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1 Introduction

On 2 and 3 April 2011, [COMPLAINANT] submitted twammplaints by e-mail to
the Danish Committees on Scientific Dishonesty (DE;®ased on suspicion of
scientific dishonesty by you, in the form of reas®l manipulation of images in
four articles.

The case has been considered by the Committeeienti8c Dishonesty for

Health and Medical Science (USF) A draft ruling2éfJune 2013 was sent to the
parties for consultation pursuant to section 18f3¥xecutive order no. 306 of 20
April 2009 on the Danish Committees on Scientifislibnesty, as amended by
order no. 144 of 20 February 2012. The parties’ roemts in the responses to the
consultation process have been included in thid fiersion of the ruling to the
extent that they contained significant new inforimatsee title 5).

Danish Committees on

2 Ruling Scientific Dishonesty

On the basis of her role as co-author of the &aticles referred to in part 4, the
Committee finds [DEFENDANT] (the Defendant) guilty scientific dishonesty
pursuant to section 2, no. 1 of executive order3@6. of 20 April 2009 on the
Danish Committees on Scientific Dishonesty, as atedrby order no. 144 of 20
February 2012.

Pursuant to section 15(1), no. 2, of the DCSD Qridher Committee recommends
that the following articles be withdrawn:

[ARTICLE A]
And
[ARTICLE D]

This unanimous decision was reached by Lise WogeBseh, Ulla Feldt-
Rasmussen, Palle Holmstrup, Kirsten Ohm Kyvik, Béagen Nielsen, Jens
Overgaard and Henrik Gunst Andersen (chairperson).

3 Summary

In April 2011, a professor at a university (the Gaoainant) submitted two complaints to the DCSDegilhg
scientific dishonesty in research conducted by seaecher (the Defendant) in four specific articlébe re-
search in the four articles focused on the inciden€various proteins and enzymes in muscle tiasdetheir
regulation during muscle activity. The Complainasserts that the Defendant’s selection of immuriosth
sections and subsequent processing of the imagebdoarticles amounts to reuse of the same sestand
images for the purpose of reporting different resbaresults.

The Complainant was herself a co-author (lead agthad the four articles. According to the informati
received by the Committee, the Complainant becawareathat images had apparently been reused in the
articles and subsequently chose to report the kesidco DCSD. The Complainant explains in greatetailie
how she thought that this reuse had come aboutkding which images were repeated in the articdes-
cerned.

Page 2/35



Danish Committees on Scientific Dishonesty

The Complainant states that the images were dewigete Defendant, and illustrated results from paet of
the projects for which the Defendant was respoesibhe Complainant also states that the Defendadt h
personally dealt with the optimisation of antibaglistaining, photography, and the selection of iesagnd
their presentation in journals. According to ther@alainant, the Defendant was also responsibleHer t
methodology section with regard to the immunohistoaistry, as well as the image captions.

The Defendant contends that she is innocent afatges of scientific dishonesty. The Defendarpudes,
inter alia, the claim that she alone was resporesiiolr the staining and the selection of sectiond pinoto-
graphs for the articles.

Concerning collaboration with the Complainant, thefendant states that everything had to be donekéi
which increased the likelihood of mistakes, etcuodng, and that nobody spent time checking dsta#éfore
the articles were submitted to the journals. Théelddant also states that although there is no daitdoiut the
fact that mistakes were made in the context ottikaboration between the Complainant and the Deée,

she never consciously or deliberately made anyrerri@t alone knowingly or deliberately committeduid.

The Defendant also states that a number of othepleein addition to the Complainant and Defendaetrav
co-authors of the articles concerned and that theljke the Complainant and the Defendant — showdeh
discovered the errors.

Concerning the two articles referred to in the ficemplaint, the DCSD finds that images were reused

Concerning the two articles referred to in the set@omplaint, the DCSD finds the same sections wsee,
as the tissue structures were identical with themeartefacts occurring. The DCSD also takes intcoaat
that the images could only have been produced Lipatate manipulation with changes to the sectiansl
staining.

The DCSD concludes in relation to both complaihts there has been ‘undisclosed fabrication of data
substitution with fictitious data’, pursuant to $en 2, no. 1 of the DCSD executive order, and thaerious
breach of good scientific practice therefore hasbeommitted. The DCSD finds that the undiscloabdda-
tion of data or substitution with fictitious datahich was confirmed on the basis of the availabferimation,
cannot reliably be attributed to the Defendant. TeSD finds, however, that the Defendant, in hée es co-
author with special responsibility for the imagesthe articles, should have discovered the imageipuga-
tion, if not earlier, then during the preparatiofitiie final manuscripts for submission to the respe jour-
nals. On the basis of an overall assessment ofhfoemation available to it, the Committee therefaon-
cludes that the Defendant has acted at the verstlieaa grossly negligent manner as co-author effthur
articles. In summary, the Committee concludes tiatDefendant is guilty of scientific dishonestyafined
in the DCSD executive order, section 2, no. 1.

During the proceedings, the Committee referredesigkly to the complaint filed against the Defertddhe
Committee finds, therefore, that it falls outsitleremit to extend the complaint to cover individuather than
the Defendant.

