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SANTRUMPOS

EK - Europos Komisija

Kontrolierius - Lietuvos Respublikos akademineés etikos ir procediry kontrolierius

LURK - Lietuvos universitety rektoriy konferencija

MSI - mokslo ir studijy institucija

MTE - moksliniy tyrimy etika

MTPE - moksliniy tyrimy ir publikavimo etika

PE - publikavimo etika

PEK - Publikavimo etikos komitetas (angl. Committee on Publication Ethics, COPE;

https://publicationethics.org/)

Tarnyba - Lietuvos Respublikos akademineés etikos ir procedry kontrolieriaus tarnyba

Sioje ataskaitoje pateikiami 2024 m. sausio 18 - kovo 5 d. atlikto tyrimo rezultatai. Apklausoje dalyvavo
Lietuvos mokslo ir studijy institucijy tyréejai. Tai trecioji ,Atsakingo mokslo barometro” ataskaita
(pirmosios dvi paskelbtos 2020 ir 2022 m.).
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IVADAS

Lietuvos Respublikos akademinés etikos ir procedry kontrolieriaus tarnyba (toliau - Tarnyba) pristato
treciojo tyrimo ,Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2024" rezultatus. Ankstesniy tyrimy ataskaitos lietuviy
ir angly kalbomis parengtos 2020 ir 2022 metais. Sis ,Atsakingo mokslo barometro 2024" tyrimas
atskleidzia Lietuvos mokslo ir studijy institucijose dirbanciy tyrejy patirtis ir situacijg mokslo ir tyrimy
publikavimo etikos (toliau - MTPE) srityje. Kaip ir pirmesniy tyrimy ataskaitose, Sioje apzvelgiama,
su kokiais akademines etikos klausimais susidare atliktos apklausos dalyviai vykdydami mokslinius
tyrimus ir skelbdami jy rezultatus. Dalyvauti tyrime buvo kvieCiami doktorantai, déstytojai ir tyréjai.
Nagrinéta, kiek démesio Lietuvos akademine bendruomeneé skiria Svietimui apie MTPE, kaip pasireiskia
akademinés bendruomenés etinis jautrumas, kokie MTPE paZeidimai pastebimi akademingje
aplinkoje ir kaip jie sprendziami.

Sioje ataskaitoje rezultatams palyginti naudojami 2020 ir 2022 m. ,Atsakingo mokslo barometro”
duomenys (Ozolincitte, E., Zidone, G. ir Tauginieng, L. (2020). Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2020.
Vilnius: Lietuvos Respublikos akademineés etikos ir procedury kontrolieriaus tarnyba; Umbrasaite, J. ir
Ozolincidte, E. (2022). Atsakingo mokslo barometras 2022. Vilnius: Lietuvos Respublikos akademinés
etikos ir procediry kontrolieriaus tarnyba).

Tarnyba tikisi, kad Sio tyrimo rezultatai padés toliau plétoti akademinés etikos kultlra Lietuvos mokslo
ir studijy institucijose ir skatins dometis bei diskutuoti apie akademine ir publikavimo etikg, ieskoti
sprendimy uztikrinant tinkamg mokslo etikos reglamentavima ir jo jgyvendinima.
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1. TYRIMO METODIKA, ORGANIZAVIMAS
IR ATLIKIMAS

11. Klausimyno struktdra ir duomeny rinkimo metodas

JAtsakingo mokslo barometro 2024" tyrimui pasirinktas ankstesniuose tyrimuose naudotas
klausimynas. Keletas klausimy formuluociy nezymiai koreguotos, taciau absoliuti dauguma klausimy
palikti tokie patys, kokie buvo ir pirmiau atliktuose tyrimuose Sios apklausos galutinj klausimyna
sudare 23 klausimai (i$ jy 4 atvirojo tipo). Klausimai buvo suskirstyti j 5 dalis:

1. Pirmoje klausimyno dalyje respondenty klausiama apie Svietima: mokslo etikos Zinojima,
jgyvendinimo praktikas respondenty institucijose, ziniy gilinimo pobddj ir daznumg, pasirinkima
gilinti Zinias etikos srityje ar jy negilinti ir to priezastis;

2. Antroje klausimyno dalyje respondentai turéjo pasirinkti teiginius, kurie labiausiai atspindiasmeninj
pozilrj j etiky;

3. Trecioje dalyje domeétasi, ar per pastaruosius trejus metus teko susidurti su neetisku elgesiu atliekant
mokslinius tyrimus, skelbiant jy rezultatus, nurodant autoryste, ir pan. ir kaip daznai tai pasitaike;

4. Ketvirtoje dalyje respondentai turéjo atsakyti, kaip ginami interesai, susidlrus su neetiSku
akademiniu elgesiu, kokios grésmeés etikos srityje juntamos labiausiai;

5. Penkta klausimyno dalis apima klausimus apie jvairias profesines charakteristikas.

1.2. Tiksliné grupe, imties dydis ir duomeny rinkimo metodas

Apklausoje buvo kvie¢iami dalyvauti déstytojai (asistentai, docentai, lektoriai, profesoriai), mokslo
darbuotojai, doktorantai ir kiti tyréjai. Remiantis Nacionalinés Svietimo agentiros pateiktais
Svietimo valdymo informacinés sistemos duomenimis apie asmeny, 2023 m. spalio 1 d. dirbusiy
Lietuvos MSI ir (arba) studijavusiy doktorantidroje, skaiciy, tiksline apklausos grupe sudare 9 770
asmeny. Apskaiciavus imtj nustatyta, kad, norint pasiekti 95 proc. patikimuma, tyrime turi dalyvauti
369 respondentai.

Tyrimo duomenims rinkti pasirinktas kiekybinis metodas - apklausa internetu. Kvietimas dalyvauti
JAtsakingo mokslo barometro 2024 apklausoje buvo iSsiystas bendraisiais MSI elektroninio
pasto adresais. MSI buvo prasoma persiysti kvietimag savo akademinés bendruomenés nariams.
Apklausa vykdyta internetinéje Alchemer platformoje (https://survey.alchemer.eu/). Ji vyko 2024 m.
sausio 18 - kovo 5 d. Dalyvavimas apklausoje buvo anonimiskas (siun¢iama bendra nuoroda j
tyrimg, o ne unikalios nuorodos kiekvienam respondentui) ir savanoriSkas - respondentai patys
sprende, ar dalyvauti apklausoje. Jie taip pat galéjo praleisti klausimus, j kuriuos nenorejo atsakyti,
ar bet kuriuo metu baigti apklausa.

1.3. Duomeny tvarkymas ir analize

IS viso apklausos nuoroda atidaré ir atsakymus teiké 367 respondentai. Dalis jy praleido po keleta
klausimy arba nebaigé apklausos (dazniausiai praleistas sociodemografiniy klausimy blokas).
Atsakymus j visus apklausos klausimus pateike 316 respondenty. Visgi analizuojant duomenis buvo
palikti ir tyrimo dalyviy, kurie neuzpildé visos anketos, atsakymai. Ataskaitoje prie kiekvieno grafiko
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pateikiamas tikslus respondenty, atsakiusiy j konkrety klausima, skaicius. Respondenty atsakymai j
atviro tipo klausimus palikti originalGs, netaisyti.

Uzdary klausimy analizé. Kiekybiniy duomeny analizei naudota aprasomoji statistika. Analizeé atlikta
taikant Microsoft 365 verslui Excel programa. Dalies klausimy atsakymams buvo panaudota Likerto
skalé. Kai kuriuose grafikuose Sios skalés sujungtos ir pateikiamas jy bendras procentinis daznis.

Atviry klausimy analizé. Atviry klausimy analizei taikytas turinio analizés - kategorijy ir subkategorijy
iSskyrimo - metodas. Ji buvo vykdoma keliais etapais. Pirmajame etape respondenty atsakymai
buvo perzilréti ir sutvarkyti taip, kad buty galima naudoti tolesnei analizei, pvz., atsakymas ,gilinausi
retai” pasalintas i$ vélesnio kategorizavimo kaip neatspindintis atsakymo temos; atsakymas ,klausiau
kazkokj pristatyma apie pazeidziamy visuomenés grupiy jtraukima j tyrimus” patikslintas (pervadintas)
J wpazeidZiamy visuomenes grupiy jtraukimas j tyrimus”; atsakymas ,seminare, kuriame buvo aptarti
moksliniy tyrimy etikos klausimai” pakeistas j ,moksliniy tyrimy etikos klausimai”.

Kadangi atvirus duomenis daugiausia sudaré pavadinimai, t. y. keliy Zodziy junginiai, nebuvo reikmés
atlikti tarpinio kodavimo. Vykdyta vadinamoji induktyvioji teminé analizé - tiesiogiai pereita prie
atsakymy grupavimo j kategorijas ir subkategorijas. Sis metodas reiékia, kad néra i§ anksto apibrézty
kategorijy, o analizé vykdoma tiesiogiai is duomenuy, t. y. induktyviai.

1lentelé. Respondenty atsakymuy j atvirus klausimus grupavimo j kategorijas ir subkategorijas pavyzdys

Kategorija Subkategorija Respondento atsakymas

Moksliniy tyrimy etika | Autorystée ir citavimas Teisingas ir etiskas citavimas

Moksliniy tyrimy etika | Profesiné etika Profesiné tyréjo etika

Moksliniy tyrimy etika | Profesiné etika Tyréjo atsakomybé

Specializuotos temos

Dirbtinis intelektas ir technologijos

DI jtaka mokslui

Specializuotos temos

Dirbtinis intelektas ir technologijos

DI jrankiy etiSko naudojimo gairés

Specializuotos temos

Bioetika ir biomedicininiai tyrimai

Pacienty duomeny sauga

Duomeny anonimiskumas. Siekiant uztikrinti atsakymy anonimiskuma, visi autentiski tyrimo dalyviy
atsakymai pateikiami vyriska gimine (pvz., ,nebuvau jtraukta..” pakeista j ,nebuvau jtrauktas”).
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2. TYRIMO REZULTATAI

2.1. Respondenty sociodemografines charakteristikos

21.1. Didziausias mokslinis krQvis

Apklausoje dalyvave respondentai mokslinj darbag daugiausiai dirba valstybiniuose universitetuose
(48 proc.) (1 pav.). Daugiau nei trecdalis tyrimo dalyviy - valstybiniuose mokslo institutuose (35 proc.),
mazesneé respondenty dalis - valstybinése kolegijose (12 proc.). Po vieng procentg respondenty
pazymejo didziausia mokslinj krdvj turintys privaCiuose mokslo institutuose, privaciuose
universitetuose ir privaciose kolegijose. Du procentai tyrimo dalyviy pasirinko atsakyma ,kita”.

.Mokslo ir studijy institucija, kurioje turite didziausig mokslinj (ne pedagoginj) kravj?” (n = 317)
(Respondentai galéjo rinktis iki dviejy atsakymuy varianty)

Valstybinis universitetas 48 %
Valstybinis mokslo institutas 35%

Valstybiné kolegija

Privatus mokslo institutas

Privatus universitetas

Privati kolegija

Kita

1 pav. Mokslo ir studijy institucija, kurioje respondentai turi didziausig mokslinj krav;j

JUsy didziausia darbo kravio dalis?” (n = 317)

Moksline veikla 41%

Déstymas 33 %
Studijuoju doktorantaroje

Administracinis darbas

Kita

2 pav. DidZiausia respondenty darbo kravio dalis

Respondenty taip pat buvo teiraujamasi, koks darbo pobldis sudaro didZiausig darbo krlvio dalj (2 pav.).

Kaip rodo apklausos rezultatai, didziausia respondenty darbo kravio dalis buvo moksliné veikla
(41 proc.), tre¢dalio tyrimo dalyviy - déstymas, 12 proc. - studijos doktorantaroje.

10 Atgal j turinj




ATSAKINGO MOKSLO BAROMETRAS 2023

Atsakydami kaip ,kita” respondentai nurodé: ,mokslinis darbas, tac¢iau paskutiniu metu administracinis,
nors pareigos mokslininko”; ,po lygiai déstymas ir moksline veikla”; ,praktinis darbas”;  klinikinis
darbas”; ,pagalba moksliniams tyrimams”; ,chirurgas”; ,moksliné veikla + doktorantra”; ,pildau
avansines ir pirkimy paraiskas”; ,vieSasis sektorius”.

21.2. Auksciausia kvalifikacija ir jos jgijimo vieta (valstybe)

Daugiausia respondenty yra jgije daktaro ar jj atitinkantj laipsnj (75 proc.), ketvirtadalis - magistro
arba jj atitinkantj mokslo laipsnj (3 pav.). Bakalauro laipsnj, kaip auks¢iausia turima issilavinima, nurode
vienas tyrimo dalyvis.

JUsy auksciausia jgyta kvalifikacija?” (n = 316)

Daktaro ar jj atitinkantis laipsnis 75 %
Magistro ar jj atitinkantis laipsnis 25%

Bakalauro laipsnis | 0,3 %

3 pav. Respondenty pasiskirstymas pagal jgyta auksciausig kvalifikacija

Atsakydami j klausima ,Kurioje valstybéje jgijote auksciausig kvalifikacijg?” absoliuti dauguma
respondenty nurode, kad auksciausig moksline kvalifikacijg jgijo Lietuvoje (94 proc., n = 298), 6 proc.
(n =19) - kitose Salyse.

LKur jgyta auksciausia kvalifikacija?” (n = 317) LKurioje valstybéje jgyta auksciausia kvalifikacija?” (n = 317)

Lietuva | 295 (9- %)

Didzioji Britanija
Italija

JAV

Vokietija

Japonija

Rusijos Federacija
Nyderlandy Karalysté
Piety Koréja
Vatikanas

UZsienis, 6 %

Vengrija

N = =2 0NN

Liet 94 % .
1etuva, Nenurodeé

4 pav. Respondenty jgytos auksciausios kvalifikacijos vieta

Po 3 respondentus nurodé kvalifikacija jgije DidZiojoje Britanijoje ir Italijoje, taip pat trys respondentai
atsisake nurodyti konkrecig $alj. Po du tyrimo dalyvius kvalifikacijg jgijo Jungtinése Amerikos Valstijose
ir Vokietijoje. Kitos nurodytos salys: Japonija, Rusijos Federacija, Nyderlandai, Piety Koréja, Vatikanas,
Vengrija.
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2.1.3. Mokslines veiklos patirtis

Apzvelgiant respondenty mokslinio darbo patirties trukme (metais), matyti (5 pav.), kad didesnés
dalies dalies apklausos dalyviy (42 proc.) mokslinio darbo patirtis yra iki 10 mety, 32 proc. - nuo 11 iki
20 mety mokslinio darbo stazo.

Penktadalis visy respondenty turi penkeriy mety ar mazesne mokslinio darbo patirtj. Trys tyrime
dalyvave asmenys nurode, kad mokslinio darbo patirties neturi.

.Kiek apytiksliai mety uzsiimate moksline veikla?” (n = 316)

46-50 m.
41-45 m.
36-40 m.
31-35m.
26-30 m.
21-25m.
16-20 m.
1-15m.

6-10 m. 22%
iki 5 m. 20 %

NeuZsiima

5 pav. Respondenty mokslinio darbo patirties trukme

,JUsy mokslo (meno) sritis, kurioje dirbote pastaruosius trejus metus?” (n = 317)

Socialiniai mokslai 26 %
Gamtos mokslai 22 %
Technologijos mokslai
Humanitariniai mokslai
Medicinos ir sveikatos mokslai

Zemeés Ukio mokslai

Vaizduojamieji menai

Scenos ir ekrano menai

6 pav. Mokslo (meno) sritis, kurioje dirbo pastaruosius trejus metus

Paklausti, kokioje mokslo (meno) srityje respondentai dirbo pastaruosius trejus metus, tyrimo dalyviai
nurode (6 pav.), kad daugiau nei ketvirtadalis jy dirba socialiniy moksly srityje (26 proc.). Siek tiek
maziau atstovauja gamtos mokslams (22 proc.). Vaizduojamuosius menus reprezentavo maziausia
dalis respondenty - 1 proc., o scenos ir ekrano meny mokslo srities atstovai apklausoje nedalyvavo.
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2.2. Moksliniy tyrimy ir publikavimo etikos jgyvendinimas

2.2.1. Zinojimas apie moksliniy tyrimy ir publikavimo etikos nuostatas

2024 m. daugiau nei pusé respondenty (59 proc.) ,gerai nezinojo” né vieno klausime apie etikos
gaires ir rekomendacijas iSvardinty dokumenty (7 pav.). Atkreiptinas déemesys, kad, palyginti su 2020
ir 2022 m. tyrimy rezultatais, matyti, jog dokumenty nezinanciy tyrimo dalyviy dalis kasmet didéja
(atitinkamai 47 ir 52 proc.). Daugiausia respondenty (26 proc.) ,gerai zinojo” Rekomendacijas Lietuvos
mokslo ir studijy institucijoms dél akademinés etikos kodeksy rengimo, priémimo ir jgyvendinimo
(parengtas Tarnybos) (atitinkamai 2020 m. jy buvo 38 proc., 0 2022 m. - 32 proc.), Siek tiek maziau
(16 proc.) - Tarnybos Atitikties MTE vertinimo gaires (2022 m. - 23 proc., o 2020 m. apklausos metu
Sios gairés dar nebuvo publikuotos). 11 proc. respondenty ,gerai Zinojo” Mokslinio tyrimo duomeny
valdymo plano pavyzdine forma.

Tyrimo dalyviy atsakymuose i$ tarptautiniy gairiy kaip ,gerai Zinomos” nurodytos Publikavimo
etikos komiteto (angl. Committee on Publication Ethics, COPE, https://publicationethics.org/)
rekomendacijos (14 proc.) (atitinkamai 2020 m. jas gerai Zinojo 23 proc. respondenty, o 2022 m. -
18 proc.), taip pat Europos elgesio kodeksas MTE (14 proc.) (atitinkamai 2020 ir 2022 m. po 16 proc.).

Maziausia dalis apklausoje dalyvavusiy asmeny (4 proc.) ,gerai zinojo” Tarptautinés universitety
asociacijos Aukstojo mokslo institucinio etikos kodekso gaires (atitinkamai 2020 m. - 10 proc,,
2022 m. - 7 proc.).

Kaip ir minéta, apzvelgus visy trijy tyrimy duomenis, stebima tendencija, jog mazéja asmeny, kurie
bty gerai susipazine su MTPE dokumentais.

3 proc. respondenty pasirinko atsakymuy variantg ,kita", dazniausiai nurodydami savo institucijose
galiojan¢ius dokumentus, pvz, ,[universiteto pavadinimas] akademinés etikos kodeksas”;
Juniversiteto, kuriame dirbu, etikos kodeksas ir Akademines etikos komisijos darbas”; ,bioetikos
komitety nuostatos”; ,Lietuvos sociology etikos kodeksas”; ,[institucijos pavadinimas] dokumentai”;
LLietuvos moksly akademijos Mokslininko etikos kodeksas”.

