms of unethical behaviour were spotted in the study “Responsible
Research Barometer 2020"; however, it should be noted that in contrast to earlier year, data collection
without ethical approval was not an often and very often encountered RPE violation. This could be
related to the RHEI progress in implementation of the Guidelines for Ethical Review and formation
of the institutional review boards (Umbrasaité 2022). To summarise, unethical authorship is the most
frequently identified problem in research conduct and publication of the results.

The largest share of respondents - more than a half - named the pressure to publish more publications
in shorter period as the threat to responsible research conduct and publication of results. Other threats
marked by many respondents were lack of information or knowledge (about rights of researchers,
responsible research conduct and publication of results), etc.

A little more than one quarter of the respondents have encountered dishonest behaviour of another
researcher in the last three years. However, the largest share of them (more than a half) did not report
anywhere because they found it senseless. Less than one third tried to solve the whole situation
themselves. Only one sixth addressed the unit's manager and/or (small part) - the ethics committee of
the institution or the unit, or the Office. When compared to 2020, in 2022, more tendency is noticed to
solve the situation independently and less tendency to refer to the ethics committee of the institution
or the unit regarding violations of academic ethics. The answers of the respondents who searched
for help about further development of the situation show that it did not significantly change or had
negative consequences for them. The consequences vary from attempts to procrastinate, gloss over,
“normalise” the situation (i.e., to explain that what happened is a normal (predominant) practice) up
to psychological or moral damage, and in some cases - even to loss of employment.

To summarise the results of the study “Responsible Research Barometer 2022", the efforts of RHEIs
could be more effective regarding informing the researchers about their rights, responsible research
conduct and publication of results, organising training on this topic and notifying the academic
community thereof. The effectiveness of investigation of ethical violations at RHEIs and protection of
the whistleblowers (in particular) remain the critical areas for improvement. The revision of evaluation
criteria of researchers and managers of RHEIs could be one more direction of activities in attempt to
reduce preconditions for violations of academic ethics.
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