The Complainant informed the Committee that on @l 2011 she had brought the matter to the attemtid the
authors involved, including the Defendant, as wslthe relevant journals, that article C and artid had been
withdrawn by the respective journals, and that@wenplainant requested that the journals concerniddraw
articles A and D. DCSD recommends that the Defenalao withdraw articles A and D.

4 Process, background and subject matter for the case

4.1 Complaint 1

%)
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On 2 April 2011, [COMPLAINANT] (the Complainant) bmitted a complaint by
e-mail asserting that [DEFENDANT] (the Defendangsmguilty of scientific dis-
honesty in connection with the articles:

[ARTICLE A]

[DEFENDANT], [CO-AUTHOR 1}, [ CO-AUTHORZ2F, [CO-AUTHORSF,
[COMPLAINANT].

[INFORMATION ABOUT PUBLICATION].*

and
[ARTlCLE B] Da.nistj f:om-mittees on
[DEFENDANT], [CO-AUTHOR 1], [CO-AUTHOR 2], [CO-AUTHOR 4F, Scientific Dishonesty

[CO-AUTHOR 5, [COMPLAINANT].
[INFORMATION ABOUT PUBLICATION].”

Three appendices were attached along with the aintpl
4.2 Complaint 2

On 3 April 2011, the Complainant also assertedttmDefendant was guilty of
scientific dishonesty in connection with the aggl

[ARTICLE C]
[CO-AUTHOR 6F, [CO-AUTHOR 7f, [CO-AUTHOR 2], [CO-AUTHOR 1],
[DEFENDANT], [COMPLAINANT].

[INFORMATION ABOUT PUBLICATION].*

and

[ARTICLE D]

[CO-AUTHOR 2], [DEFENDANT], [CO-AUTHOR 1], [CO-AUTHDR 7], [CO-
AUTHOR 8]“, [CO-AUTHOR 5], [CO-AUTHOR 4], [COMPLAINANT].
[INFORMATION ABOUT PUBLICATION]. 12

Four appendices were attached along with the cantpla

'Hereinafter referred to as Co-author 1
’Hereinafter referred to as Co-author 2
SHereinafter referred to as Co-author 3
“Hereinafter referred to as article A

SHereinafter referred to as Co-author 4
SHereinafter referred to as Co-author 5
"Hereinafter referred to as article B

8Hereinafter referred to as Co-author 6
®Hereinafter referred to as Co-author 7
Hereinafter referred to as article C

HHereinafter referred to as Co-author 8

?Hereinafter referred to as article D
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Later on 3 April 2011, the Complainant submitterdesv e-mail, correcting an
error regarding the year in the first one.

4.3 Proceedings after submission of complaints 1 and 2

On 5 April 2011, the Complainant forwarded an elrofithe same date from
[RESEARCHER] (MSc PhD, Senior Scientist) to the @ammant and requested
that the e-mail be added to the case (Complaint 1).

On 17 August 2011, the DCSD Secretariat sent amietmthe Defendant via
her lawyer, apprising her of the Complainant’s sigsion.

On 27 September 2011, the DCSD Secretariat receinedmail from the De-
fendant’s lawyer, containing comments and appedicand 2 referring to both
complaints. The Defendant also called on the DGSEtjuisition all of the ma-
terial, including raw photographs, and informed @@mmittee that it was avail-
able in a database on a shared computer in thepiobscopy room at [THE
UNIVERSITY LABORATORY].*®

Danish Committees on

Scientific Dishonesty

On 3 October 2011, the DCSD Secretariat e-mailedfendant’s comments of
27 September 2011 and appendices for consultaditmet Complainant.

On 27 October 2011, the Secretariat received aaieeontaining the Complain-
ant’s comments and appendices G_1to G_18.

On 28 October 2011, the DCSD Secretariat e-mailedCtomplainant’s com-
ments of 27 October 2011 to the Defendant via &eyér.

On 17 November 2011, the DCSD Secretariat recdivedefendant’s conclud-
ing remarks in an e-mail from her lawyer. The Delffem also requested that all
‘author declarations’ related to the works concdrbe presented. In addition,
she requested that DCSD ask the Complainant tdifdevhich articles are in-
cluded in the individual academics’ theses. Inipalar, the Defendant stated
that it would be relevant to obtain the ‘authorldeations’ for article C in con-
nection with the publication, but particularly inrmection with the use of the
article in academic theses.

On 22 November 2011, the Defendant’s comments eamailed to the Com-
plainant for information.

On 24 November 2011, the DCSD Secretariat receaveemail from the Com-
plainant requesting that an attached e-mail of 2¢dxhber 2011 be added to the
case papers. The e-mail concerned was of the sataeadd was from first author
of article C (Co-author 6) regarding Figure 2 ie #urticle.

On 25 November 2011, the DCSD Secretariat receavi@iiow-up e-mail with
the figure attached as a .jpg file. The figure a® delivered to the Secretariat,
in .tiff format and on a CD-ROM, by messenger.

BHereinafter referred to as the University Labonator
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On 25 November 2011, the DCSD Secretariat e-mdliledefendant and re-
guested comments about the figure.

On 5 December 2011, the Defendant responded byile-ma

In this e-mail, the Defendant also presented contsnemder the headings ‘Sepa-
rate issues covered by the case’ and ‘New infolmnatbncerning the case’, and
requested that the DCSD treat them separatelyaSbeasked the DCSD to eval-
uate whether the Complainant’s actions had begronssble or acceptable in
these matters.