Kai kurie tyrimo dalyviai nurode, kad dokumenty pavadinimai neisliko atmintyje, taciau juose esancios
nuostatos jiems yra Zinomos, pvz., ,niekada neatsiminiau dokumenty pavadinimy, bet man zinomos
visos etikos taisykles, kuriomis privalome vadovautis studijuojant doktorantidroje ir publikuojant
publikacijas”. Taip pat buvo atsakymuy apie iSklausytus kursus, pvz., ,tyrimy ir publikavimo etikos
kursus atlikau JAV". Arba respondentai nurodg, jog iSmano konkrecios 3alies MTPE dokumentus,
pvz., ,Japonijos mokslo populiarinimo draugijos moksliniy tyrimy saziningumo ir etikos gairés (JSPS)".
Vienas respondentas paminéjo, kad zino FAIR (angl. findable, accessible, interoperable, reusable)
principus.
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LKurios moksliniy tyrimy ir publikavimo etika skatinancios nuostatos jums yra GERAI Zinomos?” (n = 366)

Neé vienos gerai nezinau W 2024
2022
Tarnybos MSI akademinés etikos kodeksy priemimo, M 2020

jgyvendinimo ir priezitros rekomendacijos

Tarnybos Atitikties MTE vertinimo gairés

Publikavimo etikos komiteto (PEK) rekomendacijos

Europos elgesio kodeksas MTE klausimais

LURK publikavimo etikos gairés

EK rekomendacija dél Europos mokslininky chartijos ir
dél Mokslininky priémimo j darbg elgesio kodekso

Mokslinio tyrimo duomeny
valdymo plano pavyzdiné forma

Tarnybos Akademinés etikos uZztikrinimo M 1 % 18
organizuojant studijas nuotoliniu bGdu gairés

o

Tarnybos ir Lygiy galimybiy kontrolieriaus parengta 14%
Akademineés etikos ir lygiy galimybiy uztikrinimo

Tarnybos Objektyvaus ir 13 9%
sgziningo grupiniy darby vertinimo gaires

Tarnybos parengtos Netikry mokslo I %
renginiy atpazinimo gairés

Tarptautinés universitety asociacijos Aukstojo 7o
mokslo institucinio etikos kodekso gairés 10%
, 3%
Kita 6%
5%

7 pav. Etikos nuostaty Zinomumas

2.2.2. Etikos nuostaty jgyvendinimas

2024 m. apklausos rezultatai parode, kad 64 proc. respondenty nezino, kurias MTPE skatinancias
nuostatas jgyvendina jy institucijos. Daugiausia tyrimo dalyviy zZinojo (19 proc), kad jy
institucijose jgyvendinamos Tarnybos parengtos Rekomendacijos Lietuvos mokslo ir studijy
institucijoms del akademinés etikos kodeksy rengimo, priemimo ir jgyvendinimo bei Atitikties
moksliniy tyrimy etikai vertinimo gairés (17 proc.), LURK publikavimo etikos gairés (13 proc.),
Publikavimo etikos komiteto rekomendacijos (11 proc.), Tarnybos ir Lygiy galimybiy kontrolieriaus
tarnybos Akademinés etikos ir lygiy galimybiy uZztikrinimo mokslo renginiuose atmintiné. Apie
naujausig - Mokslinio tyrimo duomeny valdymo pavyzdine formg - Zinojo 7 proc. respondenty
(8 pav.).

Lyginant su 2020 ir 2022 m. tyrimais, tendencijos iSlieka mazdaug tokios pacios. Didzioji dalis
respondenty nezino, kurias MTPE skatinancias nuostatas jgyvendina jy institucijos.
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.Kurias moksliniy tyrimy ir publikavimo etikg skatinancias nuostatas jgyvendina jUsy institucija?” (n = 366)

NeZzinau W 2024
2022
Tarnybos MSI akademinés etikos kodeksy priemimo, H 2020

jgyvendinimo ir priezitros rekomendacijos
Tarnybos Atitikties MTE vertinimo gairés

Tarnybos Akademineés etikos uztikrinimo
organizuojant studijas nuotoliniu badu gairés

Publikavimo etikos komiteto (PEK) rekomendacijos
LURK publikavimo etikos gairés

Europos elgesio kodeksas MTE klausimais

EK rekomendacija dél Europos mokslininky chartijos
ir dél Mokslininky priémimo j darba elgesio kodekso

Tarnybos Objektyvaus ir
sgziningo grupiniy darby vertinimo gairés

Mokslinio tyrimo duomeny
valdymo plano pavyzdiné forma

Tarnybos ir Lygiy galimybiy kontrolieraius parengta  pumm 11%
Akademinés etikos ir lygiy galimybiy uztikrinimo 15 %
mokslo renginiuose atmintiné
. . HlO%
Tarnybos parengtos Netikry mokslo renginiy 3%
atpazinimo gaires
Tarptautinés universitety asociacijos Aukstojo 55/"%
mokslo institucinio etikos kodekso gairés 99
.
Kita do

8 pav. Institucijy jgyvendinamos etikos nuostatos

4 proc. respondenty, pildydami apklausos anketg, langelyje ,Kita” nurodé, kad jgyvendina visas
nuostatas: ,nezinau, tikriausiaivisas”; ,greiCiausiaivisasisvardintas”; ,galirvisas, betas nesu susipazines”;
,manau, kad laikosi visy nuostaty”; ,daug ka jgyvendina, bet mokymai vyksta vienkartiniai, paskaity
tvarkarastis daznai neleidzia sudalyvauti’; ,gal bando daugeliy jy ar visos pavyksta, sunku pasakyti...”;
.gal vykdo dar ka nors, bet Zinau tik pazymetg”.

Dalis tyrimo dalyviy nurode, kad vadovaujasi savo dokumentais: ,mano institucijos etikos kodeksas
parengtas remiantis pagrindiniais auksc¢iau iSvardintais dokumentais. O eilinis déstytojas neturi laiko
studijuoti pertekliniy dokumenty. Tai daro, jei reikia, tam skirta akademinés etikos komisija”; ,savo
dokumentais”. Taip pat buvo nuomoniy, kad akademiné etika néra skatinama: ,akademiné etika
institucijoje néra skatinama ar reikalaujama; kaip tik yra skatinama prirasyti Zmones neprisidéjusius
prie tyrimo, slépti metodologijg ir <...> duomenis slepiant tyrimo trakumus”.

Vienas respondentas atsakydamas teige, kad jo institucijoje nejgyvendinamos jokios nuostatos.
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2.2.3.  Ziniy gilinimas etikos srityje

Paklausti, kaip daznai per trejus metus gilino savo Zinias moksliniy tyrimy etikos srityje (kursuose,
seminaruose ir kituose renginiuose ar savarankiskai), didesné dalis respondenty nurode, kad ,niekada”
negilino ziniy (41 proc.), ,labai retai” - 16 proc. apklausos dalyviy, ,retai” - 13 proc., ,kartais” - penktadalis,
,daznai” - 7 proc., ,labai daznai” - 3 proc. respondenty. Lyginant su 2020 ir 2022 m. apklausos
rezultatais, tenka pazymeéti, kad tendencijos islieka panasios. Jvertinus 2024 m. atsakymus ,daznai”
ir labai daznai”, matyti (9 pav.), kad moksliniy tyrimy etikos Zinias gilino desimtadalis respondenty.

,Kaip daznai per trejus metus gilinote zinias MOKSLINIY TYRIMY ETIKOS srityje
(kursuose, seminaruose ir kituose renginiuose ar savarankiskai)?” (n = 360)

2024 13% 20 % 7% B

2022 13 % 18 % 1% B

2020 12% 19 % 10 % 4%
B Niekada Labai retai Retai Kartais Daznai M Labai daznai

9 pav. Ziniy apie moksliniy tyrimy etika gilinimo daznumas
(kursuose, seminaruose ir kituose renginiuose bei savarankiskai)

,Kaip daznai per trejus metus Jus gilinate savo Zinias PUBLIKAVIMO ETIKOS srityje
(kursuose, seminaruose ir kituose renginiuose ar savarankiskai)?” (n = 359)

2024 10 % 19 % 6% 8%

2022 13.% 21% 10% B8

2020 15 % 21% 10 % 4%
B Niekada Labai retai Retai Kartais Daznai M Labai daznai

10 pav. Ziniy apie publikavimo etika gilinimo daznumas (kursuose, seminaruose ir
kituose renginiuose bei savarankiskai)

Paklausti, kaip daznai per trejus metus gilino savo Zinias publikavimo etikos srityje, didesné dalis
respondenty (44 proc.) atsake, kad ,niekada” negilino ziniy. ,Labai retai” Zinias gilino 18 proc.
apklausos dalyviy, ,retai” - deSimtadalis, ,kartais” - beveik penktadalis, o ,daznai” ir ,labai daznai” -
atitinkamai po 6 ir 3 proc. respondenty. Tendencijos, lyginant su 2020 ir 2022 m. tyrimy rezultatais,
iSlieka panasios (10 pav.).

Respondentai, atsakydami j klausima, kokiais bldais gilino Zinias per pastaruosius trejus metus,
dazniausiai (32 proc.) nurode, kad dalyvavo institucijos organizuotuose seminaruose, mokymuose ir
kituose renginiuose, taip pat nemaza dalis (31 proc.) tyrimo dalyviy teigé, jog patys savarankiskaiieskojo
informacijos Sia tema (11 pav.). Lyginant duomenis su ankstesniy mety tyrimy rezultatais, matyti, kad
Ziniy gilinimo budy procentiné dalis gerokai sumazéjo. Uzsienyje Sia tema vykusiuose seminaruose,
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mokymuose ir konferencijose dalyvavusiy respondenty sumazéjo daugiau nei dvigubai (2024 m. -
4 proc., 2022 m. - 11 proc., 2020 m. - 12 proc.). 2024 m., lyginant su 2022 m., taip pat daugiau nei
dvigubai sumazéjo virtualiuose Sios temos seminaruose, mokymuose ir konferencijose dalyvavusiy
tyrimo dalyviy (2022 m. - 47 proc., 2024 m. - 20 proc.), taciau pastarasis skaicius vis dar didesnis nei
2020 m. (13 proc.).

.Kaip per pastaruosius trejus metus gilinote savo zZinias MTPE srityje?” (n = 366)

Dalyvavau savo institucijos organizuotuose W 2024
seminaruose, mokymuose ir kituose renginiuose 2022
B 2020

Pats / pati savarankiskai iesSkojau informacijos Sia tema

Dalyvavau virtualiuose Sios temos seminaruose,
mokymuose, konferencijose

Dalyvavau kity Lietuvos institucijy Sia tema
organizuotuose seminaruose,
mokymuose, konferencijose

Dalyvavau uzsienyje Sia tema vykusiuose
seminaruose, mokymuose, konferencijose

Kita

11 pav. Ziniy etikos srityje gilinimo budai per pastaruosius trejus metus

Atsakant | klausimg langelyje ,Kita” buvo nurodyta mokymy, projekty vertinimo veikla: ,pats
vedziau mokymus”; ,vertinau mokslo projektus / ataskaitas, kuriose minimos MTPE veiklos”. Dalis
respondenty sukonkretino, kaip savarankiskai gilino savo Zinias: ,teko savarankiskai paskaityti keletg
straipsniy tarptautiniuose moksliniuose Zurnaluose [apie] moksliniy tyrimy publikavimo etikg”;
,SkaiCiau tarptautiniy zurnaly nuostatas pries iSsiunciant savo straipsnj publikavimui”; ,pasiraSiau
studijavimo sutartj kur nurodytos taisyklés”; ,privalomy paskaity metu”; ,bendraujant su uzsienio ir
vietos kolegomis”; ,kolegos dalinosi dokumentais”.

2.2.4. Respondenty klausyti mokymai moksliniy tyrimy ir
publikavimo etikos klausimais

Apklausoje respondentai turéjo atsakyti j du atvirojo tipo klausimus:

-, Kokiomis temomis per pastaruosius trejus metus Jums teko gilinti savo zinias MOKSLINIY TYRIMUY
ETIKOS srityje?” ir

- ,Kokiomis temomis per pastaruosius trejus metus Jums teko gilinti savo Zinias PUBLIKAVIMO
ETIKOS srityje?”

Nagrinéjant atsakymus j atvirus klausimus, atlikta turinio analizé, iSskiriant kategorijas ir subkategorijas.
Siekiant palengvinti rezultaty interpretavima pagal kategorijas ir subkategorijas paskaiCiuotas
pasirinkimo daznis.
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Klausimo ,Kokiomis temomis per pastaruosius trejus metus Jums teko gilinti savo Zinias moksliniy
tyrimy etikos srityje?” analizé paremta 202 teiginiy (mokymuy), kurie suskirstyti j subkategorijas ir
kategorijas, nagrinéjimu.

IS atlikto mokymuy temy apie moksliniy tyrimy etikg grupavimo matome, kad daugiau nei
tre¢dalis respondenty dalyvavo bendruose moksliniy tyrimy etikos mokymuose. Sios kategorijos
subkategorijas sudaré: ,Bendrieji tyrimy etikos principai ir akademinis saziningumas” (9 proc.),
.Lygiy galimybiy ir nediskriminavimo principai” (6 proc.), ,Institucijy veikla ir skaidrumas” (6 proc.),
,Etikos uztikrinimas studijy procese” (5 proc.), ,Akademiné etika ir jos taikymas” (3 proc.), ,Atitiktis
moksliniy tyrimy etikai” (3 proc.) ir ,Tyréjo etika” (3 proc.) (zr. 2 lentele).

Antra pagal pasirinkima kategorija - ,Moksliniy tyrimy duomeny valdymas ir apsauga”. Tai apima
mokymus apie tinkama duomeny tvarkyma ir analize, etiska tyrimy organizavimga ir atlikima, duomeny
rinkima, duomeny saugojima. Dalis dalyviy klausé mokymus apie informuoto asmens sutikima bei
dirbtinio intelekto naudojimg ir etiska tokio naudojimo pateikima.

Respondentai taip pat yra isklause mokymuy konkreciose srityse, kaip antai, etiSkas biomedicinos ir
medicinos tyrimy atlikimas. MaZza dalis tyrimo dalyviy klausé kokybiniy tyrimy, socialiniy, atvirojo
mokslo etikos, taip pat etikos principy taikymo meny srityje mokymu.

Atskira kategorija buvo iSskirti mokymai, apimantys publikavimo temas (19 proc.), kurios smulkiau
suskaidytos taip: ,Citavimas ir plagiato prevencija” (8 proc.), ,Publikavimo ir mokslo renginiy etika”
(6 proc.) ir ,Autorysteé ir autoriy teises” (5 proc.).

Vieno respondento atviras atsakymas, apimantis keletg aspekty, j atviry klausimy analize nebuvo
jtrauktas. Jis pateikiamas toliau:

- ,Savo mokslinéje-projektinéje veikloje bei vadovaudamas doktorantams ir magistrantams
niekada neturiu problemy, kad baty pazeistos kazkieno teisés. Moksliniy tyrimy etika tikrai
yra svarbus dalykas, taciau jauciu, kad Siy klausimy kélimas yra ne tiek norint pagerinti
situacija (kuri i$ esmeés ir néra dar bloga), kiek imtis leftistinio pobldzio represijy pries Lietuvos
profesdry.”

2 lentelé. Atsakymuy j klausima ,Kokiomis temomis per pastaruosius trejus metus Jums teko gilinti
savo zinias moksliniy tyrimy etikos srityje?” grupavimas

Kategorija Subkategorija Respondenty atsakymai

Bendrieji | Bendrieji tyrimy Akademinis bendravimas; akademinis saziningumas (2); bendrieji tyrimy
moksliniy | etikos principai ir | etikos principai; bendrosios etikos moksle; etika; etika akademinéje

tyrimy akademinis aplinkoje; etika tyrimuose; geroji praktika; moksliniy tyrimy etika; moksliniy
principai | saziningumas tyrimy etika (3); moksliniy tyrimy etikos normos; moksliniy tyrimy /
(35 %) (9 %) mokslinés produkcijos vertinimas; savarankiSkai skaiciau straipsnius,

lankiausi akademinés etikos kontrolieriaus tinklalapyje; Shaping Culture of
Research Integrity; tyrimy etika.

Lygiy galimybiy ir | Akademinés etikos ir lygiy galimybiy uZztikrinimas mokslo renginiuose;
nediskriminavimo | apie nediskriminavimo principus; diskriminacijos identifikavimas ir
principai (6 %) prevencijos; lycCiy lygybe; lygios galimybeés (2); lygios teises, kolegy -
mokslininky etika, darby pasiskirstymas; mentoryste, diskriminacijos
identifikavimas ir prevencijos; moksliniai tyrimai, susije su socialiai
pazeidziamais asmenimis (pvz., vaikais, kaliniais, asmenimis su negalia);
nediskriminavimo principai; papildomos teisinés atsargos priemonés
dirbant su likimo nuskriaustais Zmonémis; paZeidziamy visuomenes
grupiy jtraukimas j tyrimus; rasés ir lyties temos.
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Kategorija Subkategorija Respondenty atsakymai

Institucijy veikla ir
skaidrumas (6 %)

Bendrinis supazindinimas; institucijy komisijos teikiancios leidimus /
pritarimus dél moksliniy tyrimy etikos; konkretls klausimai, susije su
konkreciy tyrimy vykdymu; mokslinés produkcijos vertinimas; moksliniai
tyrimai; moksliniy taikomuyjy tyrimy atlikimo R3 principas; saziningumo
aukstajame moksle, versle ir visuomeneéje vientisumo karimas (BRIDGE);
tik Etikos kontrolieriaus tarnybos mokymai arba pasidalintos nuorodos; tik
perskaic¢iau dokumentus (rekomendacijas, gaires ir pan.), daugiau neteko
nei kalbétis, nei dalyvauti kokiuose renginiuose ta tema; tyrimy skaidrumas
ir jo didinimas; viedyjy ir privaciy interesy derinimas moksle ir versle.

Etikos
uztikrinimas
studijy procese
(5 %)

Akademinés etikos uztikrinimas organizuojant studijas nuotoliniu
bldu; darby vertinimas; moksliniy darby rengimas; nuotoliniy studijy
organizavimas; pasiekimy vertinimo, bendradarbiavime su tévais, iSorés
vertinime ir kt. pedagoginése srityse; studenty atliekamy tiriamuyjy darby
etiné priezilra; studenty darby plagiavimo nustatymo sistemos; studenty
grupinio darbo vertinimo skaidrumas; universitete yra papildomas studijy
modulis ,Tyrimy etika”, kur doktorantai susipazjsta su procedClromis,
tvarkomis bei atlieka praktines uzduotis.

Akademiné etika
ir jos taikymas
(3 %)

AETPK atstovy bendras pristatymas; akademine ir mokslo etika Siuolaikingje
aukstojoje mokykloje; Akademinés etikos ir proceddry kontrolieriaus
tarnybos ir Lygiy galimybiy kontrolieriaus parengta Akademines etikos ir
lygiy galimybiy uztikrinimo mokslo renginiuose atmintine; COPE; Etika
akademinéje aplinkoje 2022 (Konferencija); Etika akademinéje aplinkoje
2023; institucijos etikos kodekso turinys.

Atitiktis moksliniy
tyrimy etikai (3 %)

Atitikties moksliniy tyrimy etikai (2); atitikties moksliniy tyrimy etikai gairiy
jgyvendinimo temos; atitikties moksliniy tyrimy etikai vertinimas; atitikties
moksliniy tyrimy etikai vertinimo gaires; pagilintos zinios apie moksliniy
tyrimy atitiktj akademinei etikai.

Tyréjo etika (3 %)

Etiskas tyréjo elgesys; profesine tyréjo etika; tyréjo atsakomybe; tyréjo etika;
tyréjy etika; tyrimy pavojai tyréjams.