The Defendant also repeated her request thatwdhéa declarations’ related to
the works cited be presented, etc. (see also above)

Danish Committees on
On 13 December 2011, the DCSD Secretariat e-m#ie€Complainant, request- ~ Scientific Dishonesty
ing her comments.

On 20 December 2011, the Complainant e-maileddspanse to the Defend-
ant’s comments — including those related to ‘Seeaissues covered by the case’
and ‘New information concerning the case’ (see ahpoVhe Complainant also
attached statements from Co-author 2 (dated 15ieee2011) and Co-author 6
(dated 17 December 2011) concerning the collabmratith the Defendant on
the production of the immunohistochemical images.

On 9 January 2012, the DCSD Secretariat e-mailed#fendant and requested
her comments.

On 20 January 2012, in response to this requesDéfiendant sent her comments
and repeated her request that ‘author declaratimpresented.

On 21 February 2012, the DCSD e-mailed all of thvawthors of the four articles
and requested that they inform the Committee ottgributions they had made
or the parts of the articles each had contributée. DCSD also asked for their

assistance in clarifying who had produced and m®ee the rest of the data in

the article, including the images.

On 11 March 2012, Co-author 1 e-mailed co-authatatations for all four arti-
cles to the DCSD.

On 11 March 2012, Co-author 2 e-mailed co-authatadtations for all four arti-
cles to the DCSD.

On 25 February 2012, Co-author 3 e-mailed a coeawthclaration for article A
to the DCSD.

On 22 February 2012, Co-author 4e-mailed co-audkolarations on behalf of
himself and Co-author 5 for articles B and D.
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On 23 February 2012, Co-author 6 stated in an étm#éie Secretariat that he
has nothing to add to his statement of 17 Decer@®gt, as previously submit-
ted by the Complainant (see above).

On 29 February 2012, Co-author 7 e-mailed co-aullectarations for articles C
and D to the DCSD.

On 25 April 2012, the Complainant submitted co-audnd author declarations for
all of the articles by e-mail.

On 17 June 2012, Co-author 8 submitted a co-autbclaration for article D.

In his declaration, Co-author 3 informed the DC&Btthe exerted no influence

on the editorial part of the production of artiéleand therefore has no

knowledge of how and with what contributions theécée was produced. Danish Committees on
Scientific Dishonesty

In general, the co-author declarations receivethbyDCSD describe the De-

fendant as responsible for the immunohistochemistaya contribution, and cer-

tain representative sections, images and captions.

The statement by co-authors 4 and 5 also incluldeddiowing about article B:

As far as | know, but | cannot demonstrate it,ithescle samples were coming frf@OM-
PLAINANT] s laboratory; she together wifCO-AUTHOR 2]and[CO-AUTHOR

1]were the ones doing the experiment regarding desfigne study, recruitment of volunteers, max-
imal oxygen uptake test, muscle collection, PCRyaim(Figure 1), and input to the manuscript.

Our contribution was very minor: we provided the ptdynal MT+1&2 antibody (raised in my lab)
and input to the manuscript.

In my opinion| DEFENDANT] received the human samples f@OMPLAINANT] 'slab,

and she prepared the sections and carried ouidtoeemistry and immunohisto-
chemistry (figs. 2 and 3)DEFENDANT] analyzed the stainings, prepared the figures
and wrote the first draft of the papgro-AUTHOR 5]and | never looked at the orig-
inal stainings, and we do not know if anyone frfl@@MPLAINANT]'s lab did. Rather,

we got from{ DEFENDANT] figs. 2 and 3 and believed that they represertiedviean result of
all the samples of those stainings.

Concerning article D, their comments included:

‘In this manuscript there is data produced in hura@and data produced in mice (comparison of IL-6
KO mice with wild-type mice). The mouse experiments waried out in my labfCO-AUTHOR

2] and[CO-AUTHOR 1] came several times to my lab and were also invdlvélde mouse
experiments and in the RT-PCR analyses of their lemigescribed in the paper (Fig 4). Besides, we
provided input to the manuscript once we got thétd#dl the human data come frd@@ OM-
PLAINANT] lab (recruitment of volunteers, study design, eisetdL-6 infusion, ELISA and RT-
PCR), and in this case they were the ones resporfsibtae writing of the paper. The role [dDE-
FENDANT] here was again to receive muscle biopsies froneteaperiments, prepare sections,
and doing stainings: presumail)EFENDANT] did the stainings of IL-6r shown in the paper
(Figs 2 and 3). | believBEDEFENDANT] analyzed the stainings obtained and decided whiefs o
were representative of all the samplgESO-AUTHOR 5] and I never looked at the original
stainings, and we do not know if anyone fl@omplainantklab did.
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This paper was also reported to DCSD, because appgrfEDEFENDANT] again used the
same tissue sections in two different papers: iksoléke that Figure 3.D of this paper is identical
to Figure 2.A in a paper where | was not a co-autffé&kRTICLE C]). Again, a very stupid
thing to do, and | would not rule out ttHDEFENDANT] rather committed a mistake when

picking up the photo. But since she did not prowdg information to any of us, it was the logical
step to denounce the papers to DCSD and to infberjdurnals. The second paper has been re-

tracted, while the decision fJOURNAL] is still pending.’
Also concerning on article D, co-author 8's commnsentiuded:

‘...2. My knowledge about contribution by the other gnors

According to my knowledge, the other authors ofittiele contributed in the following way:

[CO-AUTHOR 2} Helped with Study 1 and was deeply involved inyiag out the experimental
part of Study 3. Analysed and prepared the presientaf the data (except plasma IL-6 levels, Table
1, and immunohistochemistry, Figure 2 and 3), wthe&emanuscript draft, coordinated implementa-  Scientific Dishonesty
tion of revisions suggested by the co-authors éindlly, submitted the final manuscript.