Moksliniy
tyrimy
duomeny
valdymas
irapsauga
(31 %)

Duomeny
tvarkymas ir
analizé (9 %)

Asmens duomenys; duomeny apdorojimo ir pateikimo srityje; duomeny
plano valdymas; duomeny surinkimas; etiSkas duomeny atskleidimas;
falsifikacijos ir manipuliacijos duomenimis prevencija; mokslinés-tiriamosios
veiklos organizavimas, dokumenty parengimas; mokslinio tyrimo duomeny
apdorojimoirpateikimosrityje; moksliniotyrimo duomenyvaldymas; mokslinio
tyrimo duomeny valdymas (Akademinés etikos ir procedary kontrolieriaus
tarnybos seminaras); moksliniy tyrimy duomeny etiSkas tvarkymas ir
atvérimas; pacienty duomeny sauga; prieiga prie tyrimo duomeny; Research
Data Management; rezultaty atkarimo, teisingos statistikos taikymo; tyrimo
duomeny objektyvumas; tyrimo duomeny paZeidimai; tyrimo duomeny
valdymas; tyrimy medziagos naudojimo etika.

Tyrimo
organizavimas ir
atlikimas (7 %)

Imties dydzio sudarymas; kaip turety bati atliekami moksliniai tyrimai, kuriy
dalyviai yra zmonés; korektiskas eksperimenty planavimas; mokslines-
tiriamosios veiklos organizavimas; moksliniy taikomuyjy tyrimy atlikimas;
moksliniy tyrimy atlikimo etika; nuo tyrimo parengimo iki publikavimo;
statistinés analizés planavimas; tyrimo jforminimas; tyrimo metody
taikymas; tyrimy atlikimas; tyrimy tikslumas; Zzmoniy (kaip respondenty ir
neinvaziniy tyrimy) dalyvavimas tyrimuose.

Duomeny Asmens duomeny apsauga; BDAR taikymas moksliniuose tyrimuose; duomeny
rinkimas ir apsaugos reikalavimai Siuolaikiniuose tyrimuose: reglamentavimas ir praktika;
apsauga (7 %) duomeny kaupimas; duomeny rinkimas; duomeny saugojimo (socialiniy moksly
sritis); duomeny talpinimas ir kt.; etiSkas duomeny importavimas i$ socialiniy
tinkly; pazeidimai, susije su tyrimo duomenimis; tinkamo duomeny rinkimo;
tyrimo duomeny rinkimo ir duomeny apsauga; tyrimo duomeny rinkimo
patikimumas; tyrimo duomeny saugos klausimai; tyrimy etikos anketos.
Informuoto Apie atitiktj moksliniy tyrimy etikai, kai reikalingas tai patvirtinantis
asmens dokumentas; dokumenty parengimas; informuotas informanto sutikimas;

sutikimas (4 %)

informuoto asmens sutikimas; paciento rastiskas informuotas sutikimas dél
dalyvavimo tyrime ir jo gavimas bei reikalingumas atliekant skirtingus tyrimus;
tyrimo dalyviy konfidencialumo uztikrinimas; tyrimo dalyviy sutikimo.
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Kategorija Subkategorija Respondenty atsakymai

Dirbtinio
intelekto
taikymas (4 %)

Al naudojimas; akademinis sgziningumas ir dirbtinis intelektas; DI jtaka
mokslui; dirbtinio intelekto jrankiy etiSko naudojimo gairés; dirbtinio
intelekto naudojimas studijy, mokslo procese; dirbtinio intelekto naudojimo
tinkamumas; dirbtinio intelekto panaudojimas.

Jvairiy Biomedicinos ir Bandymai su gyvinais, jy geroves uztikrinimo principai; bioetika; bioetikos
sric¢iy medicinos tyrimai | ir laboratoriniy gyviny mokslo kursas (lankiau universitete); biologiniy
tyrimy (7 %) ir medicinos tyrimy etika; biomedicininiai tyrimai; bioetikos klausimai
etika apskritai; darbas su gyvinais, gyviny gerove, paémimas i§ gamtos;
(15 %) darbas su laboratoriniais gyvinais; etika atliekant anketines apklausas;
gyviny ir embriony Igsteliy panaudojimas tyrimuose; gyviny naudojimas
moksliniuose tyrimuose; invaziniy rasiy tyrimo klausimai; Plant breeding
and genetics; tyrimai su gyviunais ir Zmonémis.
Kokybiniy tyrimy | Etikos principai vykdant kokybinius socialinius tyrimus; kokybiniy moksliniy
etika (2 %) tyrimy etika; kokybiniy tyrimy etika; kokybiniy tyrimy organizavimo etika.
Socialiniai Socialiniy ir elgesio tyrimy etika; socialiniy moksliniy tyrimy etika; socialiniy
tyrimai (2 %) moksly tyrimo etika; socialiniy tyrimy metodologija.
Atvirojo mokslo Atvirasis mokslas (angl. Open Science) ir jo jgyvendinimo keliai, reikalavimai /
etika (2 %) rekomendacijos, infrastrukttra; atvirojo mokslo etika; atviras mokslas.
Meny sritis (1 %) Kaip etiskai vykdyti meninius tyrimus; meno kariniy naudojimo ir nuorody j
autoriy klausimai.
Piliec¢iy mokslo PilieCiy balsas: kaip saziningai jj iSgirsti?; pilie¢iy mokslas (angl. Citizen
etika (1 %) Science).
Publika- Citavimas ir Citavimas (3); citavimo etika; citavimo reikalavimai; kaip iSvengti vaizdy
vimo etika | plagiato plagiato?; kopijy etika; korektiskas citavimas; norint uZtikrinti tyrimy
(19 %) prevencija (8 %) kokybe, pasitelkiant Saltinius ir nepazeidziant treciyjy S3aliy interesy;

plagiato tema; plagijavimas; plagijavimo problematiskumas; publikavimo
plagijavimas; savicitavimas disertacijoje - kokius reglamentus turi kiekviena
Lietuvos aukstoji mokykla; saziningas publikavimasis; straipsniy citavimas
nepazeidziant autoriniy teisiy; Saltiniy citavimas; Saltiniy naudojimo etika;
teisingas ir etiskas citavimas.

Publikavimo ir
mokslo renginiy
etika (6 %)

Etiskas straipsniy publikavimas (bibliotekos organizuotas seminaras);
grobuonisky Zurnaly ir netikry renginiy atpazinimas; moksliniy tyrimy
publikavimas, kai jy rezultatai yra gaunami tarptautiniy projekty metu;
neetiSkas moksliniy tyrimy atlikimas, skelbimas, vieSinimas; neetiski
duomeny pasisavinimo bldai, pasinaudojant vykdytais bandymais, be
autorystes jtraukimo; neetisky moksliniy tyrimy apraiskos; netikry mokslo
renginiy atpazinimo gairés; preregistravimo, recenzavimo, raportavimo
standartai; publikacijy registravimas; publikavimo etika; straipsniy rengimas;
tyrimy ir rezultaty skelbimas, apsauga ir naudojimas.

Autorysté ir
autoriy teisés
(5 %)

Akademineé etika ir intelektine nuosavybe; autoriniy teisiy apsauga;
autorysté (3); autoriy ir gretutiniy teisiy taikymas - samoningumo link
(2023 m. pabaigoje buvo surengtas seminaras, kuriame praneséjai pristate
autoriniy teisiy jgyvendinimo akademingje veikloje (pirmiausia moksliniuose
tyrimuose) problematikg); bendra autorysté; bendraautoriy dalyvavimas,
apimtis, indélis; intelektiné nuosavybe; intelektiné nuosavybe ir intelektiné
apsauga; sazininga autoryste.

176 respondenty nurodyty mokymuy sugrupuota j kategorijas ir subkategorijas. Daugiausia mokymy
priskirta kategorijai ,Etiskas publikacijy rengimas” (52 proc.). Ji apima tokias subkategorijas, kaip
.Plagiato prevencija” (12 proc.); ,Autorysté, bendraautoryste” (15 proc.); ,Autoriy ir intelektinés
nuosavybes teises” (6 proc.); ,Citavimas” (10 proc.); ,Grobuoniski zurnalai” (4 proc.); ,Atviroji prieiga”
(3 proc.) ir ,Recenzavimas” (2 proc.). Kaip rodo dazninis pasiskirstymas, respondentai zinias daugiausia
gilino autorystes ir intelektinés nuosavybeés teisés klausimais (pvz., ,publikavimo kartu su kitais
tyréjais, esant hierarchiniams santykiams”, ,apie asmeny indélj atliekant tam tikras uzduotis rengiant

publikacijg”).
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Daugiau kaip penktadalis respondenty dalyvavo mokymuose apie bendruosius publikavimo aspektus.
Tai apima ir jy institucijose turimas gaires (savarankiskg mokymasi) bei biblioteky organizuotus
seminarus, taip pat atskiry mokslo Zurnaly organizuojamus mokymus. Kai kurie tyrimo dalyviai
dalyvavo tikslinése akademinés etikos konferencijose.

TreCia kategorija buvo isskirti mokymai, kurie apima moksliniy tyrimy atlikimo ir publikavimo
etikos aspektus (15 proc.). Sig kategorija sudaré temos, kurias nagrinéjant apskritai kalbama apie
moksliniy darby publikavimo etikg, mokslo straipsniy rengima, atitiktj etikos principams ir kt. Be kita
ko, respondentai paminégjo, jog dalyvavo mokymuose, kuriuose gilino Zinias apie etiska duomeny
pateikimg ir analizés atlikima, dalijimasi duomenimis, nuotrauky publikavima ir redagavima, neetiska
duomeny naudojima ir kt.

3 lenteléje pateikiami sugrupuoti respondenty atsakymai j klausimg ,Kokiomis temomis per
pastaruosius trejus metus Jums teko gilinti savo zZinias publikavimo etikos srityje?”.

3 lentele. Atsakymuy j klausima ,Kokiomis temomis per pastaruosius trejus metus Jums teko gilinti
savo zinias publikavimo etikos srityje?” grupavimas

Kategorija Subkategorija Respondenty atsakymas

Publika-
vimo
etikos
bendrieji
mokymai
(22 %)

Akademiné etika
ir publikavimas
(13 %)

A science communication course and practical exercises; AETPK atstovy
bendras pristatymas; akademiné etika publikuojant mokslo straipsnius;
akademiné leidyba; akademinis saziningumas; baigiamyjy darby
publikavimas; bendrai tendencijas nudvieciantys; bendrinis supazindinimas;
bendrosios etikos moksle; dalykinés temos; dalyvauju tam skirtoje
konferencijoje kasmet; detaliau panagrinétos publikavimo etikos komiteto
jvairios rekomendacijos; esu klausius vieng bibliotekos organizuota
seminarg apie etiska straipsniy publikavima; informacija bendrai; institucijos
etikos kodekso turinys; konferencija ,Etika akademinéje aplinkoje 2023",
Kontrolieriaus organizuotuose renginiuose; masinio publikavimo problemos;
mokslinés kompetencijos (mokymai 2023 m. 8 val.); seminare, kuriame aptarti
plagijavimo, citavimo ir kt. klausimai; Siek tiek, bet neiSsamiai, doméjausi
COPE gairémis; tik perskaiciau dokumentus (rekomendacijas, gaires ir pan.),
daugiau neteko nei kalbétis, nei dalyvauti kokiuose renginiuose ta tema;
tyrimo etikos svarstymas jstaigos atitinkamame komitete, prie$ pateikiant
publikacijg zurnalui.

Leidéjy, asociacijy
rengiami
mokymai (9 %)

Bendrieji uZsienio Zurnaly reikalavimai pateikiant straipsnius; Best
Practices for getting a scholarly paper published by IEEE; COPE; Elsevier
organizuojami online kursai; EMBO mokymai ,Research Integrity”; kaip
publikuoti ISI Web of Since zurnaluose; Lietuvos universitety rektoriy
konferencijos Publikavimo etikos gairés; moksliniy zurnaly publikavimo
etika; pasauliniy leidéjy publikavimo schemos; publikavimo etikos srityje
atnaujinome Zurnalo publikavimo etikos nuostatus, tad teko gilintis ir
jgyvendinti jvairias COPE rekomendacijas recenzavimo, plagiato patikros,
interesy konflikto klausimais; savarankiskai susipazjstant su COPE ir leidykly
rekomendacijomis; vidiniai institucijy seminarai, susije su publikavimo etika;
visomis, kurias reikalauja zurnaly redakcinés kolegijos; zurnaly etika; Zurnaly
reikalavimai publikavimui ir etikos standartai, taikomi zurnaly.

EtiSkas
publikacijy
rengimas
(52 %)

Plagiato
prevencija (12 %)

Apie plagiatg; dél plagijavimo; kopijy etika; plagiarizmo prevencija; plagiatas
(5); plagiatas ir jo prevencija; plagiato klausimai. pas mus institucijoje tai
vis dar gaji problema, deja; plagiato prevencija ir patikra; plagiato tema;
plagijavimas (7); saviplagiatas.

Autoriy ir
intelektinés
nuosavybés
teisés (6 %)

Autoriné teisé LR ir EU; autorinés teiseés; autorinés teisés publikuojant;
autoriniy teisiy, autorysteés ir intelektinés nuosavybés klausimai; autoriy
teisés; autoriy teisés; intelektiné nuosavybé; konfidencialumo principas;
meniniy tyrimy; publikavimo etikos tam tikri aspektai buvo paliesti
2023 m. pabaigoje surengtame seminare ,Autoriy ir gretutiniy teisiy
taikymas - sgmoningumo link”.
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Kategorija Subkategorija Respondenty atsakymas

Autorysteé,
bendraautorysté
(15 %)

Apie autoryste; autoryste (4); autorystés (ir pagrindinio autoriaus) statuso
kriterijai; autorystés klausimais; autorystés priskyrimas; autorystés
priskyrimo pagal indélj esant keliems autoriams; autoriy indélio vertinimas
ir autorystés nusipelnymas; bendraautorysté (2); bendraautorystés
klausimais; bendraautorystés nustatymas / priskyrimas; bendraautoriy
etika; bendraautoriy teisés; daugiausiai temomis apie asmeny indél]
atliekant tam tikra uzduotis rengiant publikacijg; dél straipsniy autorysteés;
etiSka autoryste; mentorystés (publikavimo kartu su kitais tyréjais, esant
hierarchiniams santykiams); neetiskos autorystés pazeidimy srityje;
nuotrauky autorysteés, pateikéjy pavardziy skelbimo klausimais; publikacijos
autorystés pasidalinimas; sazininga autorysteé; straipsniy autoriy etikos;
visus srities grandus j bendraautorius, kad nelikty autoritetingy recenzenty,
neturinéiy intereso konflikto.

Citavimas (10 %)

Apie citavimg; apie citavimg, referavima ir plagijavimg; citavimas (5);
citavimo etika; citavimo kultdra; citavimo principai; citavimo, rezultaty
interpretavimo, tiriamyjy jtraukimo; dél citavimo; etiSko citavimo;
klaidingas 3altiniy citavimas; korektisko citavimo; savicitavimas; tinkamas
ir savalaikis duomeny rinkiniy citavimas publikacijomis (nors publikacijas
jprasta cituoti, duomeny rinkiniy daug kas tinkamai necituoja); vebinaras
apie citavimo etika.

Grobuoniski
zurnalai (4 %)

Dalyvavau seminare apie ,grobuoniskus” leidinius; grobuoniski leidiniai;
grobuonisky zurnaly ir netikry renginiy atpazinimas; grobuonisky
zurnaly vengimas; MDPI / Frontiers profesoriai (ignoruojama Lietuvoje);
publikavimosi grobuoniSskuose Zurnaluose prevencija; Siek tiek apie
grobuoniskus Zurnalus.

Atviroji
prieiga (3 %)

Atvira prieiga prie straipsniy ir duomeny (ir jy nezmoniskos kainos); atvirojo
mokslo etika; atviros prieigos publikavimo; atviry duomeny pateikimas;
laisvos prieigos leidiniai; Open science comunication.

Recenzavimas
(2 %)

Recenzavimas; recenzavimo etika; reikalavimai recenzavimo procesui.

Moksliniy
tyrimy
atlikimo ir
publika-
vimo etika
(15 %)

Organizavimas,
atlikimas ir
publikavimas
(9 %)

Moksliniy straipsniy rengimo saziningumas; moksliniy tyrimy atitiktis
moksliniy tyrimy etikos principams; moksliniy tyrimy istekliy eikvojimas
| dr. Loreta Tauginiené; moksliniy tyrimy publikavimas; moksliniy tyrimy
publikavimo; moksliniy tyrimy publikavimo modeliai; moksliniy tyrimy
sukeliama antriné trauma: kodél svarbu jg vertinti? dr. Tina Skinner, Bato
universitetas (JK); mokslo darbo teisingo priskyrimo tyrimo krypciai;
mokslo darby publikavimo etika (daugiau nei pries tris metus teko gilinti
Zinias kursuose/mokymuose. Ypac¢ kai magistrantas ir/ar doktorantas
publikuoja bendrg mokslo darbg kartu su savo baigiamojo darbo vadovu);
mokslo straipsniy rengimas; proceduros bandymo metu; rizikos grupés ir
publikavimo etika; riziky tyréjams vertinimas; sutikimo gavimas; straipsniy
atitiktis moksliniams reikalavimams; sutartys ir jy poveikis mokslo
produkcijos sklaidai / prieinamumui.

Duomeny
valdymas ir
dalijimasis (6 %)

Biostatistika; buvo keliamas klausimas apie galimai neetiskus duomenu
pasisavinimo budus, pasinaudojant vykdytais bandymais, be autorystes
itraukimo; DNA molecular markers; duomeny bazés; duomeny dalijimasis;
duomeny pateikimas, citavimas; duomeny valdymas ir dalijimasis;
nuotrauky publikavimui redagavimas; statistikos pateikimas ir analizés
atlikimas kad nebuty biased duomenys; tyrimo duomeny kodavimas ir
publikavimas.

Techniniy
priemoniy
taikymas
(6 %)

Dirbtinio
intelekto
naudojimas (4 %)

Al; DI naudojimas straipsniy publikavimui; dirbtinio intelekto naudojimas;
dirbtinio intelekto naudojimas; dirbtinio intelekto naudojimas studijy, mokslo
procese; dirbtinio intelekto naudojimo etika mokslinéms publikacijoms
rengti; dirbtinis intelektas.

Sutapties
vertinimas (2 %)

Darby patikra; kaip atlikti sutapties patikrg su Turnitin ir jkelti j eLABa talpyklg;
sutaptis ir plagiatas; sutaptis ir plagiatas.

23 Atgal j turinj




ATSAKINGO MOKSLO BAROMETRAS 2023

Kategorija Subkategorija Respondenty atsakymas

Kita (4 %) | Nepriskirta prie Klausimas ,kokia tema?” yra sunkus. Apskirtai bioetikos klausimais;
kategorijy (4 %) negilinau. O publikuojant su bendrautoryste problemy nekyla, niekas vélgi
néra skriaudziamas, visy indélis jvertinamas tinkamai ir teisingai, viskas
deklaruojama; nesavarankisko mokslo ir studijy darby rengimo paslaugy
pasiula Lietuvoje; objektyvus ir saziningas grupiniy darby vertinimas; tai
kaip ir savaime aisku (dirbu 30 mety), tad zZinias tobulinu retai ir neatsimenu
kada tai dariau; tarptautiniy mokslininky ,karteliy” problema (mokslininkai
susikviecia); terminais nekelti nepatogumo mazumoms.

2.2.5. Priezastys, del kuriy respondentai renkasi (nesirenka) gilinti
zinias etikos srityje

Vardinant priezastis, dél kuriy buvo gilinamos Zinios MTPE srityje, daugiausia, mazdaug trecdalis,
respondenty (34 proc.) nurode, kad ,kiekvienas tyréjas privalo gerai iSmanyti Sig sritj”. Ketvirtadalis
apklausos dalyviy teige, jog pastebéjo ,asmeniniy Ziniy trokumga”. MazZiausiai respondenty,
atitinkamai 6 ir 7 proc., pazymeéjo, kad ,désto Sias temas studentams” ir ,giliau domeétis paskatino
bendradarbiavimas su uzsienio kolegomis”. Lyginant su 2020 ir 2022 m. tyrimy duomenimis, matyti
mazejimo tendencijos. Beveik dvigubai sumazéjo respondenty atsakymuy, kuriuose nurodoma, kad
tyréjai privalo ,iSmanyti Sig sritj” ir kad ,yra atsakingi uz Sig sritj".

.Kodél per pastaruosius trejus metus gilinote savo zinias moksliniy tyrimy ir publikavimo etikos srityje?” (n = 366)
(Respondentai galéjo pasirinkti visus tinkamus atsakymuy variantus)

Ml 2024
2022
M 2020

Kiekvienas tyrejas privalo gerai iSmanyti Sig sritj

Esu uz tai atsakingas pagal funkcijas

Déstau Sias temas savo studentams

Pastebéjau asmeniniy ziniy trikuma

Padidéjo mano institucijos akademinés
bendruomenés démesys moksliniy tyrimy ir
publikavimo klausimams

Atsirado naujy moksliniy tyrimy / publikavimo etikg
reglamentuojanciy ES ir nacionaliniy dokumenty

Giliau dométis paskatino
bendradarbiavimas su uzsienio kolegomis

Kita

12 pav. Priezastys, dél kuriy gilinamos Zinios etikos srityje per pastaruosius trejus metus

Prie ,kita” respondentai daugiausia nurode, kad gilintis j mokslo etikg labiausiai skatina vidiné
motyvacija: ,kadangi matau moksliniy tyrimy publikavimo Lietuvoje praktiky kurios atrodo neetiskos,
taigi Siek tiek pasidomejau kaip tai vertinama 3alyse kur Vakary Europos Salyse kur mokslo lygis
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yra aukstas”; ,daugéja publikavimo etikos paZeidimy o Zurnalai (leidyklos) nesilaiko deklaruojamy
taisykliy”; ,siekis mokslinj straipsnj publikuoti tarptautiniuose zurnaluose”; ,reikéjo tai daryti, vykdant
moksliniy projekty/ataskaity, kurias parengeé Lietuvosir/arba uzsienio mokslininky grupés, ekspertinius
vertinimus”; ,buvo jdomu”; ,milziniskas akademineés etikos pazeidimy skaiCius visos institucijos mastu;
akademineés etikos pazeidimy skatinimas kaip institucijos politika”; ,nes jauciu, kad mokslo ir mokslo
publikavimo sistema iSsigime, mokslininkai tiek uzsienyje, tiek Lietuvoje, iSmoko jg apsukti, o sgziningi
dél to nukencia”; ,vykdau tyrimus, rengiu publikacijas, vadovauju studenty baigiamiesiems darbams”.

Dalis respondenty nurodé, kad gilino zZinias, nes tg nulémeé iSorinés aplinkybeés: ,reikéjo valandy
atestacijai”; ,doktorantdros studijy sudedamoiji dalis”; ,nes to reikalauja institucija”.

Atsakydami j klausimg ,Kodél per pastaruosius trejus metus negilinote savo Ziniy MTPE srityje?”,
30 proc. respondenty nurodé, kad noréty tai padaryti, nors iki Siol negilino savo Ziniy (13 pav.). MaZiau
(22 proc.) tyrimo dalyviy teige, kad turi pakankamai Ziniy. 6 proc. apklausoje dalyvavusiy asmeny
pazymejo, kad jy nedomina moksliniy tyrimy ir publikavimo etika. Palyginti su 2020 ir 2022 m. tyrimy
rezultatais, labai panasi respondenty dalis nurodé, kad MSI nesudaro tam salygy (2024 m. - 16 proc,,
2020 ir 2022 m. - po 17 proc.), didesné dalis (19 proc., palyginti su 2022 m. - 13 proc. ir 2020 m. -
17 proc.) tyrimo dalyviy teigé, jog ,veikos prioritetai yra kitokie". Apskritai bendros tendencijos, lyginant
su ankstesniy mety apklausomis, islieka panasios.

Kodél per pastaruosius trejus metus negilinote savo Ziniy moksliniy tyrimy ir publikavimo etikos srityje?* (n = 215)
(Respondentai galéjo rinktis visus tinkamus atsakymus)

Nors negilinau / neatnaujinau savo ziniy moksliniy tyrimy W 2024
ir publikavimo etikos srityje, bet noréciau tai padaryti 2022
B 2020

Turiu pakankamai Ziniy apie moksliniy tyrimy ir
publikavimo etika

Mokslo ir studijy institucija man nesudaro tam sglygy

Mano veiklos prioritetai yra kitokie

Manes moksliniy tyrimy ir publikavimo etika nedomina

Kita (nurodykite)

13 pav. Priezastys, dél kuriy nebuvo gilinamos Zinios etikos srityje per pastaruosius trejus metus

Prie ,kita” nurodyta: ,Zinau pakankamai, neturiu laiko: pedagoginis krlvis pastaraisiais metais iSaugo
kartais”; ,déstau minimaliai - 3 kreditai”; ,neatlieku tyrimy ir nepublikuoju”; ,motinystés atostogos”;
,Neéra prioritetiné kryptis Valstybiniu lygiu, o tvarkos i$ esmés nesikeicia”; ,nesu tikras, ar Sia tema yra
pakankamai kursy”.
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Nuotrauka: https://www.freepik.com
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2.3. Neetiskas elgesys atliekant mokslinius tyrimus ir
skelbiant jy rezultatus

2.3.1. Neetiskas moksliniy tyrimy atlikimas

Respondentams buvo uzduotas klausimas, kaip daznai per pastaruosius trejus metus jie pastebéjo
neetiSka moksliniy tyrimy atlikimg savo institucijose. Dazniausiai buvo pastebimas ,hipotezés
pritaikymas prie rezultaty” (10 proc. apklausos dalyviy - ,labai daznai” ir ,daznai”, 15 proc. - ,kartais”).
Lyginant su ankstesniy tyrimy rezultatais, tendencijos yra panasios, ,labai daznai” ir ,daznai” pazyméjo
13 proc. respondenty 2020-aisiais ir 11 proc. - 2022 m. apklausoje.

Antras pagal daznumga dalykas - ,statistinio reikSmingumo koeficiento vaikymasis” (atitinkamai
10 proc. - ,labai daznai” ir ,daznai”, 13 proc. - ,kartais”). Taigi, tik maZiau nei puseé respondenty per
pastaruosius trejus metus nesusidUré su Siais aspektais savo institucijose (14 pav.). Lyginant su
ankstesniy mety tyrimais, rezultatai iSlieka panasus.

,Kaip daZnai per pastaruosius trejus metus pastebéjote NEETISKA MOKSLINIY TYRIMUY ATLIKIMA
savo institucijos akademinéje bendruomenéje (tarp mokslininky, tyréjy ir doktoranty)?”

Hipotezés pritaikymas prie rezultaty (n=322) 31% _
Statistinio reikSmingumo koeficiento .
vaikymasis (n=321 2 [

Tyrimo duomeny rinkimas negavus

batino leidimo (n=320) v ISR
Duomeny falsifikavimas' (n=325) 24 % _
Duomeny nutyléjimas? (n=325) 24.% _
Duomeny fabrikavimas?® (n=325) 18 % _
Kita (n=125) BT o [

B Labai daznai, daznai Kartais Retai, labai retai M Niekada

Grafike vartojamos sgvokos?®:

" Duomeny falsifikavimas - nepagrjstas manipuliavimas moksliniy tyrimy duomenimis siekiant sudaryti klaidinantj
jspudi.

2 Duomeny nutyléjimas - tikry duomeny suklastojimas sumaZinant jy masyva ar praleidZiant duomenis, neatitinkancius
pageidaujamy isvady ar rezultaty.

3 Duomeny fabrikavimas - duomeny isgalvojimas ir jy naudojimas kaip tikry.

14 pav. Neetiskas moksliniy tyrimy atlikimas savo institucijos akademineje bendruomenéje

Beveik trys penktadaliai respondenty (71 proc.) nesusiddré su ,duomeny fabrikavimu” ar ,tyrimo
duomeny rinkimu negavus batino leidimo” (69 proc.). Taip pat 67 proc. apklausos dalyviy nepastebejo
,<duomeny nutyléjimo”, 64 proc. - ,duomeny falsifikavimo" atvejy. Visgi reikety atkreipti démesj, jog
like respondentai dazniau ar reciau susidlré su jvairiomis neetiSkomis moksliniy tyrimy atlikimo
situacijomis savo institucijose.

T Aiskinamasis akademinio sagziningumo terminy zodynas [Elektroninis iSteklius] / Loreta Tauginiene, Inga Gaizauskaite,
Irene Glendinning, Julius Kravjar, Milan OjsterSek, Laura Ribeiro, Tatjana Odineca, Franca Marino, Marco Cosentino, Shivadas
Sivasubramaniam, Tomas Foltynek; j lietuviy k. verté Loreta Tauginiené ir Inga Gaizauskaité. - Vilnius: Mykolo Romerio
universitetas, 2019. - 33 p. - Terminy angly k. r-klé: p. 29-32. - ISBN 978-9955-19-971-7.
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2.3.2. Neetiskas moksliniy tyrimy rezultaty skelbimas

Respondentai per pastaruosius trejus metus ,niekada” nepastebéjo tokiy neetisky moksliniy tyrimy
rezultaty skelbimo, kaip ,vienalaikis karinio jteikimas” (75 proc.), ,vertimo plagiatas” (74 proc.),
pazodinis plagiatas” (71 proc.), atvejy (15 pav.). Siek tiek maZziau nei pusé apklausty asmeny ,niekada”
nepastebéjo ,tyrimo iSskaidymo j kelias publikacijas” (45 proc.) ir ,nuorodos pamirsimo” (39 proc.).
Daugiausia respondenty kaip ,daznai” ir ,labai daznai” pastebimus pazymeéjo ,iSskaidyma j kelias
publikacijas” (11 proc.) ir ,daugialypeés terpés plagiata” (6 proc.). Po 2 proc. apklausos dalyviy nurode,
kad ,daznai” ir labai daznai” pastebi vienalaikj kdrinio jteikima”, ,vertimo plagiatg”, ,Sabloninj plagiatg”,
.plagiatg vartojant sinonimus’, ,pazodinj plagiata” ir ,nuorodos pamirsima”.

Lyginant su 2020 ir 2022 m. tyrimy rezultatais, pazymetina, kad matomos panasios daugelio
atsakymuy tendencijos. Daugiau nei du tre¢daliai respondenty 2022 m. teige ,niekada” nepastebeje
Lvienalaikio karinio jteikimo” (68 proc.) ir ,pazodinio plagiato” (64 proc.), o ,daznai” ir labai daznai”
pastebeéjo ,daugialypés terpés plagiata” (10 proc.) ir ,tyrimo iSskaidymga j kelias publikacijas” (9 proc.).
.Saviplagiatg” pastebéje nurodé 8 proc. respondenty. Analogiska tendencija matoma ir 2020 m.
atliktoje apklausoje: didzZioji dalis respondenty (66 proc.) ,niekada” nepastebéjo ,vienalaikio karinio
jteikimo”, ,vertimo plagiato” ir ,pazodinio plagiato” (po 59 proc.), o ,labai daznai” ir ,daznai” pastebéjo
Ltyrimo iSskaidyma j kelias publikacijas” (13 proc.) ir ,daugialypés terpés plagiatg” (10 proc.). 2020 m.
tyrimo dalyviai nurodeé ,labai daznai” ir ,daznai” pastebéje ,vaizdy plagiatg” ir ,saviplagiaty” (po 9 proc.)
bei ,plagiata vartojant sinonimus” ir ,durstinj“(po 8 proc.).

Pateikdami atsakymus j klausima kaip ,kita” respondentai nurodé: ,bendraautoriaus pasalinimas i$
publikacijos”; ,nepateikiamas duomeny rinkiniy citavimas”; ,nenurodomi visi autoriai”.
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,Kaip daznai per pastaruosius trejus metus pastebéjote NEETISKA MOKSLINIY TYRIMU REZULTATU SKELBIMA
savo institucijos akademinéje bendruomenéje (tarp mokslininky, tyréjy ir doktoranty)?”
Tyrimo iSskaidymas j kelias publikacijas (n = 324) 1% 13% 31%
Daugialypeés terpés plagiatas' (n = 325) EFA (7% 28 %
Saviplagiatas (n = 324)
Nuorodos pamirSimas (n = 324)
Pasléptas dubliavimas? (n = 321)

Vaizdy plagiatas (n = 323)

5
R

Atsikartojanti publikacija® (n = 325)

Uzmaskuota atsikartojanti publikacija* (n = 322) 24 %
Plagiatas vartojant sinonimus® (n = 323)
Sabloninis plagiatas¢ (n = 323) 28%

Idéjos plagiatas (n = 323) 28%

Durstinys’ (n = 324) 26 %
Vertimo plagiatas (n = 316)
PaZodinis plagiatas (n = 320)

Vienalaikis karinio jteikimas (n = 320)

Kita (n =106)

B abaidaznai, daznai ™ Kartais Retai, labai retai M Niekada

Grafike vartojamos sgvokos?:

" Daugialypés terpés plagiatas - daugialypés terpés (pvz., garso ar vaizdo jrasy, nuotrauky, muzikos ir kity medijy)
naudojimas nenurodant jos Saltinio.

2 Pasléptas dubliavimas - nuorody j to paties autoriaus ankstesnes ta pacia tema publikacijas nepateikimas.

3 Atsikartojanti publikacija - publikuotas kdrinys (arba pagrindiniai jo skyriai), kuris skelbiamas daugiau negu vieng
karta (ta pacia ar kitomis kalbomis) tinkamai nenurodant kity autoriy Saltiniy, savo ankstesniy ta pacia tema
publikacijy ar paaiskinimy, taip pat tie patys (arba i$ esmeés sutampantys) duomenys, kurie pateikiami daugiau negu
viename mokslo leidinyje be tinkamy nuorody j savo ankstesnes ta pacia tema publikacijas, ir paaiskinimy, ypac jei
tai daroma siekiant, kad recenzentai ar skaitytojai nesuprasty, kad dauguma arba visi tyrimo rezultatai jau anksciau
buvo paskelbti.

4 UZmaskuota atsikartojanti publikacija: 1. Duomenimis ir (ar) informacija papildytas anksciau pristatytas ar paskelbtas
kdrinys, kurio pakeistas pavadinimas ir kuriame nurodomas pakeistas tyrimo tikslas ir (ar) perskaiciuoti tyrimo
rezultatai. 2. Nenurodant anksciau publikuoto kdrinio ir vengiant sukurti naujg kdrinj, teikiamas duomenimis ir (ar)
informacija papildytas anksciau pristatytas ar paskelbtas karinys, kurio pakeistas pavadinimas ir kuriame nurodomas
pakeistas tyrimo tikslas ir (ar) perskaiciuoti tyrimo rezultatai.

*  Plagiatas vartojant sinonimus - netinkamas perfrazavimas pavienius ZodZius pakeiciant sinonimais.

6 Sabloninis plagiatas - plagiatas, naudojant kito Saltinio jvado, iSvady ar kalbos sablong, jy nekeiciant ar keiciant
minimaliai ir nepateikiant nuorodos j originalo Saltinj.

7 Durstinys - isvestinis rasytinis kdrinys, sudarytas is nurodyty ar nenurodyty keliy skirtingy Saltiniy iStrauky.

15 pav. Neetiskas moksliniy tyrimy rezultaty skelbimas savo institucijos akademinéje bendruomenéje

2 Aiskinamasis akademinio saziningumo terminy zodynas [Elektroninis iSteklius] / Loreta Tauginiené, Inga Gaizauskaite,
Irene Glendinning, Julius Kravjar, Milan Ojstersek, Laura Ribeiro, Tatjana Odineca, Franca Marino, Marco Cosentino, Shivadas
Sivasubramaniam, Tomas Foltynek; j lietuviy k. verté Loreta Tauginiené ir Inga Gaizauskaité. - Vilnius: Mykolo Romerio
universitetas, 2019. - 33 p. - Terminy angly k. r-klé: p. 29-32. - ISBN 978-9955-19-971-7.
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2.3.3. NeetiSka autorysté

Atsakydami j klausima ,Kaip daZnai per pastaruosius trejus metus pastebéjote neetiSka autoryste
savo institucijos akademinéje bendruomenéje (tarp mokslininky, tyréjy ir doktoranty)?” respondentai
kaip ,daznai” ir ,labai daznai” pastebétus nurodé ,dovanotgjg autoryste” (23 proc.), ,mainais
grindZiama autoryste” (14 proc.) ir ,nenusipelniusius bendraautorius” (12 proc.). 92 proc. apklausos
dalyviy teigé ,niekada” nepastebéje ,nepazjstamo asmens jtraukimo j bendraautorius be jo sutikimo”
ir ,neegzistuojancio asmens jtraukimo j bendraautorius be jo sutikimo” (91 proc.). Taip pat didelé dalis
respondenty (po 82 proc.) pazyméjo ,niekada” nepastebéje ,pramanytos autorystés” ir ,kolegos
jtraukimo j bendraautorius be jo sutikimo”. Daugiau nei pusé apklausty asmeny (53 proc.) nurodé
JKartais”, ,retai” ir ,labai retai” pastebéje ,dovanotajg autoryste”.

,Kaip daZnai per pastaruosius trejus metus pastebéjote NEETISKA AUTORYSTE savo institucijos
akademinéje bendruomenéje (tarp mokslininky, tyréjy ir doktoranty)?”

Dovanotoji autorysté’ (n = 325) 34%

Mainais grindziama autorysté? (n = 325) 29%

Nenusipelnes bendraautoris® (n = 325) 28%

Nusléptas autorius* (n = 322) 17%

Seséline autorystes (n = 321) 22%

Prievartiné autorysté® (n = 323)

Pramanyta autorysté’ (n = 322)

Pramanyta autorysté® (n = 325)

Pramanyta autorysté? (n = 323)

B [ abai daznai, daznai Kartais Retai, labai retai M Niekada

Grafike vartojamos sgvokos*:

" Dovanotojiautoryste - pernelyg maZaiarvisai prie krinio sukdrimo neprisidejusio asmens jtraukimas j bendraautorius.
2 Mainais grindZiama autoryste - praktika, kai, siekdami jgyti nesaZininga pranasuma, du ar daugiau tyréjy susitaria
jrasyti vienas kito pavardes j savo publikacijas, nors vieno is jy indélio j jas néra arba jis minimalus.

Nenusipelnes bendraautorius - asmuo, maZai prisidejes arba visai neprisidejes prie grupeés darbo, ir (ar) vercia kitus
grupes narius atlikti daugiau, negu jiems priklauso.

Nusleptas autorius - rasytojas (asmuo) padeda sukurti karinj, leidziantj kitam asmeniui jgyti nesaZininga pranasuma.
Seséline autorysté - naudojimosi pelnytai prisidéjusiu, bet tarp autoriy nenurodytu autoriumi, rasiusiu ar rengusiu
teksta publikuoti, praktika.

Prievartine autoryste - spiriama, bet savanoriskai nesuteikiama autoryste.