[DEFENDANT]: Responsible for the immunohistochemistry (IHCgpreed in Figure 2 and 3,
including the preparation of the images, writing thethod section regarding IHC and writing the
result section about the IHC data.

[CO-AUTHOR 1} Helped with Study 1 and was deeply involved inys8udnvolved in the
revision of the manuscript before submission.

[CO-AUTHOR 7} Deeply involved in running Study 2. Involvedtie tevision of the manuscript
before submission.

[CO-AUTHOR 5} Involved in Study 3. Involved in the revisiorttaf manuscript.

[CO-AUTHOR 4} Provided the animals (wildtype and IL-6 knockoiteh and animal facilities
used in Study 3. Involved in designing Study 3l\red in the revision of the manuscript.

[COMPLAINANT]: Responsible for the overall concept regardinglpresented in the manu-
script. Involved in the overall design of the 3ds#$ included in the article. Involved in estabiligh
collaboration with DEFENDANT], [CO-AUTHOR 5]and[CO-AUTHOR 4] Involved

in the interpretation of the presented data andiagd in the revision of the manuscript before sub-
mission.

Danish Committees on

Further

On 6 March 2012, the Defendant’s lawyer e-mailed@CSD and requested an
answer to the following questions:

1. Has the DCSD decided to ignore — or ask for ansteersmy client’s request of 27 Sep-
tember 2011 to study the raw photographs on theedir@mputer in the photomicroscopy
room at the University Laboratory? (page 3, pangigrg).

2. Has the DCSD decided to ignore — or ask for ansteersmy client’s request of 17 No-
vember 2011 to obtaining “author declarations" 4, paragraph 3). This request was
repeated in my client’s reply of 5 December 201dg@?2, paragraph 5) and in my client’s
comments of 20 January 2012 (page 1, paragraphs 2—6

3. Has the DCSD taken the initiative to ask other r@i¢vnembers of staff who were in-
volved in the collaboration between the Complaireard the Defendant, including, for ex-
ample [RESEARCHER]Jand[RESEARCHER]?

4. What steps has the DCSD taken in relation to thiwishaals who independently used the
data that my client is now accused of having deditety misused — including in relation to
these individuals’ written acknowledgements of geable to vouch for the content?’
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On 13 April 2012, the DCSD Secretariat replieddtestion 2 above) by e-mail,
clarifying that:

‘...to date, the DCSD has only obtained the statemesdiomed from the co-authors concerning
their input into the preparation of the articlescerned. The DCSD has therefore not yet decided on
other steps to take or about the questions you ipogaur e-mail of 6 March 2012. The questions will
be answered at the latest when the DCSD issuegag.rul

On 14 June 2012, and in the light of the Defendamgtuest of 6 March 2012 to
study the raw photographs on the shared computéeiphotomicroscopy room
at the University Laboratory, DCSD subsequently. @eestion 1 above) e-
mailed the Defendant’s lawyer, requesting dataithight help identify those
photo files. DCSD informed the lawyer that it waesifically a question of:

Danish Committees on

Fig. 1H in article A

Scientific Dishonesty

Fig. 3D and Fig. 3fin article B
FIG. 2A and Fig 2g in article C

FIG. 3D in article D
The DCSD received no response to this request.

On 22 February 2013, as part of the DCSD'’s finajugmes, the Secretariat e-
mailed the publishers involved and requested tiet + as per the Defendant’s
request (see above) — send copies to the DCS® ¢htithor declarations’ submit-
ted when the four articles were published.

On 4 March 2013, the Secretariat received an efneaii [JOURNAL] with at-
tached copies of the ‘Copyright Transfer & Dual Rugtion Statement’, signed by
the participating authors for article A and artitleand a copy of an e-mail con-
cerning the Defendant’s proof-reading of articld FOURNAL] also stated that it
was not in possession of any other forms of autlectaration.

On 1 March 2013, the Secretariat received an efneaii [JOURNAL] with at-
tached copies of the ‘Copyright Assignment Forrigined by the Defendant as the
first author of article B.JJOURNAL] stated thawwbuld try to find out whether any
other documentation existed, but has not been inackich since.

On 21 March 2013, the Secretariat received an éfroan [JOURNAL] (article C)
with an attached copy of the ‘Copyright Assignmiéatm’ sighed by Co-author 6,
who was the first author of the article.

As part of the consultation on the draft rulingpies of the correspondence with
the publishers were sent to the parties for infoiona

The Committee has reached decisions on questiand & in part 8 of the ruling
below.

On 25 June 2013, the Secretariat sent its drafiguf 25 June 2013 to the par-
ties for consultation, with a deadline for commeuitd5 August 2013.
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On 15 August 2013, the Secretariat received theglaimant's comments on the
draft ruling of 25 June 2013.

The Committee has not received comments on thé¢ daig of 25 June 2013
from the Defendant.

5 The parties’ claims, responses and contentions
5.1 The Complainant’s claims, responses and contentions
Complaint 1

Articles A and B

Danish Committees on

Scientific Dishonesty

The Complainant asserts that the Defendant actagamentifically dishonest
manner by reusing figures and manipulating imagebke articles concerned.

The Complainant asserts that an immunohistochenm@ade from Figure 1 in
article A was reused in Figure 3 in article Figlik¢ of article A (micrographs of
IL-6 in muscle biopsies) also appears to have beesed in article B as Figures
3D and 3F (micrographs of NITT in muscle biopsid$)is was done by rotating
Figure 1H in article A by 90 degrees and splitiing two so it appears as Figure
3D and 3F in article B. Article A states that FigurH shows IL-6 immunohisto-
chemical stainings of muscle biopsies taken 24 dafter the start of the three-
hour exercise session, while article B statesRimtre 3D and3F show NITT im-
munohistochemical stainings of muscle biopsiesrtdkece hours after the start of
the three-hour exercise session, and six hoursthiéestart of the three-hour ex-
ercise session.

The Complainant states that she had also been aveate that Figure 3E (four
hours and 30 minutes after the start of the thoegdhof training) and Figure G
(nine hours after the start of the three hourgaihing) in article B would seem to
originate from the same section, split in two aotéted slightly in relation to each
other. She also agrees that the evidence wouldestgat the same illustration has
been used in two different scientific articles, imheed in 2003 and in 2005.

The Complainant also submitted an e-mail of 5 Apoil1 from [RESEARCHER]
MSc PhD to the Complainant, which included thedwihg:

I do not know whether you and the DCSD have discovamdDEFENDANT] had already

manipulated the images in theOURNAL] article in 2003.

Some of us have looked more closely at the imagée iarticle, and it turns out that six of the gna
es in Figure 1 match 2-and-2 if you turn one imagside down (A+B, D+E and F+G) — see the
example below.

This suggests cheating back in 2003, and not pisse of images in 2005.

She used the same method in the 2005 [JOURMNMtIE|e,in which images B+C and D+F clearly
fit together.

If you and the DCSD are already aware of these fademse ignore this e-mail. If not, it should
probably be reported to the DCSD.
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The Complainant states that these images were geddwy the Defendant, and
illustrate results from a part of the project fdnigh the Defendant was responsible.
The Complainant states that the part of the prgemip based at [UNIVERSITY
HOSPITAL] conducted experiments at [UNIVERSITY HAQSRL] **in which

they took muscle biopsies, and that these werg/sediby the Defendant at the
University Laboratory because the analysis methasl mot available in the Com-
plainant’'s department.

The Complainant also states that the Defendanevimcan e-mail of 21 February
2003 (Defendant’s Appendix 1) to the Complainaat 8he would take photos of
the tissues and present them to the Complainattth Complainant responded
on 22 February 2003 (Appendix G_4), and that thsponse shows that the De-
fendant would receive ‘The presentation set ofréiselts, the final figures ready
for publication (on photo paper and on CD), thehudblogy-, results- and figure
caption sections for the manuscript (paper and CD¢é Complainant contends
that the Defendant, at the request of the Comphaianfirmed that she had cut
all biopsies. However, the Complainant never sawesnce that all biopsies were
analysed, nor any evidence that the Defendantteelélae representative sections
for the publication.

Danish Committees on

Scientific Dishonesty

The Complainant also observes that the fibre tygi@iag was performed in her
laboratory in accordance with Appendix G_5, tha sdteived the final IL-6 pho-
tos from the Defendant (appendices G_6 and G_7jratdhe Complainant was
the corresponding author, while the Defendant hethelll correspondence in con-
nection with the proof-reading of article A (Appéxn_8).

The Complainant states that the correspondencesstiatvthe stainings were con-
ducted in parallel for IL-6 and metallothionein (MThat they and others had al-
ready published several articles on exercise-indllicé& production; that the
Complainant proposed that they tried a ‘fast traojJOURNAL] (according to
the Complainant, an ultra-short article on the Itieéa); that they opted to publish
MT data separately; that the finding that musclerezses MT was a completely
different story, which would require additional @defore it could be published;
and that as a result, article B was not published 2005 in a form that included
experiments conducted by Co-author 4 and Co-alithor

Finally, the Complainant also states that durirgpheparation of article B, it was
the Defendant alone who was responsible for theuinohistochemical work, in-
cluding the selection of the section and the pradonof figures for publication,
and that this work did not involve anyone from @amplainant’s laboratory (Ap-
pendix G_17). The Defendant was first author arrdesponding author of article
B (Appendix G_18).

Complaint 2

Articles C and D

Y“Hereinafter referred to the University Hospital
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The Complainant asserts that the Defendant actadamentifically dishonest
manner by reusing figures and manipulating imagebke articles concerned.