Pramanyta autoryste - kolegos jtraukimas j bendraautorius be jo sutikimo.

Pramanyta autoryste - neegzistuojancio asmens jtraukimas j krinio bendraautorius.

Pramanyta autoryste - nepaZjstamo asmens jtraukimas j bendraautorius be jo sutikimo.

o ©® N o

16 pav. NeetiSka autoryste savo institucijos akademinéje bendruomenéje

Atsakydami j klausima kaip ,kita” respondentai komentavo, kad visada vieni kitus raso, kai traksta
straipsniy, blna, kad nejtraukiami kartu dirbe, prisiraSoma pavarde, nejtraukiamas prisidejes
eksperimentinéje veikloje, neleidziama pristatyti rezultaty be vadovo, pasitaiko kity jvairiy neetiSkos
autorystes apraisky.

3 Aiskinamasis akademinio sgZiningumo terminy Zodynas [Elektroninis isteklius] / Loreta Tauginiené, Inga Gaizauskaite,
Irene Glendinning, Julius Kravjar, Milan Ojstersek, Laura Ribeiro, Tatjana Odineca, Franca Marino, Marco Cosentino, Shivadas
Sivasubramaniam, Tomas Foltynek; j lietuviy k. verté Loreta Tauginiené ir Inga Gaizauskaité. - Vilnius: Mykolo Romerio
universitetas, 2019. - 33 p. - Terminy angly k. r-klé: p. 29-32. - ISBN 978-9955-19-971-7.
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2.4. Nesgziningo elgesio patirtys

2.41. Savo interesy gynimas

28 proc. respondenty nurodé, kad yra susiddre su kity tyréjy nesaziningu elgesiu. Sie rezultatai
identisSki 2022 m. rezultatams ir Siek tiek mazesni nei 2020 m. (17 pav.).

LAr per pastaruosius trejus metus esate susidlres su kito tyréjo nesaziningu elgesiu?”

2024 (n = 323) 72% W Taip
Ne
2022 72%
2020 69 %

17 pav. Susiddrimas su kito tyréjo nesaziningu elgesiu per pastaruosius trejus metus

Daugiau nei pusé respondenty (51 proc.), susiddre su nesgziningu elgesiu, niekur nesikreipe, nes
.nematé prasmeés to daryti” (18 pav.). Beveik trecdalis (28 proc.) niekur nesikreipe, nes situacijg sprende
patys. Tik nedidelé dalis apklausos dalyviy kreipési j institucijos etikos komiteta ir padalinio etikos
komitety (po 3 proc.), o maziausia dalis (1 proc.) - j Akademinés etikos ir procedury kontrolieriaus
tarnyba. Lyginant su 2020 ir 2022 m. apklausomis, tendencijos islieka panasios. Tiek 2020, tiek 2022 m.
didesné dalis respondenty niekur nesikreipé, o maziausiai apklausty asmeny kreipési j Akademinés
etikos ir kontrolieriaus tarnybg (18 pav.).

.Kaip gynéte savo interesus suZinoje, kad tyréjas su Jumis nesaziningai pasielge?” (n = 96)
(Respondentai galéjo pasirinkti visus atsakymuy variantus)

515 é/ W 2024
499% 2022

M 2020

Niekur nesikreipiau,
nes nemaciau prasmes tai daryti

Niekur nesikreipiau, nes visg situacijg
sprendziau pats / pati

Kreipiausi j padalinio
(pvz., katedros, instituto) vadova

Kreipiausi j institucijos etikos komiteta

Kreipiausi j padalinio (pvz., fakulteto)
etikos komitetg

Kreipiausi j Akademinés etikos ir procedary
kontrolieriaus tarnyba

Kita

18 pav. Savo interesy gynimas susidlrus su kito tyréjo nesgziningu elgesiu
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16 proc. respondenty, nurodziusiy atsakymga ,kita"”, savo veiksmus grindé tokiais teiginiais: ,néra
prasmes, nes netikiu jog pavyks dél vidinés jstaigos konjunktlros”; ,pranesiau tos institucijos vadovui”;
.nagrinejome atvejj etikos komisijoje”; ,niekur nesikreipiau, dél institucijos kersto potencialo”; ,kolegas
iSbariau”; ,tiesiog nepriémiau neetisky pasitlymuy, bet kur as kreipsiuosi, jei tai - mano disertacijos
vadove? (tas pats su duomeny nenaudojimu tyrime... apie 20 proc. surinkty interviu nebuvo iSvis
panaudoti, t. y. nebuvo skirtas laikas analizuoti surinktus duomenis, nes, matyt, tingéjo tiesiog... O
projektukas keliasdeSimt tUkst. ir vykstantis tris metus? Pradedu pritarti prof. dr. <...>, kad dauguma
moksly projekty yra viso labo PSEUDO mokslas. Nesinoréjo tiketi, kol pats nepamaciau savo akimis
.mokslo”is vidaus. Liddna”; kai tai yra tavo vadovas, kur kreiptis?”; ,per deSimtmecius niekas nesikeicia
ir kreipiantis pagalbos nukencia tas, kuris ir kreipési, kartais net netenka pozicijos, o naudos jokios.
Dazniausiai toks elgesys palaikomas vadovy ir daroma su jy Zinia, tad kreiptis j vadovus beprasmiska”;
J<institucijos> Profsgjunga”; ,koks tikslas kreiptis, jeigu LMT leidZia publikuotis ir MDPI ir Frontieruose, o
tuomet paraiskos buvo vertinamos pagal publikacijy kiekj, kvartiles? Cia turi bati bendras sprendimas
Lietuvos mastu, kad buvusios ir blGsimos MDPI/Froentier publikacijos negalioja teikiant paraiskas ar
vertinant mokslininko kompetencija (Vyr. m. d. ir pan.)”; ,kreipimasis nebUty daves jokio rezultato, nes
vadovai saliski”; ,issprendéme tarpusavy”.

2.4.2. Situacijy, susidurus su neetisku elgesiu, sprendimas

Atsakydamij klausimg ,Kas vyko po to, kai kreipétes dél kito tyréjo nesgZiningo elgesio JUsy atzvilgiu?”
dalisrespondenty pazymeéjo, kad nieko nevyko, pvz., ,nebuvo reaguojama”, ,nieko”. Kita dalis apklausos
dalyviy nurode teigiamas pasekmes, pvz., ,buvo atsiprasyta, panaikintos pavardes, kurios buvo tik
prirasytos prie darbo”; ,kadangi nebuvau jtrauktas j publikacijos autoriy sarasg, nors joje buvo mano
darbo dalis, kreipiausij padalinio vadova ir bendraautorysté buvo patvirtinta. Bendraautoriams reikéjo
pasiradyti sutikimo forma mokslo leidinyje, kad visi pritarty mano autorystés jtraukimuij autoriy sgrasa.
Visi sutiko”; ,vadovas tinkamai sureagavo ir problema buvo iSspresta”.

Paminéti ir neigiami padariniai: ,oficialiai nebuvo pripaZzinta kad tai problema, bet nesaziningo elgesio
galblt Siek tiek sumazeéjo”; ,peréjau dirbti j kitg skyriy pas kitg vadova toje pacioje institucijoje”; ,buvau
aprékta vadoves. Ji pasake, kad jai Si situacija yra zinoma ir kad tas Zmogus ir toliau nieko nedarys ir
gaus pinigus. Véliau buvo vis pagiriamas uz darba, kurj atliko kiti Zzmonés”; ,jvyko konfliktas, vadovas
nesprendé, nes jam buvo naudinga”.

2.4.3. Gresme keliantys veiksniai

Respondenty buvo klausiama apie veiksnius, kurie, jy nuomone, kelia grésme atsakingam moksliniy
tyrimy atlikimui ir rezultaty vieSinimui (19 pav.).

Palyginti su 2020 ir 2022 m. atliktais tyrimais, didziausia gresme atsakingam moksliniy tyrimy
atlikimui ir jy rezultaty vieSinimui institucijos akademinéje bendruomenéje keliantis veiksnys islieka
tas pats - ,spaudimas paskelbti daugiau publikacijy per trumpesn;j laikg” (atitinkamai 2020 m. tam
pritaré 60 proc., 2022 m. - 58 proc., 2024 m. - 65 proc. respondenty). Beveik pusé tyrimo dalyviy
(49 proc.) pazyméjo atsakyma ,spaudimas gauti finansavima i$ kity institucijy”. Trecioje ir ketvirtoje
vietoje rikiuojasi pasirinkimas apie ziniy trakuma: ,tyréjai mazai Zino apie savo teises” (44 proc.) ir
,mazai informacijos apie atsakingg mokslinio tyrimo atlikimg ir jo rezultaty skelbima” (40 proc.).
Kaip maziausiai grésme keliantj veiksnj, respondentai rinkosi atsakyma, jog ,institucijoje sudaromos
salygos aplaidziai atlikti mokslinius tyrimus ir neatsakingai skelbti jo rezultatus” (19 proc.), taciau tai
yra beveik penktadalio tyrime dalyvavusiy asmeny pasirinkimas.
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.Kaip manote, kurie veiksniai kelia grésme ATSAKINGAM MOKSLINIY TYRIMY ATLIKIMUI IR
JU REZULTATY VIESINIMUI JUsy institucijos akademinéje bendruomeneje?”

Spaudimas paskelbti daugiau publikacijy
per trumpesnj laikotarpj (n = 321)

18 %
Spaudimas gauti finansavima i$ kity institucijy (n = 320)

Tyréjai mazai Zino apie savo teises (n = 319)

Mazai informacijos apie atsakinga mokslinio
tyrimo atlikima ir jo rezultaty skelbima (n = 320)

Tyrimo duomeny savininkas ir tyrimo duomeny
nuosavybes teisé yra neaiski (n = 321)

Tik teigiamy tyrimo rezultaty skelbimas dél mokslinj tyrima
finansuojancios organizacijos likesciy (n = 318)

Tyréjy jsitikinimas, kad etikos pazeidimo

pasekmeés yra ne itin reikSmingos (n = 319)

Institucijoje sudaromos salygos aplaidziai atlikti mokslinius
tyrimus ir neatsakingai skelbti jo rezultatus (n = 319)

B Sutinku, visigkai sutinku Nei sutinku, nei nesutinku B Nesutinku, visikai nesutinku

19 pav. Grésmes, kylancios atsakingam moksliniy tyrimy atlikimui ir jy rezultaty viesinimui
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ISVADOS

Sociodemografinés charakteristikos. Apklausoje dalyvavo daugiausia respondenty i valstybiniy
universitety (48 proc.) ir valstybiniy mokslo instituty (35 proc.), trys ketvirtadaliai i$ jy turi daktaro,
ketvirtadalis - magistro laipsnius. Absoliuti dauguma tyrimo dalyviy (94 proc.) savo auksciausig
moksline kvalifikacija yra jgije Lietuvoje, du penktadaliai moksline veikla uzsiima iki deSimt mety,
o beveik trecdalis - dvidesimt mety. Apklausoje daugiausia respondenty atstovavo socialiniams
(26 proc.), gamtos (22 proc.) ir technologijy (19 proc.) mokslams.

Moksliniy tyrimy ir publikavimo etikos nuostaty zinojimas ir jgyvendinimas. Lyginant Sio ir
2020 bei 2022 m. atlikty tyrimy duomenis, stebima tendencija, kad maziau respondenty yra susipazine
su jvairiais akademineés etikos dokumentais. Jei 2020 m. 47 proc. tyrimo dalyviy ,gerai nezinojo” né
vienos MTPE nuostatos, tai 2024 m. tokiy respondenty buvo 59 proc. Kalbant apskritai, respondentai
geriausiai zino Rekomendacijas Lietuvos mokslo ir studijy institucijoms dél akademines etikos
kodeksy rengimo, priemimo ir jgyvendinimo (parengtas Tarnybos) (26 proc.) bei Tarnybos atitikties
MTE vertinimo gaires (16 proc.). Siuos dokumentus apklausoje dalyvave asmenys taip pat jvardijo
kaip tuos, kuriuos jgyvendina jy institucijos. Beveik du tre¢daliai respondenty nurodé nezing, kokiais
dokumentais remiamasi jy institucijose, ir Sis nezinanciyjy skaicius beveik desimtadaliu didesnis nei
2020 m.

Ziniy gilinimas moksliniy tyrimy ir publikavimo etikos srityje. Jvairiuose kursuose, seminaruose
ir savarankiSkai savo Zinias apie moksliniy tyrimy etikg gilina mazdaug trecdalis respondenty.
Lyginant su ankstesniais tyrimais, Sis skaicius iSlieka panaSus. Panasios tendencijos islieka ir kalbant
apie mokymus publikavimo etikos srityje. Populiariausios mokymo formos islieka dalyvavimas savo
institucijy organizuojamuose renginiuose ir savarankiskas mokymasis, paieSka. Populiariausi mokymai
yra bendrosios zinios apie mokslo etikg, duomeny valdymas ir publikavimo klausimai.

Kalbant apie moksliniy publikacijy rengima, daugiausia mokymy respondentai isklausé apie autoryste,
bendraautoryste, intelektinés nuosavybeés teises, citavimg, dalis jy gilino Zinias apie grobuoniskus
Zzurnalus ir atvirgja prieiga.

Pagrindinis motyvas gilinti Zinias akademinés etikos srityje yra supratimas, kad ,kiekvienas tyréjas
privalo gerai iSmanyti Sig sritj” (34 proc.) bei ,asmeniniy ziniy trakumas” (25 proc.).

NeetiSkas moksliniy tyrimy atlikimas. Pagrindiniai etikos paZeidimai, kuriuos respondentai stebi
savo darbovietése, susije su tyrimy atlikimu: ,hipotezés pritaikymas prie rezultaty” ir ,statistinio
reikSmingumo koeficiento vaikymasis”. Po desimtadaljtyrimo dalyviytaiyra pastebéje savoinstitucijose
per pastaruosius trejus metus. Kalbant apskritai, tik maZiau nei pusé apklausoje dalyvavusiy asmeny
su tuo nesusidire niekada. Taigi per pastaruosius trejus metus 29-56 proc. respondenty yra susidire
su vienokiais ar kitokiais neetiskos veiklos reiSkiniais.

NeetiSkas moksliniy tyrimy rezultaty skelbimas. DeSimtadalis respondenty nurodé, kad ,labai
daznai” ar ,daznai” yra susidUre su tuo, jog vienas tyrimas iSskaidomas | kelias publikacijas. Taigi,
JKartais”, ,daznai” ar ,labai daznai” su jvairiais neetiSko publikavimo reiskiniais per pastaruosius trejus
metus susidure 5-24 proc. tyrimo dalyviy.

Neetiskos autorystés atvejai pastebimi dazniau. Su pasitaikanciomis jvairiomis neetiskos autorystés
formomis savo institucijose reciau ar dazniau susidGre nuo 8 iki 76 proc. respondenty. Dazniausiai
tai ,dovanotoji autoryste”, kai pernelyg mazai ar visai prie karinio suklrimo neprisidejes asmuo
jtraukiamas j bendraautorius (,labai daznai” ir ,daZznai” su tuo susiddre 23 proc., o ,kartais” - 53 proc.
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tyrimo dalyviy). Taip pat pastebima ir ,mainais grindziama autorysté” (praktika, kai, siekdami jgyti
nesaziningg pranasuma, du ar daugiau tyréjy susitaria jradyti vienas kito pavardes j savo publikacijas,
nors vieno i$ jy indélio j jas néra arba jis minimalus). Su tokiais atvejais per pastaruosius trejus metus
savo institucijose reciau ar dazniau susidire 59 proc. respondenty.

Nesaziningo elgesio patirtys. 28 proc. respondenty yra susidire su nesaziningu kity tyrejy elgesiu
per pastaruosius trejus metus. Pusé jy dél to niekur nesikreipé ir nieko tuo klausimu nedareé. Sie dydziai
panasus, kaip ir ankstesniy mety tyrimuose. Kiek daugiau nei deSimtadalis respondenty kreipesi tuo
klausimu j savo padaliniy vadovus.

NeetiSko elgesio priezastys. Kaip rodo apklausos rezultatai, tyréjams keliami dideli reikalavimai
nulemia tai, jog ne visada elgiamasi saziningai ir etiskai. Kaip didZiausias grésmes elgtis saziningai,
respondentai nurode ,spaudima paskelbti daugiau publikacijy per trumpesn;j laikotarpj” (65 proc.) ir
,Spaudima gauti finansavimg i$ kity institucijy” (49 proc.). Toliau seka ziniy trikumas: ,tyréjai mazai
Zino apie savo teises” (44 proc.) ar ,mazai informacijos apie atsakingg mokslinio tyrimo atlikima ir jo
rezultaty skelbimg” (40 proc.), ,neaiski tyrimo duomeny nuosavybeés teise” (38 proc.).

Tai, kad treciajame tyrime gauti prastesni rezultatai nei ankstesniuose tyrimuose, kelia klausimus, kas
tai lemé ir kaip $ig situacija gerinti. Sie apklausos rezultatai pateikiami be papildomy interpretacijy,
siekiant islaikyti tyrimo objektyvuma. Tikimés, kad Sie duomenys paskatins akademine bendruomene
aktyviai diskutuoti ir kartu ieskoti sprendimuy, kurie padety pagerinti akademinés etikos nuostaty
iSmanyma ir jy laikymasi ateityje.

TarnybaatvirapasitlymamsdélSioirateitiestyrimy, taip patkviecia aktyviai dalyvautiorganizuojamuose
renginiuose bei kreiptis dél akademines bendruomenes mokymy organizavimo, skatina atvirai ir
drasiai spresti etikos klausimus.

Dékojame, kad skaitétel!
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This report presents the results of a survey carried out on 18 January - 5 March 2024. Researchers from
Lithuanian research and education institutions participated in the survey. This is the third Responsible
Research Barometer report (the first two were published in 2020 and 2022).
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INTRODUCTION

The Office of the Ombudsperson for Academic Ethics and Procedures of the Republic of Lithuania
(hereinafter - the Office) presents the results of the third survey “Responsible Research Barometer
2024". The reports of the previous surveys in Lithuanian and English were produced in 2020 and 2022.
This Responsible Research Barometer 2024 survey reveals the experiences and situation of researchers
working in Lithuanian research and education institutions in the field of research and publication
ethics (hereafter - RPE). As in previous research reports, this one provides an overview of academic
ethical issues faced by the survey respondents when conducting research and publishing research
results. Doctoral students, teaching staff and researchers were invited to take part in the survey. The
survey 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.

This report uses data from the Responsible Research Barometer of 2020 and 2022 for purposes of
comparison of the results (Ozolinciate, E., Zidone, G. and Tauginieng, L. (2020). Responsible Research
Barometer 2020. Vilnius: Office of the Ombudsperson for Academic Ethics and Procedures of the
Republic of Lithuania; Umbrasaité, J. and OzolinciGte, E. (2022). Responsible Research Barometer
2022. Vilnius: Office of the Ombudsperson for Academic Ethics and Procedures of the Republic of
Lithuania).

The Office expects that the results of this survey will help to further develop the culture of academic
ethics in Lithuanian research and education institutions and encourage interest and discussion on
academic and publication ethics, find solutions to ensure proper regulation and implementation of
research ethics.
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1. METHODOLOGY, ORGANISATION AND
CONDUCT OF THE SURVEY

11. Structure of the questionnaire and method of data
collection

A questionnaire used in previous surveys was chosen for the Responsible Research Barometer 2024
survey. A few questions were slightly modified, but the majority were left the same as in previous
surveys. The final questionnaire for this survey consisted of 23 questions (including 4 open-ended).
The questions were divided into 5 parts:

1. The first part of the questionnaire asked respondents about education: awareness of research
ethics, implementation practices in the respondents’ institutions, the nature and frequency of
knowledge development, the choice to develop or not to develop knowledge in ethics, and the
reasons for that.