Concerning article C, the Complainant assertsFiwaire 2A (pre-exercise) and
Figure 2G (24 hours after the start of the threerlexercise session) used the
same tissue sample, but the sections shown weredrslightly. The Complain-
ant also states that because the stainings asrefitfon the sections, and because
the sections are slightly different, it is diffitub spot the overlap unless you are
specifically looking for it. Concerning article @aarticle D, the Complainant
states that the general perception is that FighrépRe-exercise) in article C is
identical to Figure 3D (24 hours after the starthef three-hour exercise session)
in article D. The Complainant states that two fipgs were attached along with a
magnification of the images to which they referd @imat the overlapping tissue
section in article C is framed in a red box.
Danish Committees on
Concerning these articles, the Complainant stéisthe Defendant produced Scientific Dishonesty
these figures and that they illustrate results feopart of the project for which
the Defendant was responsible. The Complainantlsogmts this by stating that
muscle biopsies were taken in connection with @rpents conducted at the
University Hospital, and that the Defendant analydese at the University La-
boratory because the method of analysis was natail@in the Complainant’s
department.

Concerning article C, the Complainant states itigaar that the e-mail corre-
spondence shows that the Defendant performed a&slgiesigned the figures
and wrote the captions for the article, and seaffitinal figures directly to Co-
author 6 and the Complainant (Appendices G_9 antDl5_

Concerning article D, the Complainant states inipalar that the e-mail corre-
spondence also shows that the Defendant perforheedrtalysis work and se-
lected the sections to be included in the figures@nted in the article (Appen-
dices G_11,G _12,G 13 and G_14).

According to the Complainant, the documentationvabghows that the Defend-
ant sent the final figures to the Complainant aeddollaborators.

Both complaints

As far as both complaints are concerned, the Cangiahas stated, inter alia, that
when you look at the articles individually, it doest immediately give rise to sus-
picions of fraud, but when the figures are presgkageseparate JPG figures there
is, in the Complainant's view, no room for doubt.

The Complainant asserts that collaboration withDbéendant is described in the
Complainant’'s Appendix G_1, which shows that théebdant and Complainant
were equal senior researchers and that at no gidinhe Complainant mentor the
Defendant. The Complainant therefore disagreestiéliDefendant’s wording that
the Complainant had ‘the sole and absolute rigina&e decisions’.

Concerning the four articles reported to the DC3B3uspicion of image manipu-
lation, the Complainant contends that the Defendest personally responsible for
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the optimisation of antibodies, staining, photodmapnd selection of images and
producing figures for the journals, and also thatDefendant wrote the methodol-
ogy section for immunohistochemistry and the figcaptions.

The Complainant also states that when her resgmotip became aware of the
errors in their articles, she informed her deathéfirst instance, and suggested
that this information should also be passed tartlependent panel set up by the
Danish Council for Independent Research to invatdithe Defendant’s research.
The Complainant states that when the case wasnpeelsiem the BT newspaper and
covered by the rest of the media (2 and 3 April1304he decided, in consultation
with her dean, to report the articles to DCSD; thatr research group reviewed all
of the articles the Defendant had co-authored dieioto find other possible errors
or manipulations; that they enlisted outside helg i@entified errors related to two
further articles; and that they asked an exteroasultant (an experienced

pathologist) to go through all of the images. Hoarethe pathologist found no Danish Committees on
sign of image manipulation other than that repotte@dCSD on 3 and 4 April Scientific Dishonesty
2011°,

The Complainant informs the Committee that on 4il&011 she informed the
authors involved, including the Defendant, as &eltelevant journals, about the
case (Appendix G_15), that article C and articlesl8 been withdrawn and that
[JOURNAL] had been asked to withdraw article A amticle D (Appendix G_16).

The Complainant states that it is highly regrettabht the group had not realised
earlier that there were instances of image mantijpmand/or serious errors in the
articles as cited in the submission to DCSD. Thenflainant asserts, however,
that there is no doubt that the Defendant aloneregigonsible for optimising anti-
bodies, staining, photography and the selectiamafjes, and the presentation of
the final figures and accompanying captions tosttientific journals.

Additional comments, etc.

On 24 and 25 November 2011, the Complainant subdhitgure 2 (in article C) in
Jpg and .tiff format on CD-ROM and forwarded ame# of 24 November 2011
from Co-author 6. The e-mail mentions that:

‘| am the first author to whom [DEFENDANT] refers ¢onnection with [ARTICLE C].
[DEFENDANT] was the one who designed Figure 2 [ARTH C]. [DEFENDANT] gave
me the figure on a CD-ROM. This CD-ROM was subthittehe DCSD by the [COM-
PLAINANT]. The version of the figure that we usadtffie article is on the CD-ROM “New
revised figure 22/11/04”, which [DEFENDANT] has Im@d onto a CD for me. | subse-
qguently received the text for the figure by e-rfe@ke Appendix G.9-2). | did not play any
role in the design of Figure 2. It is a figure tHatceived in finalised form from [DE-
FENDANT].’

On 20 December 2011, the Complainant subsequartiiyisted further comments
(response to the Defendant’'s comments (see betothiptsaid submission of the
CD-ROM). The Complainant states that the Defendasdamments primarily relate
to articles C and D,for which Co-author 6 and Cthau2 were the first authors.

5The DCSD Secretariat received the two complainteced in this case on 2 and 3 April 2011.
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As mentioned above, the Complainant attached seattfirom Co-author 2
(G_19) and Co-author 6 (G_20) describing the collation with the Defendant on
the production of the immunohistochemical figures.