2. In the second part of the questionnaire, respondents were asked to select the statements that
best reflect their personal views on ethics.

3. The third part asked whether and how often unethical behaviour in research, publication,
authorship, etc. has occurred in the last three years.

4. Inthe fourth part, respondents were asked to answer how their interests are protected in the face
of unethical academic behaviour, and which ethical threats they feel most threatened by.

5. The fifth part of the questionnaire included questions on various professional characteristics.

1.2. Target group, sample size and data collection method

Teaching staff (assistants, associate professors, lecturers, professors), research fellows, doctoral
students and other researchers were invited to take part in the survey. Based on the data provided
by the National Agency for Education in the Education Management Information System on the
number of persons who were working in Lithuania’s RHEI and/or studying doctoral programmes as
of 1 October 2023, the target group of the survey consisted of 9,770 persons. The calculation of the
sample size revealed that to reach 95% confidence, 369 had to take part in the survey.

A quantitative method - online survey - was chosen to collect survey data. Invitations to participate
in the Responsible Research Barometer 2024 survey were sent to the general RHEI email addresses.
RHEIs were asked to forward the invitations to members of their academic community. The survey
was carried out on the Alchemer online platform (https://survey.alchemer.eu/). Participation in the
survey was anonymous (a generic link was shared with the participants) and voluntary - it was up to
the respondents to decide whether to take part in the survey. They could also skip questions they
did not want to answer or end the survey at any time.

1.3. Data management and analysis

A total of 367 respondents opened the survey link and answered the questions. Some of them
skipped a few questions or did not complete the survey (the most frequently skipped block was
socio-demographic questions). 316 respondents answered all the survey questions. However, the
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responses of those who did not complete the full survey were retained in the data analysis. The exact
number of respondents who answered a specific question was indicated in the report next to each
graph. The language of the respondents’ answers was left uncorrected.

Analysis of closed-ended questions. Descriptive statistics were used to analyse quantitative data.
The analysis was carried out using Microsoft 365 for Business Excel. The Likert scale was used to
answer some of the questions. In some graphs, these scales were combined, presenting their total
percentage frequency.

Analysis of open-ended questions. The open-ended questions were analysed using a content
analysis approach identifying categories and subcategories. The analysis was carried out in several
stages. In the first stage, respondents’ answers were reviewed and organised for further analysis,
e.g. the answer “| rarely go into depth” was removed from the subsequent categorisation as it did
not reflect the topic of the answer; the answer “| attended some presentation on the inclusion of
vulnerable groups of the society” was revised (renamed) to “the inclusion of vulnerable groups of
the society into research”; the answer “at a workshop where research ethics-related matters were
discussed” was replaced by “research ethics-related matters”.

As the open data consisted mainly of names, i.e. multi-word combinations, there was no need for
intermediate coding. The so-called inductive thematic analysis was carried out, moving directly to
the grouping of responses into categories and subcategories. This approach means that there are no
predefined categories, but the analysis is carried out directly from the data, i.e. inductively.

Table 1. Example of grouping respondents’ answers
to open-ended questions into categories and subcategories

Category Subcategory Respondents’ answer

Research ethics Authorship and citation Correct and ethical citation
Research ethics Professional ethics Professional research ethics
Research ethics Professional ethics Researcher’s liability

Specialised topics Artificial intelligence (Al) and technology Al's impact on science

Specialised topics Artificial intelligence (Al) and technology Guidelines for ethical use of Al tools
Specialised topics Bioethics and biomedical research Patient data security

Data anonymity. To ensure the anonymity of the responses, all authentic participants’ answers are
presented in the masculine form (e.g. “l was not included...” (implying that a respondent is female) was
replaced by “was not included” (masculine)).
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2. SURVEY RESULTS

2.1. Socio-demographic characteristics of respondents

211. Largest scientific workload

Respondents to the survey indicated that the largest scientific workload was in public universities (48%)
(Figure 1). More than a third of the respondents named public research institutes (35%), followed by
public colleges (12%). 1% of respondents indicated private research institutes, private universities and
private colleges, each, as having the largest scientific workload. 2% of respondents chose “Other”.

“Which research and education institution has the highest research (non-academic) load?” (n = 317)
(Respondents could choose up to two answers)

Public university 48%
Public research institute
Public college

Private research institute
Private university

Private college

Other

Figure 1. Research and higher education institution where respondents have the largest scientific workload

“Which of the below makes up the most of your workload?” (n = 317)

Scientific activities A1%

Teaching 33%
Doctoral studies

Administrative work

Other

Figure 2. Largest share of respondents’ workload

Respondents were also asked what accounts for the largest share of their workload (Figure 2).

1]

According to the survey results, scientific activities accounted for the largest share of the respondents
workload (41%), followed by teaching for a third of the respondents and doctoral studies - for 12%.

10 Back to content
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The respondents identified the following as “Other”: “scientific work, however, recently it was replaced
by administrative, although | hold a position of a researcher”; “teaching and research equally”;
“practical work”; “clinical work”; “research support”; “surgeon”; “research + PhD"; “filling prepayment

", n

and procurement applications”; “public sector”.

2.1.2. Highest qualification and its acquisition place (country)

Majority of respondents have a doctoral or equivalent degree (75%), a quarter have a Master’s or
equivalent degree (Figure 3). There was one survey participant who indicated a Bachelor's degree as
the highest level of education.

“What is your highest qualification?” (n = 316)

Doctoral or equivalent 75%
Master’s or equivalent 25%

Bachelor's degree | 0.3%

Figure 3. Distribution of respondents by highest qualification obtained

In response to the question “Where did you obtain your highest qualification?”, the vast majority of
respondents indicated that they obtained their highest scientific qualification in Lithuania (94%, n =
298) and 6% (n = 19) - in other countries.

“Where did you acquire your highest “In which country obtained
qualification?” (n = 317) the highest diploma?” (n = 317)?

Lithuania I 295 (94%)

Great Britain
Italy

USA
Germany
Japan
Russia
Netherlands
South Korea
Vatican
Hungary

Did not specify

Abroad, 6%

N = =2 0N N

Lithuania, 94%

Figure 4. Where the respondents acquired their highest qualification

Three respondents each indicated that they qualified in the UK and lItaly, and three respondents
refused to specify a particular country. Two respondents each qualified in the United States and
Germany. Other countries included Japan, Russia, the Netherlands, South Korea, the Vatican City, and
Hungary.

1 Back to content
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21.3. Experience in scientific activities

Looking at the length of respondents’ experience in scientific activities (in years), Figure 5 reveals
that 42% of respondents have up to 10 years of experience, while 32% have 11to 20 years of scientific
experience.

One fifth of all respondents indicated that they have five years or less of experience in scientific
activities and three respondents said that they had no experience.

"How many years have you been involved in scientific activities?” (n = 316)

46-50 years
41-45 years
36-40 years
31-35 years
26-30 years
21-25 years
16-20 years
11-15 years
6-10 years 22%
Up to 5 years 20%

None

Figure 5. Length of respondents’ scientific work experience

“Which field of research (art) have you worked in the last three years?” (n = 317)

Social sciences 26%
Life sciences

Technological sciences
Humanities

Medicine and health sciences
Agricultural sciences

Visual arts

Performing and screen sciences

Figure 6. Field of research (art) where you worked in the last three years

When asked which field of research (arts) they had worked in the last three years, more than a quarter
of the respondents (26%) said they worked in social sciences (Figure 6), with slightly fewer working in
natural sciences (22%). Visual arts were represented by the smallest proportion of respondents (1%)
and there were no respondents engaged in performing and screen sciences.

12 Back to content
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2.2. Implementation of research and publication ethics
regulationss

2.2.1. Knowledge of research and publication ethics regulations

In 2024, more than half of the respondents (59%) were not familiar with any of the different ethical
guidelines listed in a survey question (Figure 7). It should be noted that, compared to survey results
of 2020 and 2022, the proportion of respondents who do not have any knowledge of the documents
has been increasing year on year (47% in 2020 and 52% in 2022). 26% of the respondents were
familiar with the Office’'s Recommendations on the Preparation, Adaptation and Implementation of
Academic Ethics Codes by Research and Higher Education Institutions (38% in 2020 and 32% in 2022
respectively), while the Office’s Guidelines for Ethical Review were slightly less familiar (16%) (23% in
2022, while the Guidelines had not yet been published in 2020). 11% of respondents were familiar with
the sample form of the Research Data Management Plan.

Recommendations by the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE, https://publicationethics.org/)
(14%) (they were well known to 23% of respondents in 2020 and to 18% - in 2022, respectively) and
the European Code of Conduct for RE (14%) (16% each in 2020 and 2022) were distinguished by survey
participants among international guidelines.

The lowest proportion of respondents (4%) was “well aware” of the Guidelines of an Institutional
Code of Ethics in Higher Education of the International Association of Universities (10% in 2020 and
7% in 2022).

As mentioned above, a review of the data from all three surveys reveals a decreasing trend in the
number of people who are familiar with RPE documents.

3% of respondents answered “Other”, usually naming documents in force in their institutions, e.g.
“Code of Academic Ethics of [name of the university]”; “Code of Ethics of the university where | work
and the work of the Academic Ethics Committee”; “Provisions of Bioethics Committees”; “Code of

Ethics of Lithuanian Sociologists”; “Documents of the [name of the institution]”; and “Code of Ethics
for Scientists of the Lithuanian Academy of Sciences”.

Some participants said that they could not remember the titles of the documents, but they were aware
of the provisions contained therein, e.g. “| never remember document titles, but | am aware of all the
rules of ethics that we have to follow in our doctoral studies and publications”. Some respondents
indicated the courses that they had attended, e.g. “l took a course on research and publication
ethics in the USA". Also, respondents indicated that they were familiar with the RPE documents of
a particular country, e.g. “Japan Society for the Promotion of Science (JSPS) Guidelines for Research
Integrity and Ethics”. One respondent mentioned that he was aware of the FAIR (findable, accessible,
interoperable, reusable) principles.

14 Back to content
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“Which provisions promoting Research and public ethics are you WELL familiar with?” (n = 366)

| don't have good knowledge of any of them

Office’s Guidelines on the Adoption, Implementation and
Monitoring of Academic Codes of Ethics by RHEIs

Office’s Guidelines on the Assessment of Compliance with RE

COPE recommendations

European Code of Conduct on RE

LURK Guidelines for PE

Commission Recommendation of on the European
Charter for Researchers and the Code of Conduct
for the Recruitment of Researchers

Sample form of the Research Data Management Plan

Office's Guidelines for Assurance of Academic Ethics I 11%
when Organising Remote Studies

(]

Memorandum of the Office and the Office of the . 0%
Ombudsperson for Equal Opportunitieson Assurance of 14%
Academic Ethics and Equal Opportunities in Scientific Events

Office’s Guidelines for Objective and 13%
Fair Assessment of Group Works

Office's Guidelines for Recognition of Fictious Scientific Events 14%

IAU-MCO Guidelines for an Institutional Code
of Ethics in Higher Education

Other

Figure 7. Knowledge of regulations on ethics

2.2.2. Implementation of ethics regulations

The results of the survey conducted in 2024 showed that 64% of the respondents did not know which
RPE regulations were implemented at their institutions. The largest number of respondents were
aware (19%) of the implementation of the Office’'s Recommendations on the Preparation, Adaptation
and Implementation of Academic Ethics Codes by Research and Higher Education Institutions, the
Office’s Guidelines for Ethical Review (17%), the Guidelines on Publication Ethics of the LURK (13%),
the Recommendations of the Publication Ethics Committee (11%), and the Memorandum of the
Office and the Office of the Ombudsperson for Equal Opportunities on Assurance of Academic
Ethics and Equal Opportunities in Scientific Events. 7% of the respondents were aware of the latest
document - the Sample Form of the Research Data Management Plan (Figure 8).

Compared to the surveys of 2020 and 2022, the trends remain nearly the same, as the majority of
the respondents do not know which RPE regulations are implemented by their institutions.

15 Back to content
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“Which Research and public ethics regulations does your institution implement?” (n=366)

64%
| don't know 589 W 2024
2022
Office’s Guidelines on the Adoption, Implementation and ® 2020

Monitoring of Academic Codes of Ethics by RHEIs

Office’s Guidelines on the Assessment of Compliance with RE

Office’s Guidelines for Assurance of Academic Ethics
when Organising Remote Studies

COPE recommendations

LURK Guidelines for PE

European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity

Commission Recommendation on the European Charter
for Researchers and the Code of Conduct
for the Recruitment of Researchers

Office’s Guidelines for Objective and
Fair Assessment of Group Works

Sample form of the Research Data Management Plan

Memorandum of the Office and the Office of the 119
Ombudsperson for Equal Opportunities on Assurance of 15%
Academic Ethics and Equal Opportunities in Scientific Events

Office’s Guidelines for Recognition of Fictious Scientific Events 13%

IAU-MCO Guidelines for an Institutional Code 5%
of Ethics in Higher Education 9%

Other 7%

Figure 8. Research and publication ethics’ regulations implemented by different institutions

4% of the respondents indicated under “Other” that their institutions implemented all of the

", n ", n

regulations: “I don't know, probably all of them”; “probably all of them”; “maybe all of them, but I'm

"w, u

not aware of them”; “I think they comply with all of them”; “a lot of them, but trainings are rare, and

", n

the schedule of the lectures does not allow to attend them?”; “probably they try a lot of them, but | am

not sure if they succeed in all of them...”; “they possibly are also implementing other regulations, but
I am only aware of the marked ones”.

Some of the participants in the survey indicated that their institutions follow their own documents:
“my institution’s code of ethics is based on the main documents listed above, and an ordinary lecturer
does not have time to study excessive documents. This is done, if necessary, by the Academic Ethics
Committee whose job is to implement these documents; “own documents”. There were also opinions
that academic ethics is not promoted: “academic ethics is not promoted or required at the institution;
to the contrary, we are encouraged to add people who have not contributed to the research, to hide
the methodology and <...> data, hiding the flaws in the research”,

One respondent said in his response that no regulations are being implemented in his institution.
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2.2.3. Improving research and publication ethics knowledge

When asked how often they had improved their knowledge of research ethics in the last three
years (in courses, seminars and other events or on their own), 41% of the respondents said that
they had “never” improved their knowledge, followed by those who answered: “very rarely” (16%),
“rarely” (13%), “occasionally” (5%), “often” (7%), and “very often” (3%). Compared to the results of the
surveys conducted in 2020 and 2022, the trends remain similar. The answers “often” and “very often”
submitted in 2024 reveal (Figure 9) that a tenth of respondents have improved their knowledge of
research ethics.

"How often have you improved your knowledge in the field of RESEARCH ETHICS in the last three years
(in courses, seminars and other events or on your own)?” (n = 360)

2024 13% 20% 7% 8%

2022 13% 18% 11% I%

2020 12% 19% 10% 4%
B Never Very rarely Rarely Sometimes Often M Very often

Figure 9. Frequency of improving knowledge about research ethics
(in courses, seminars, other events and independently)

“How often have you improved your knowledge in the field of PUBLICATION ETHICS in the last three years
(in courses, seminars and other events or independently)?” (n = 359)

2024 10% 19% 6% B%

2022 13% 21% 10% 2%

2020 15% 21% 10% 4%
B Never Very rarely Rarely Sometimes Often M Very often

Figure 10. Frequency of improving knowledge about publication ethics
(in courses, seminars, other events and independently)

When asked how often they had improved their knowledge of publication ethics in the last three
years, 44% of the respondents said they had "“never” improved their knowledge. 18% of respondents
answered that they do this “very rarely”, 10% “rarely”, almost a fifth - “sometimes”, and 6% and 3%
“often” and “very often”, respectively. Trends remain similar when compared to surveys of 2020 and
2022 (Figure 10).

When asked how they had improved their knowledge over the last three years, the most common
answer among the respondents (32%) was that they had attended seminars, training courses and
other events organised by the institution, while another significant proportion of the respondents
(31%) said that they had independently searched for information on the subject themselves (Figure
11). Comparing the data with previous years’ surveys, the percentage of respondents improving
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their knowledge has decreased significantly. The number of respondents who participated in
seminars, trainings and conferences abroad on this topic has decreased by more than a half (4%
in 2024, 1% in 2022 and 12% in 2020) and so has the number of participants in virtual seminars,
trainings and conferences on the subject (47% in 2022, 20% in 2024), however the latter percentage
is still higher than in 2020 (13%).

“How have you developed your knowledge in the field of Research
and public ethics in the last three years?” (n = 366)

| have attended seminars, training courses and other W 2024
events organised by the institution where | work 2022
B 2020

| have searched for information on the topic on my own

| have attended virtual seminars, trainings and conferences

| have attended seminars, trainings and conferences on
the topic held by other Lithuanian institutions

| have attended seminars, trainings and
conferences on the topic held abroad

Other

Figure 11. Methods of improving knowledge of ethics in the last three years

", u

The respondents indicated the following under “Other”: “I have delivered trainings myself”; “I have
evaluated research projects/reports referringto RPE activities”. Somerespondentsindicated specifically
how they had developed their knowledge independently: “I read several articles in international

", u

scientific journals [on] research publication ethics”; “I read regulations of international journals before

", n w, n

sending my article for publication”; “I signed a study contract which lays down the rules”; “during

compulsory lectures”; “in communication with foreign and local colleagues”; “colleagues shared the
documents”.

2.2.4. Training on research and publication ethics attended by
respondents

The survey asked respondents to answer two open-ended questions:

“Which topics have you deepened your knowledge on in the field of RESEARCH ETHICS in the last
three years?” and
“Which topics have you deepened your knowledge on in the field of PUBLICATION ETHICS in the
last three years?”

The open-ended questions were analysed through content analysis, distinguishing between
categories and sub-categories. In order to facilitate the interpretation of the results, the frequency of
choice has been calculated by category and subcategory.
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The analysis of the question “Which topics have you deepened your knowledge on in the field of
research ethics in the last three years?” is based on the examination of 202 statements (trainings),
which were grouped into sub-categories and categories.

The grouping of training topics on research ethics shows that more than a third of respondents have
received general research ethics training. The sub-categories of this category were “General principles
of research ethics and academic integrity” (9%), “Principles of equality and non-discrimination”
(6%), "Institutional performance and transparency” (6%), “Ensuring ethics in the study process” (5%),
“Academic ethics and its application” (3%), “Compliance with research ethics” (3%), and “Ethics of the
researcher” (3%) (see Table 2).

The second most popular category was “Research data management and security”. This includes
training on proper data management and analysis, ethical organisation and conduct of research, data
collection and data storage. Some participants received training on informed consent and the use of
artificial intelligence as well as ethical presentation of such use.

Respondents have also received training in specific areas such as the ethical conduct of biomedical
and medical research. Some respondents have received training in qualitative research, social ethics,
open research ethics, and ethical principles in arts.

A separate category was identified for training on publication topics (19%), subdivided into “Citation
and prevention of plagiarism” (8%), “Ethics of publication and research events” (6%) and “"Authorship
and copyright” (5%).

One respondent’'s open-ended answer covering several aspects was not included in the analysis of
open-ended questions, and is presented below:

“In my research and project work, and in my supervision of PhD and master’s students, | never
have a problem with someone’s rights being violated. Research ethics is certainly an important
issue, but | feel that raising these issues is not so much about improving the situation (which is
not bad anyways), but rather about imposing leftist repressions on Lithuania’s professoriate.”

Table 2. Grouping of answers to the question "Which topics have you deepened
your knowledge on in the field of research ethics in the last three years?”

Category Subcategory Respondents’ answers

General General principles | Academic communication; academic integrity (2); general principles
research of research ethics | of research ethics; general ethics in science; ethics; ethics in academic
principles | and academic environment; ethics in research; best practice; scientific research ethics;
(35 %) integrity (9%) scientific research ethics (3); norms of research ethics; research ethics;

assessment of research/ scientific output; reading articles, visiting the
website of the Ombudsperson for Academic Ethics; Shaping Culture of
Research Integrity; research ethics.

Principles of equal | Ensuring academic ethics and equal opportunities in research events;

opportunities about non-discrimination principles; identification and prevention of
and non- discrimination; gender equality; equal opportunities (2); equal rights,
discrimination peer researcher ethics, distribution of work; mentoring, identification
(6%) and prevention of discrimination; research involving socially vulnerable

people (e.g, children, prisoners, persons with disabilities); principles of
non-discrimination; additional legal precautions when working with
disadvantaged people; inclusion of vulnerable groups in research; race
and gender topics.
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Category Subcategory Respondents' answers

Institutions’
activities and
transparency (6%)

General acquaintance; institutional committees granting permits/ approvals
to research ethics; specific issues related to conducting specific research;
evaluation of scientific output; scientific research; conducting applied research
R3 principle; building integrity in higher education, business and society
(BRIDGE); only training or shared links from the Office of the Ombudsperson
for Academic Ethics; | only read the documents (recommendations, guidelines,
etc.) and did not have the opportunity to speak or attend any events on the
topic; transparency and increasing transparency in research; reconciling
public and private interests in research and business.

Ensuring ethics in
the study process
(5 %)

Ensuring academic ethics in distance learning; assessment of theses;
preparation of research papers; organisation of distance learning;
assessment of achievements, cooperation with parents, external evaluation,
etc. in pedagogical areas; ethical supervision of students’ research; systems
for detecting plagiarism in students’ work; transparency in the assessment
of students’ group work; the university has an additional module “Research
Ethics”, where PhD students are familiarised with the procedures, order, and
carry out practical tasks.

Academic
ethics and its
application (3 %)

Joint presentation by representatives of the AETPK; Academic and Research
Ethics in the Modern Higher Education Institution; Memo on Academic
Ethics and Equal Opportunities in Scientific Events prepared by the Office
of the Ombudsperson for Academic Ethics and Procedures and the Equal
Opportunities Ombudsperson; COPE; Ethics in Academia 2022 (Conference);
Ethics in Academia 2023; Content of the Institution’s Code of Ethics.

Compliance with
research ethics
(3%)

Compliance with research ethics (2); Topics for the implementation of
guidelines on the compliance with research ethics; assessing the compliance
with research ethics; guidelines for assessing the compliance with research
ethics; enhanced knowledge of research compliance with academic ethics.

Researcher ethics
(3%)

Ethical behaviour of the researcher; professional ethics of the researcher;
responsibility of the researcher; ethics of the researcher; ethics of researchers;
dangers posed by research to researchers.

Research
data
manage-
ment and
protection
(31 %)

Data
management
and analysis (9%)

Personal data; in the area of data processing and provision; management of
the data plan; data collection; ethical disclosure; prevention of falsification
and manipulation of data; organisation of research activities, preparation of
documents; in the area of data processing and presentation of research data;
management of research data; management of research data (a seminar by
the Office of the Ombudsperson for Academic Ethics and Procedures); ethical
handling and opening of research data;

Patient data security; access to research data; Research Data Management;
reproduction of results, application of correct statistics; objectivity of research
data; research data breaches; research data management; ethics of use of
research material.

Organising and
conducting the
survey (7%)

Sample size; how research with human participants should be conducted;
correct experimental design; organisation of scientific research; conducting
applied research; ethics of research; from research design to publication;
planning statistical analysis; recording a research; application of research
methods; conducting research; research accuracy; participation of human
subjects in research (as respondents in non-invasive studies).

Data collection
and protection
(7%)

Protection of personal data; application of GDPR in research; data protection
requirements in modern research: regulation and practice; data aggregation;
data collection; data warehousing (social sciences); data hosting, etc; ethical
data import from social networks; violations related to survey data; proper data
collection; survey data collection and data protection; reliability of survey data
collection; survey data security issues; research ethics questionnaires.

Informed consent
(4%)

Compliance with research ethics, where a supporting document is required;
preparation of documents; informed consent of the informant; informed
consent of a person; written informed consent of a patient to participate in
research and its receipt and necessity in conducting different studies; ensuring
confidentiality of research participants; consent of research participants.
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Category

Subcategory

Application
of artificial
intelligence (4%)

Respondents' answers

Use of Al; academic integrity and artificial intelligence; impact of Al on
science; guidelines for ethical use of Al tools; use of Al in education and
research; appropriateness of Al use; use of Al.

Ethics of
research
in
various
fields
(15%)

Biomedical and
medical research
(7%)

Animal testing, principles of animal welfare; bioethics; course on bioethics
and laboratory animal science (I took it at the university); ethics of biological
and medical research; biomedical research; bioethical issues in general,
working with animals, animal welfare, and taking animals from nature;
working with laboratory animals; ethics of questionnaire surveys; use of
animal and embryonic cells in research; use of animals in research; invasive
species research issues; plant breeding and genetics; research on animals
and humans.

Ethics in
qualitative
research (2 %)

Ethical principles in conducting qualitative social research; ethics of
qualitative scientific research; ethics of qualitative research; ethics of
organisation of qualitative research.

Social research
(2 %)

Ethics of social and behavioural research; ethics of social scientific research;
ethics of research of social sciences; social research methodology.

Ethics of open
science (2 %)

Open Science and ways of its implementation, requirements/guidelines,
infrastructure; Open Science ethics; Open Science.

Arts (1%)

How to conduct artistic research ethically; issues related to the use of works
of art and references to authors.

Ethics in citizen
science (1 %)

Citizens’ voice: how to honestly hear it out; Citizen Science.

Publicati-
on ethics
(19 %)

Citation and
prevention of
plagiarism (8 %)

Citation (3); citation ethics; citation requirements; how to avoid plagiarism
of images?; copy ethics; correct citation; ensuring the quality of research
through the use of sources and without violating interests of third parties;
the topic of plagiarism; plagiarism; problematic nature of plagiarism;
plagiarism in publishing; self-citation in a dissertation - regulations for each
Lithuanian higher education institution; fair publication; citation of articles
without violating copyright; citation of sources; ethics of the use of sources;
correct and ethical citation.

Ethics in
publication and
scientific events
(6 %)

Ethical publishing of articles (a seminar held by a library); identification
of predatory journals and fake events; publishing research when their
results are obtained from international projects; unethical conducting,
publishing, publicising of research; unethical ways of misappropriating
data through experiments without attribution; manifestations of unethical
research; guidelines for identifying fake scientific events; standards for pre-
registration, peer review, reporting; registration of publications; publication
ethics; preparation of articles; publication, protection and use of research
and results.

Authorship and
copyright (5%)

Academic ethics and intellectual property; copyright protection; authorship
(3); application of copyright and related rights - towards awareness (a
workshop was organised at the end of 2023, where speakers presented
on the issue of the implementation of copyright in academic activities
(especially research); co-authorship; co-authors’ participation, scope,
contribution; intellectual property; intellectual property and intellectual
protection; fair authorship.

The 176 trainings indicated by respondents were grouped into categories and sub-categories. The
most trainings were categorised as “Ethical publication” (52%). It includes such sub-categories as
“Prevention of plagiarism” (12%); “Authorship, co-authorship” (15%); “Copyright and intellectual
property rights” (6%); “Citation” (10%); “Predatory journals” (4%); “Open access” (3%) and “Peer review”
(2%). The frequency distribution reveals that respondents’ knowledge was most improved in the areas
of authorship and intellectual property law (e.g. “publication with other researchers in a hierarchical

relationship

"

1

"

publication”).

on the contribution of individuals in performing certain tasks in the preparation of a
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More than a fifth of the respondents attended trainings on general aspects of publication. These
included guidelines (independent learning) at their institutions and seminars organised by libraries, as
well as trainings organised by individual journals. Some of the survey participants attended targeted

academic ethics conferences.

The third category was trainings that cover ethical aspects of conducting research and publication
(15%). This category consisted of topics which concern ethics of publishing research work, preparation
of scientific articles, compliance with ethical principles, etc. Respondents also mentioned that they
had received training on ethical data presentation and analysis, data sharing, photo publishing and
editing, unethical use of data etc.

Table 3 shows grouped responses to the question “Which topics have you deepened your knowledge
in the field of publication ethics in the last three years?”.

Category

General
training in
publication
ethics

(22 %)

Table 3. Grouping of answers to the question “Which topics have you deepened
your knowledge in the field of publication ethics in the last three years?”

Subcategory

Academic ethics
and publication
(13%)

Respondents' answers

A science communication course and practical exercises; joint presentation
by AETPK representatives; academic ethics in the publication of scientific
articles; academic publication; academic integrity; thesis publication;
presenting general trends; general awareness; general ethics in science;
subject topics; | participate in a respective conference every year; various
recommendations of the Committee on Publication Ethics have been
examined in detail; | have attended one seminar organised by a library
on the ethical publication of articles; general information; content of
the institution’s code of ethics; conference “Ethics in the Academic
Environment 2023"; Ombudsperson’s events; mass publishing issues;
scientific competences (training in 2023) 8 hours); seminar on plagiarism,
citation, etc.; some, but incomplete, interest in the COPE guidelines; | have
only read documents (recommendations, guidelines, etc.), did not have the
opportunity to have any further conversations or participate in any events
on the subject; consideration of research ethics in the respective committee
of the institution before submission of a publication to a journal.

Trainings
provided by
publishers,
associations (9%)

General requirements of foreign journals for the submission of articles; Best
Practices for getting a scholarly paper published by IEEE; COPE; online
courses organised by Elsevier; EMBO training “Research Integrity”; how
to publish in ISI Web of Since journals; Guidelines for Publication Ethics of
the Lithuanian Conference of Rectors of Universities; ethics of publishing
in scholarly journals; publishing schemes of world publishers; we updated
the journal’s publication ethics regulations in the field of publication ethics,
so we had to go through and implement various COPE guidelines on peer
review, checking for plagiarism, conflict of interest; self-study of COPE and
recommendations of publishing houses; in-house institutional workshops
on publication ethics; all those that are required by the editorial boards of
journals; ethics of journals; journal requirements for publication and ethical
standards applied by journals.

Ethical
publication
(52 %)

Prevention of
plagiarism (12 %)

About plagiarism; on plagiarism; copy ethics; prevention of plagiarism;
plagiarism (5); plagiarism and its prevention; plagiarism issues; unfortunately,
it is still a problem in our institution; prevention and checking of plagiarism;
the topic of plagiarism; plagiarism (7); self-plagiarism.

Copyright and
intellectual
property rights
(6%)

Copyright in the LR and EU; copyright; copyright when publishing;
copyright, Issues of authorship and intellectual property; copyright;
intellectual property; the principle of confidentiality; artistic research;
certain aspects of publication ethics were touched upon in the seminar
“Applying Copyright and Related Rights - Towards Awareness” held at the
end of 2023.
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Category Subcategory Respondents' answers

Authorship,
co-authorship
(15%)

On authorship; authorship (4); criteria for authorship (and lead author)
status; authorship issues; attribution of authorship; attribution of authorship
based on contribution in the case of multiple authors; evaluation of authors’
contributions and authorship merit; co-authorship (2); co-authorship; on
co-authorship; determining/ attributing co-authorship; co-authors’ ethics;
co-authors’ rights; mainly on the topics of contributions of individuals in
a particular task in the production of a publication; on authorship; ethical
authorship; mentoring (publishing with other researchers in a hierarchical
relationship); unethical authorship in the area of misconduct; authorship
of photographs, publication of submitters’ names; sharing authorship of
a publication; fair authorship; ethics of authorship of articles; naming all
masters in the field as co-authors, so as to avoid authoritative reviewers
without a conflict of interest.

Citation (10%)

About citation; on citation, referencing and plagiarism; citation (5); citation
ethics; citation culture; citation principles; citation, interpretation of
results, involvement of subjects; on citation; ethical citation; misquoting
of sources; correct citation; self-citation; proper and timely citation of
datasets in publications (although it is common to cite publications, many
datasets are not properly cited); webinar on citation ethics.

Predatory
journals (4%)

| participated in a workshop on “predatory” publications; predatory
publications; identifying predatory journals and fake events; avoiding
predatory journals; MDPI/Frontiers professors (ignored in Lithuania);
preventing publishing in predatory journals; a bit about predatory
journals.

Open Access (3%)

Open access to articles and data (and their exorbitant prices); the ethics of
open science; open access publication; open data provision; open access
publications; open science communication.

Reviewing (2%)

Peer review; ethics of peer review; requirements for the peer review process.

Ethics in
conducting
and
publication
research
(15%)

Organising,
conducting and
publishing (9 %)

Integrity of research article production; compliance of research with
research ethics principles; wastage of research resources | Dr. Loreta
Tauginiené; research publishing; research publication; research publication
models; secondary trauma caused by research: why is it important to
evaluate it? Dr. Tina Skinner, University of Bath (UK); the ethics of correctly
classifying a research paper as research; the ethics of publishing a research
paper (more than three years ago, | had to deepen my knowledge in a
course/ training. Especially when a Masters and/or PhD student publishes
a joint research paper with their thesis supervisor); drafting of research
articles; procedures during a trial; risk groups and publication ethics;
assessing risks to researchers; obtaining consent; compliance of articles
with scientific requirements; contracts and the impact on dissemination/
availability of research output.

Data
management
and sharing (6%)

Biostatistics; the issue of potentially unethical ways of misappropriating
data by exploiting ongoing trials without attribution was raised; DNA
molecular markers; databases; data sharing; data submission, citation,
data management and sharing; editing of images for publication;
reporting and analysis of statistics to avoid biased data; encoding and
publishing of study data.

Use of
technical
measures
(6%)

Use of artificial
intelligence (4%)

Al; use of Al to publish articles; use of artificial intelligence; use of artificial
intelligence in studies, research; ethics of using artificial intelligence in
scientific publications; artificial intelligence.

Assessing ma-
tches (2%)

Thesis checking; how to run a match check with Turnitin and upload to the
elLABa repository; matching and plagiarism; matching and plagiarism.
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Category Subcategory Respondents' answers

Other (4%) | Not categorised | The question is "Which topic?” is difficult. On bioethics in general; | didn't
(4%) deep-dive into it. There are no problems with co-authorship in publishing,
no-one is harmed, everyone’s contribution is properly and fairly assessed,
everything is declared; sufficient supply of services of writing research and
education papers in Lithuania; objective and fair evaluation of group work;
it goes without saying (I have worked for 30 years) that | rarely improve
my knowledge, and | don't recall when | did; the problem of “cartels” of
international researchers (when researchers are invited by peers); to ensure
that minorities are not made uncomfortable with deadlines.

2.2.5. Reasons for respondents choosing (refusing) to improve their
knowledge in the field of ethicse

When it comes to reasons for improving their knowledge in the field of research and publication
ethics, the most common reason named by more than a third of respondents (34%) was the fact that
“every researcher must have a good knowledge of the field”. A quarter of the respondents stated that
they noticed a “lack of personal knowledge”. The fewest respondents, 6% and 7% respectively, noted
that they “teach students on these topics” and that “collaboration with colleagues from abroad has
led to deeper interest”. Compared with the surveys of 2020 and 2022, a downward trend has been
observed. The number of answers saying that researchers need to "know the field” and that they “are
responsible for the field” have decreased by half.

“Why have you improved your knowledge in the field of RPE in the last three years?” (n = 366)
(Respondents could select all the appropriate answer options)

Each researcher must have an in-depth 65% W 2024
knowledge of the field 65% 2022
M 2020

My job position includes this responsibility

| teach these topics to students

| noticed that | lack knowledge in the field

The academic community of my institution started
focusing more on research and publication ethics

New EU and national documents regulating
research and publication ethics were published

Collaboration with colleagues from abroad
encouraged to look for deeper knowledge

Other

Figure 12. Reasons for improving knowledge in the field of ethics in the last three years

Under “Other”, respondents usually indicated that their internal motivation was the main driver for
studying research ethics: “since | see practices of publishing scientific research in Lithuania that
seem unethical, | did some research on how it is perceived in Western European countries where
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", u

the level of science is high”; “there are increasingly more violations of publication ethics, and the

", u

journals/publishing houses do not follow the declared rules”; “the desire to publish a scientific article

", n

in international journals”; “ had to do it in performing expert evaluations of scientific projects/reports
prepared by groups of scientists in Lithuania and/ or abroad”; “it was interesting”; “a huge number
of academic ethics violations institution-wide; promoting violations of academic ethics as a policy of
the institution”; “because | feel that the system of research and research publication has degenerated,
that researchers, both abroad and in Lithuania, have learned to go around the system, and that the
honest ones are suffering as a result *; “| conduct research, prepare publications, supervise students’

final theses”.

Some respondents stated that they had improved their knowledge due to external circumstances: “I

", u ", n

needed the hours for attestation”; “as part of my PhD studies”; “because the institution so requires”.

In response to the question “Why haven't you improved your knowledge in the field of RPE in the
last three years?”, 30% of respondents indicated that they would like to do that, even though they
haven't done it so far (Figure 13). Fewer respondents (22%) said they had sufficient knowledge and 6%
indicated that they were not interested in research and publication ethics. Compared to the surveys
of 2020 and 2022, a very similar proportion of respondents indicated that RHEIs do not provide the
conditions for improving knowledge in the field (16% in 2024, 17% in 2020 and 2022), and more (19%,
compared to 13% in 2022 and 17% in 2020) respondents stated that “the priorities of their activities
were different”. Overall, the general trends remain similar compared to the surveys of previous years.

"Why haven't you improved your knowledge in the field
of Research and publiction ethics in the last three years?” (n = 215)
(Respondents could choose all that apply)

Even though | haven't deepened/ improved M 2024
my knowledge of RPE so far, | would like to do that 2022
W 2020

| have enough knowledge of RPE

The RHEI does not provide the conditions
for improving knowledge of RPE

Priorities of my activities are different

| am not interested in RPE

Other (please specify)

Figure 13. Reasons for not improving knowledge in the field of ethics in the last three years

Under ,Other!, respondents indicated the following: “I know enough, | don‘t have the time: the
teaching load has increased a few times in recent years”; “l have few lectures - 3 credits only”; “I don't
conduct any research and don’t publish”; “maternity leave”; “This is not a priority at national level and
there are no material amendments to procedures”; “I'm not sure if there are enough courses available

on the topic”.
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Photo: https://www.freepik.com
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2.3. Unethical behaviour in conducting
and publishing research

2.31. Unethical conduct of research

The respondents were asked how often in the last three years they had observed unethical research
in their institutions. Most common answers were "hypothesizing after the results are known” (10%
of participants in the survey answered: “very often” and “often”, 15% said “sometimes”). Compared
to the previous surveys, the trends remain similar - 13% of respondents answered “very often” and
“often” in the survey conducted in 2020 and 11% - in the survey of 2022.

The second most common answer was “manipulation of data analysis (p-hacking)” (10% answered
“very often” and “often”, 13% answered “sometimes”). Therefore, less than a half of the respondents
have not encountered these aspects in theirinstitutions in the last three years (Figure 14.). Compared
to the surveys conducted in previous years, the results remain similar.