The Complainant states in this respect that Coeattts article (article D) was
included in Co-author 2’s PhD thesis, while Co-auth (the first author of article
C) did not include the above article in her PhDstheThe Complainant refers to
the fact that Co-author 2 (first author of artiblewrites that the Defendant’s IHC
data (according to Co-author 2) made up approx. 8Désticle D, and that Co-
author 2 therefore described hercontribution tadeeting experiments and pro-
cessing data for article D with a B, which corrasgmto a personal contribution of
34-66% (G_19).

The Complainant also states that fibre type stgmiATPase) were carried out

by her research group either under the auspicERBEBEARCH CENTRE] at the  panish committees on
University Hospital or via a bioanalyst (employegdthe Complainant), which Scientific Dishonesty
conducted the staining at either the Complainamtthe Defendant’s laboratory.

The Complainant asserts that, with regard to ttiel@s concerned, her research

group did not take the photographs, or select esgmt the figures, including

figures that contain ATPase-stained slides. Shtestaat the Defendant was sent

the ATPase-stained slides in order to compare tgimparallel sections,

stained (for example) IL-6 or IL-8, produced in hevoratory, and that this was

the approach in the article above, with Co-authas 6irst author (G_20). The

Complainant refers to the fact that Co-author @&sldration shows that neither

he nor their laboratory were involved in producthg final figure. She also

states that there is no ATPase staining in Co-auittsoarticle (article D).

Regarding the two articles of which the Defendarfirst author (article A and
article B), the Complainant states that there i&@Rase staining in article A.This
is not included in Figure 1, where an error/inseaatdishonesty has been pointed
out. The ATPase staining is only included in FigRr&he final figure, which con-
tains an ATPase staining and an IL-6 staining, sead by the Defendant to the
Complainant (G_6). There is no ATPase stainingticla B.

As part of the consultation on the draft ruling26fJune, the Complainant contends
that the Committee has not addressed all of thepGanant’s allegations of scien-
tific dishonesty. The Complainant states, therefaith reference to an e-mail of 5
April 2011 from [RESEARCHER], that six of the imag@ article A’s Figure 1 fit
together in pairs. According to the Complainang, plirs are Figures 1a and 1B,
Figures 1d and 1E, and Figures 1f and 1G. It ivibw of the Complainant that
these three pairs of images stem from individuetises that have been divided in
two, after which one part has been rotated 180es#=giThree original sections
therefore appear as six different images. The Caimpht also states (see the e-
mail of 5 April 2011 from [RESEARCHERY]) that thersa method is used in arti-
cle B’s Figure 3, where Figures 3b and 3C, andriég3d and 3f are four images
created from two original sections.

5.2 The Defendant’s responses and contentions

The Defendant contends that she is innocent o€tiraplainant’s allegation of
scientific dishonesty.
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Defendant’s general comments

In support of her contentions, the Defendant statgeneral, inter alia, that the
complaints relate to a formal collaboration betw#enComplainant and the De-
fendant, which consisted of the Defendant providingmmunohistochemical
staining, which the Complainant could have at hgpabkal and use in her muscle
studies. The Defendant contends that she had mgotihido with the rest of the
process and that she did not participate furthémérmuscle studies.

Regarding the way in which the collaboration workibe Defendant refers to her
Appendix 1, which is an e-mail of 21 February 2@@8n the Defendant to the
Complainant.

In it, the Defendant states, for example:

Danish Committees on

- . ) o Scientific Dishonesty
| have now seen an IL-6 staining and staining far-Mr Il (metallothionein isoform | and

) in all of your muscle biopsies. This is higltyeresting because both IL-6 and the MT-I
+ 1l are significantly increased by exercise. In soles from the “residual” groups, there is
almost no IL-6 or MT-I + 1.

It is logical that both have increased, as theydlgo together” in the brain and other
tissues in the event of pathology/stress.

They are present (in the brain and also in the ep)diver and bone marrow) acutely in the
event of inflammation/pathology, and they are &lsth present and important in the event
of regeneration.

IL-6 is a general inducer of MT-I+Il, so it is velikely both that IL-6 induces the in-
creased MT-I+1l in your muscles, but also that MfAltlare potent antioxidants and factors
involved strongly in and induced by inflammationfmdogy, so that exercise is guaranteed
to induce MT-I+1l by itself. | am assuming that mise causes a stress on the tissue and
provokes free radicals, right?

The next thing | will do is take photos of theuesand present them so that you can see
for yourself.

A quick question: the various indications of timdicated for the exercise groups (-%2, 3,
4%, 6, 9, 24) — are these times before or afteratse? And should we not do other stains
on the tissues (the following could be relevangfiesting, for example: TNF-alpha, TNF-
alpha receptor, IL-1, staining of various other xidants, stainings for different oxidative
stress markers, staining for different apoptosiskees) ...... ?

The Defendant also states that she was only pedlpevolved in the Complain-
ant’s muscle research. She states that her cotitribeonsisted only of a series of
stains on muscle biopsies that arrived at the UsityeLaboratory from the Com-
plainant’s department, where they had conducteddy sn which healthy volun-
teers cycled on an exercise bike for three houcsoAling to the Defendant, there
was therefore no daily contact between the labdestowhich were in the Univer-
sity Hospital and the University Laboratory, redpedy, and the collaboration was
relatively distant.