"How often have you noticed UNETHICAL RESEARCH being carried out in the academic community
(among scientists, researchers and PhD students) at your institution in the last three years?”

Hypothesizing after the results are known (n=322)

p-hacking (n=321)

Ethical approval unauthorised (n=320)

Data falsification’ (n=325)

Suppression of data? (n=325)

Data fabrication?® (n=325)

Other (n=125)

B Very often, often Sometimes Rarely, very rarely M Never

Terms used in the graph?

' Data falsification - unjustified manipulation of research data to create a misleading impression.

2 Suppression of data - falsification of true data by reducing the size of the data array or omitting data that do not
correspond to the desired conclusions or results.

3 Data fabrication - making up data and using it as real data.

Figure 14. Unethical conduct of research in the academic commmunity of the respondent’s institution

Almost three-fifths of respondents (71%) did not face “data fabrication” or “unauthorised ethical
approval” (69%). Similarly, 67% of respondents did not notice any cases of “suppression of data” and
64% did not notice any cases of “data falsification”. However, it should be noted that the remaining
numbers of respondents faced various unethical research situations in their institutions.

T Explanatory Glossary of Academic Integrity Terms [Electronic resource] / Loreta Tauginieng, Inga Gaizauskaite, Irene
Glendinning, Julius Kravjar, Milan Ojstersek, Laura Ribeiro, Tatjana Odineca, Franca Marino, Marco Cosentino, Shivadas
Sivasubramaniam, Tomas Foltynek; translated into Lithuanian by Loreta Tauginiene and Inga Gaizauskaité. - Vilnius: Mykolas
Romeris University, 2019. - 33 p. - Glossary of terms in English: pp. 29-32. - ISBN 978-9955-19-971-7.
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2.3.2. Unethical publication of research results

In the last three years, the respondents “never” faced instances of unethical publication of research
results such as “simultaneous submission” (75%), “translation plagiarism” (74%) or “verbatim plagiarism”
(71%) (Figure 15). Slightly less than half of the respondents “never” noticed “segmented publication”
(45%) and “cryptomnesia” (39%). The majority of the respondents indicated “segmented publication”
(11%) and “multimedia plagiarism” (6%) as observed “often” or “very often”. Another 2% of respondents

indicatedthattheynoticed “simultaneous submission”, “translation plagiarism”, “boilerplate plagiarism”,
“find-replace plagiarism”, “verbatim plagiarism” and “cryptomnesia” “often” and “very often”.

The comparison of the results of the surveys of 2020 and 2022 reveals similar trends in many of the
responses. More than two thirds of respondents in 2022 said they “never” noticed “simultaneous
submission” (68%) and “verbatim plagiarism” (64%), while they “often” and “very often” noticed
“multimedia plagiarism” (10%) and “segmented publication” (9%). 8% of respondents reported “self-
plagiarism”. A similar trend was observed in the survey of 2020 when the majority of respondents
(66%) “never” noticed “simultaneous submission”, “translation plagiarism” and “verbatim plagiarism”
(59% each), and noticed “segmented publication” “very often” and “often” (13%). A similar trend was
observed in the survey conducted in 2020 when the majority of respondents said that they noticed
“image plagiarism” and “self-plagiarism” (9% each) as well as “find-replace plagiarism” and “patchwork”

(8% each) “very often” and “often”.

When answering the question, the respondents indicated the following under “Other”: “removing
co-author from publication”; “non-citation of datasets”; “failure to list all authors”.
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“How often have you noticed UNETHICAL PUBLICATION OF RESEARCH RESULTS in your institution’s
academic community (among scientists, researchers and PhD students) in the last three years?”

Segmented publication (n=324) 1% 13% 31% _
Multimedia plagiarism' (n=325) 28% _
Self-plagiarism (n=324) 34% _
Cryptomnesia (n=324) 47% _

Covert duplication? (n=321) 34% _
Image plagiarism (n=323) 36% _
Redundant publication® (n=325) 31% _
Augmented publication* (n=322) 24% _
Find-replace plagiarism® (n=323) 38% _
Boilerplate plagiarismé (n=323) 28% _
Idea plagiarism (n=323) 28% _
Patchwork’ (n=324) 26% _

Translation plagiarism (n=316)
Verbatim plagiarism (n=320)

Simultaneous submission (n=320)

Other (n=106

B \Veryoften, often I Sometimes Rarely, very rarely M Never

Terms used in the graph?:

" Multimedia plagiarism - the use of multimedia (e.g. audio or video recordings, photographs, music and other media)
without indicating its source.

2 Covert duplication - failure to refer to previous publications by the same author on the same topic.

3 Redundant publication - a work (or its main sections) that is published more than once (in the same or other languages)
without proper acknowledgement of other authors’ sources, previous publications or explanations on the same topic,
and the same (or substantially the same) data, that appear in more than one scientific publication without proper
references to their previous publications on the same topic and explanations, especially if this is done in order to
prevent reviewers or readers from understanding that most or all of the results of the research have been published
before.

4 Augmented publication: 1. A previously presented or published work, supplemented with data and/or information,
which has been re-named, and which states a changed research aim and/or recalculates research results. 2. A
previously presented or published work, supplemented with data and/or information, with a changed title and a
changed research aim and/or recalculated results, without reference to a previously published work and avoiding to
produce a new article.

> Find-replace plagiarism - improper paraphrasing by replacing single words with synonymes.

¢ Boilerplate plagiarism - plagiarism using a template of the introduction, conclusion or language of another source,
with minimal or no changes, and without reference to the original source.

7 Patchwork is a derivative written article consisting of specified or unspecified passages from several different sources.

Figure 15. Unethical publication of research results in the academic community of the respondent’s institution

2 Explanatory Glossary of Academic Integrity Terms [Electronic resource] / Loreta Tauginiené, Inga Gaizauskaite, Irene
Glendinning, Julius Kravjar, Milan Ojstersek, Laura Ribeiro, Tatjana Odineca, Franca Marino, Marco Cosentino, Shivadas
Sivasubramaniam, Tomas Foltynek; translated into Lithuanian by Loreta Tauginiene and Inga Gaizauskaité. - Vilnius: Mykolas
Romeris University, 2019. - 33 p. - Glossary of terms in English: pp. 29-32. - ISBN 978-9955-19-971-7.
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2.3.3. Unethical authorship

In response to the question “How often have you observed unethical authorship in your institution’s
academic community (among scientists, researchers and PhD students)? in the last three years”,
respondents identified "gift authorship” (23%), "mutual admiration authorship” (14%), and “slacker”
(12%) as “often” and “very often” observed. The majority of respondents (92%) said they had “never”
noticed “ inclusion of a stranger into co-authors without consent” and ” inclusion of a non-existent
person into co-authors without consent” (91%). A significant number of respondents (82% each) also
indicated that they had “never” noticed “invented authorship” and “inclusion of a colleague into co-
authors without consent”. More than half of the respondents (53%) indicated that they noticed cases
of “gift authorship” “

" on

sometimes”, “rarely” or “very rarely”.

"How often have you noticed UNETHICAL AUTHORSHIP in your institution’s academic community
(among scientists, researchers and PhD students) in the last three years?”

Gift authorship' (n=325)

34 %
Mutual admiration authorship? (n=325)

Slacker? (n=325)

Ghost author* (n=322)

Shadow authorship® (n=321)

Coercion authorship® (n=323)
Invented authorship’ (n=322)
Invented authorship® (n=325)

Invented authorship? (n=323)

B Very often, often Sometimes Rarely, very rarely B Never

Terms used in the graph*:

T Gift authorship - inclusion of a person who has contributed little or nothing to writing an article as co-author.

2 Mutual admiration authorship - the practice of two or more researchers agreeing to include each other’s names in
their publications, even though one of them has made little or no contribution, in order to gain an unfair advantage.

3 Slacker is a person who has contributed little or nothing to the work of the group and/or forces other members of the
group to do more than their fair share.

4 Ghost author - a writer (person) who helps to create a work that gives another person an unfair advantage.

> Shadow authorship - the practice of using a credited contributor who is not listed among the authors who wrote or

prepared the text for publication.

Coercion authorship - coerced rather than voluntarily granted authorship.

Invented authorship - inclusion of a colleague into co-authors without consent.

Invented authorship - inclusion of a non-existent person into co-authors without consent.

Invented authorship - inclusion of a stranger into co-authors without consent.

o ® N o

Figure 16. Unethical authorship in the academic community of the respondent’s institution

In response to the question, respondents commented under “Other” that they always include each
other in articles when they do not have sufficient articles, that there are times when people who have
worked together are not included, or they include a name, but do not include a contributor to the
experiment, that there are cases when results cannot be presented without a supervisor although he
has not contributed at all, and various other unethical authorship practices.

3 Explanatory Glossary of Academic Integrity Terms [Electronic resource] / Loreta Tauginiené, Inga Gaizauskaité, Irene Glendinning,
Julius Kravjar, Milan Ojstersek, Laura Ribeiro, Tatjana Odineca, Franca Marino, Marco Cosentino, Shivadas Sivasubramaniam, Tomas
Foltynek; translated into Lithuanian by Loreta Tauginiene and Inga GaiZauskaiteé. - Vilnius: Mykolas Romeris University, 2019. - 33 p. -
Glossary of terms in English: pp. 29-32. - ISBN 978-9955-19-971-7.
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2.4. Experiences of dishonest behaviour

2.41. Protection of interests

28% of respondents said they had experienced dishonest behaviour of other researchers. These
results are identical to the results of the survey of 2022 and slightly lower than in 2020 (Figure 17).

"Have you experienced any dishonest behaviour of another researcher in the last three years?”

2024 (n=323) 72% B vYes
No
2022 72%
2020 69%

Figure 17. Encounter with dishonest behavior of another researcher in the last three years

More than half of the respondents (51%) who have encountered dishonest behaviour did not report it
anywhere because they saw no point in doing that. Aimost a third (28%) of the respondents did not report
such behaviour because they tried to solve the whole situation themselves. Only a very few respondents
addressed the Ethics Committee of the institution or the unit (3% each), while a mere 1% of respondents
referred to the Office of the Ombudsperson for Academic Ethics and Procedures. Compared to the
surveys of 2020 and 2022, the trends remain similar. In both 2020 and 2022, there were more respondents
who did not address anyone, and the fewest respondents referred to the Office of the Ombudsperson
for Academic Ethics and Procedures (Figure 18).

“How did you defend your interests having encountered dishonest behaviour of another researcher?” (n = 96)
(Respondents could select all answer options)

| did not refer anywhere because W 2024
| saw no sense in doing it 2022
M 2020

| did not refer anywhere because
| resolved the entire situation myself

| addressed the manager of the
unit (the department, the institute)

| addressed the Ethics
Committee of the institution

| addressed the Ethics Committee
of the unit (the faculty)

| addressed the Office of the Ombudsperson for
Academic Ethics and Procedures

Other

Figure 18. Protection of own interests when faced with dishonest behavior of another researcher
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16% of the respondents who answered “other” justified their actions with the following statements: “there

", u

is no point because of the internal conjuncture of the institution”; “I have reported the case to the head

", on

of the institution”; “we have analysed the case at the Ethics Committee”; “I have not addressed anyone
because of possible retaliation by the institution”; “I have scolded my colleagues”; “I have not accepted
unethical offers, but where am | supposed to go if it's my dissertation advisor? (the same applies to using
data in a study... about 20% of the interviews collected were not used, i.e. no time was taken to analyse
the data collected, because of being lazy to do that... And the budget of the project is tens of thousands,
running for three years? | am starting to agree with Prof. Dr. <..> that the majority of research projects
are PSEUDO science. | didn't want to believe it until | saw “science” with my own eyes from the inside.
Sad”; "Where do you go if this is your supervisor?”; “Nothing has changed over the decades, and the
person asking for help suffers, sometimes even losing his/ her job, achieving nothing. Most of the time
such behaviour is supported by managers, with their knowledge, so addressing managers is pointless”;
“<institution>trade union”; “whatis the purpose of referring to someone if the LMT allows to publish bothin
the MDPI and the Frontiers, and the applications are evaluated on the basis of the number of publications,
quartiles? There should be a common decision at the national level that publications published in MDPI /
Froentier in the past and to be published in the future are not valid for the application process or for the

assessment of the competence of the scientist (senior research fellow, etc.)”; “The appeal would not have
had any result, because managers are biased”; “We have solved it among ourselves”.

2.4.2. Solving situations of unethical behaviour

In response to the question “What happened after you referred to authorities regarding dishonest
behaviour of another researcher?” some respondents indicated that nothing happened, e.g. “they did

"o

notrespond”, "nothing happened”. Another part of the respondents indicated positive consequences,
e.g. "l received an apology, and names which were just added to the paper were removed”; “as | was
not included in the list of authors of the publication, although | wrote a part of it, | contacted the head
of the unit, and my co-authorship was confirmed. The co-authors had to sign a consent form in the
scientific journal to ensure that they all agreed to my authorship being added to the authorship list.

",

Everyone agreed”; “The supervisor reacted properly, and the problem was solved”.

There also were negative consequences identified, such as: “it was not officially recognised as a
problem, but the extent of dishonest behaviour has somewhat decreased”; “I went to work to a
different department with a different manager in the same institution”; "I was scolded by my
supervisor. She said that she was aware of the situation, and that the specified person will continue

to do nothing and get money, later praising him for the work done by others”; “There was a conflict,
and the manager did not solve it because it was not in his interest”.

2.4.3. Threat-causing factors

Respondents were asked about the factors that they consider to be a threat to responsible conduct
of research and publication of results (Figure 19).

Compared to the surveys of 2020 and 2022, the factor that poses the greatest threat to the
responsible conduct of research and the publication of research results in the institution's academic
community remains the same: “pressure to publish more publications in less time” (60%, 58% and
65% of respondents agreed to the statement in 2020, 2022 and 2024 respectively). Almost half of
the participants (49%) marked the answer “pressure to get funding from other institutions”. Options
relating the lack of knowledge ranked third and fourth: “researchers know little about their rights”
(44%) and “little information about responsible research conduct and publication of results” (40%). “The
institution allows negligent research conduct and irresponsible publication of research results” was
identified as the least threatening factor (19%), but was chosen by almost a fifth of the respondents.

33 Back to content




RESPONSIBLE RESEARCH BAROMETER 2024

“Which factors in your opinion threaten RESPONSIBLE RESEARCH CONDUCT AND
PUBLICATION OF RESEARCH RESULTS in the academic community of your institution?”

Pressure to publish more publications in less time (n=321) 18%

Pressure to get funding from other institutions (n=320) 27%

Researchers know little about their rights (n=319)

Little information about responsible research
conduct and publication of results (n=320)

31%

Unclear owner of research data and ownership

of research data (n=321) 29%

Only positive results of the research are published because

of the expectations of research funding organisation (n=318) Sl

Researchers believe that consequences
of violation of ethics are insignificant (n=319)

35%

The institution allows negligent research conduct and
irresponsible publication of research results (n=319)

M Agree, totally agree Neither agree nor disagree M Disagree, totally disagree

Figure 19. Threats to responsible conduct of research and to publication of research results
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CONCLUSIONS

Sociodemographic characteristics. The survey respondents were mainly from public universities
(48%) and public research institutes (35%), with three quarters of them holding PhDs and a quarter
having Masters degrees. The vast majority of the survey participants (94%) have obtained their highest
scientific qualifications in Lithuania, with two-fifths having been involved in research activities for up
to ten years and almost one-third - for twenty years. The largest share of respondents in the survey
represented social sciences (26%), natural sciences (22%) and technology (19%).

Knowledge and implementation of research and publication ethics regulations. The comparison
of the data from this survey with data of surveys conducted in 2020 and 2022 reveals a trend towards
fewer respondents having knowledge of various academic ethics documents. In 2020, 47% of the
respondents “did not have good knowledge” of any RPE regulations, and this number increased to
59% in 2024. In general, respondents have the best knowledge of the Office's Recommendations on
the Preparation, Adaptation and Implementation of Academic Ethics Codes by Research and Higher
Education Institutions (26%) and the Office's Guidelines for Ethical Review (16%). The respondents
also named these documents as those which are being implemented by their institutions. Almost
two thirds of the respondents indicated that they did not know which documents were used at their
institutions, and the number of such respondents increased by almost a tenth compared to 2020.

Improving knowledge in the field of research and publication ethics. About a third of the
respondents have improved their knowledge of research ethics through various courses, seminars or
on their own. This number remains similar to previous surveys. Similar trends continue to be observed
in trainings on publication ethics. The most popular forms of training continue to be participation
in events organised by respondents’ institutions, independent learning and search, while the most
popular topics are general knowledge of research ethics, data management and publication issues.

When it comes to writing scientific publications, respondents distinguished trainings on authorship,
co-authorship, intellectual property rights, and citation as most popular topics, with some of them
improving knowledge of predatory journals and open access.

The main motivation for improving knowledge in the field of academic ethics was understanding that
“every researcher must have a good knowledge of this field” (34%) and “lack of personal knowledge”
(25%).

Unethical conduct of research. The main violations of ethics that respondents notice in their
workplaces in relation to the conduct of research are “Hypothesizing after the results are known" and
“p-hacking”. A tenth of the respondents have observed each of these violations in their institutions in
the last three years. Generally speaking, less than a half of the respondents in the survey have never
experienced such violations, while 29% to 56% of the respondents have encountered some form of
unethical practices in the last three years.

Unethical publication of research results. A tenth of the respondents said that they had “very often”
or “often” faced segmented publication. 5% to 24% of the survey respondents had encountered
various types of unethical publication “sometimes”, “often” or “very often” in the last three years.

Unethical authorship is more common. 8% to 76% of respondents have encountered various forms
of unethical authorship in their institutions, either occasionally or frequently in the past three years.
The most common type of authorship is “gift authorship”, where a person who has contributed little
or nothing to the creation of the work is included as a co-author (23% of the respondents witnessed
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gift authorship “very often” and “often”, and 53% of the respondents faced it “sometimes”). “Mutual
admiration authorship” (the practice where two or more researchers agree to include each other's
names in their publications, even though one of them has made little or no contribution, in order
to gain an unfair advantage) is another common form. 59% of respondents observed this in their
institutions, either occasionally or frequently.

Experiences of dishonest behaviour. 28% of the respondents have experienced dishonest behaviour
by other researchers in the last three years. Half of them have not reported it or done anything about
it. These figures are similar to those in the previous years' surveys. Only more than a tenth of the
respondents had addressed heads of department regarding the matter.

Reasons of dishonest behaviour. According to the survey results, stringent requirements which
researchers are subject to mean that they do not always behave honestly and ethically. The biggest
threats to honest behaviour were “pressure to publish more publications in shorter period” (65%) and
“pressure to get funding from other institutions” (49%), followed by a lack of knowledge as “researchers
know little about their rights” (44%), “there is little information about responsible research conduct
and publication of results” (40%), and “ownership of research data is unclear” (38%).

The fact that the survey conducted for the third time showed worse results than the previous ones
raises questions about the reasons behind this and ways to improve the situation. These survey results
are presented without further interpretation in order to maintain the objectivity of the research. We
hope that these findings will stimulate active debate in the academic community, searching together
for solutions to improve the knowledge of and compliance with academic ethics in the future.

The Office is open to suggestions for this and future surveys, invites to take an active part in organised
events and training for academic communities, and encourages to openly and boldly solve ethical
issues.

Thank you for reading!
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