The Defendant states, inter alia, that all casstedIstains by her were made on
biopsies from this one bicycle study; that it wasrefore more or less an ‘assem-
bly-line process’, as a given biopsy ended up bstamed several times for differ-
ent markers; that for each immunostaining (or aftéaw stains), a new muscle
article was produced that also contained other fdata the Complainant’s group;
Page 15/35
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that the Complainant had sole and absolute rightake decisions; that the Com-
plainant selected what should be included in estitleg and that articles were
thus also produced as an assembly-line proceshedrasis of the relatively few
biopsies from the one (see above) cycling study.

The Defendant also states that the pace of the mednt that there was often a
flood of e-mails back and forth in order to co-oate which stains the Complain-
ant wanted included in which article. The Defendsates that, at first, she sent
photos by taking raw photos of all of the stairiedute, but that the Complainant’s
own group later took the photos themselves andiésbstaining and microscope
techniques, etc. in the Defendant’s laboratory cvishe put at their disposal.

The Defendant contends that all of the sectiongtlamdissue from the cycling

study, which had been stained in the Defendantsritory, were subsequently

transferred to the Complainant (see the Defend@mjsendix 1). The Complainant  panish committees on
is, therefore, the only person able to go backfamtout what went wrong with Scientific Dishonesty
which biopsies, including the labelling of biops&sd associated sections, and

why one or more of these — clearly mistakenly apelptly regrettably — appears

incorrectly as both ‘pre-exercise’ and ‘24h postreise’ tissue, as unfortunately

happened in article C, for example.

The Defendant contends that the overwhelming pritityals that this photo is

from the ‘24h post-exercise’ group, because theedaiopsy occurs in this group —
i.e. the ‘24h post-exercise’ group in article D.tAe staining always had to be
made on serial adjacent sections, in order to ensamparability between stain-
ings (i.e. comparison of the localisation for vasaytokines’ expression in the
muscle fibre), the two photos seen in Figure 2griitle C and in Figure 3d in
article D are, according to the Defendant, not stakie, as the two photos show
two adjacent sections from the same biopsy, ieopsy from the ‘24h post-
exercise’ group.

The Defendant states that this is important bectess€omplainant opts to ex-
clude this essential point and thereby presentdise as being as ‘fraud-like’ as
possible by not noting that there are two ‘24h fgosrcise’ photos with two dif-
ferent stainings, but instead showing only one ‘@dkt-exercise’ photo along with
the ‘pre-exercise’ photo. This means that the alpmiet about the biopsy (as be-
ing a correct ‘24h post-exercise’ biopsy) is obeduyand thus omitted. Conversely,
the Defendant asserts that she cannot rule outitb&omplainant may not have
discovered this herself, but that had this beercése, she would hardly have al-
leged that it was rooted in deliberate fraud cortediby the Defendant alone.

The Defendant contends that similar errors aredanrhe two articles concerning
IL-6 and MT (methallothionein) expression in muselad that in these articles,
photos from a single biopsy have been wrongly fiketause the same photos
from the same section have been saved as botro8kegercise’ and ‘6h post-
exercise’ in article B and ‘24h post-exercise’ iticke A. The Defendant also con-
tends that this is undoubtedly a mistake, oneishdeeply regrettable and should
have been spotted, because it is obvious that samyas wrong, and that the same
four authors (Defendant, Co-author 1, Co-authan@the Complainant) worked
on the two articles, so it is poor form that noé @i them noticed this. On this
point, the Defendant states that, when things habe done as quickly as possi-
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ble, it is far easier for errors and sloppinessdeur, and that nobody took the time
to double-check the details before the article stdsmitted.

The Defendant states that something similar hagpenthe text in Complaint 2, in
which the Complainant calls article C from 200%'®004 IL8 article’ and ‘IL8
article 2004’ several times, and that this erraejgeated so often in her submitted
material that it becomes slightly ironic, becaushBustrates the way in which the
articles themselves were completed, i.e. carelessiytoo quickly to double-check
and correct, etc. The Defendant also identifiegrerin the text in Complaint 1, in
which the Complainant states that Figure 3e andrEigg in article B represent
fraud, and that this must be a misunderstandingp@mpart of the Complainant, as
is clear from article B, Figure 3.

The Defendant states that the collaboration wigh@omplainant led, in practice,

to a new muscle article each time new immunostgidata was generated, includ- panish committees on
ing other data, e.g. MRNA measurements, made thgiComplainant’s group. Scientific Dishonesty
The Defendant informed the DCSD that she was natved in generating this

data, and that since muscle studies, as alread§ianed, were not part of her fo-

cus area, she can now see, with regret, that sk@etgaying enough attention to

the composition of the data in the articles orfthal presentation and conclusions

drawn in the articles.

The Defendant states that she regrets this, ahdllbaegrets and is sorry that she
did not participate more actively in the whole masstudy process, as she might
have discovered that there had clearly been earar mix-ups of samples and
errors in connection with the filing or transfergfotos. However, according to the
Defendant, it is unlikely that errors occurred inoAthe cases mentioned by the
Complainant — the tissue in Figure 2g in articler@ Figure 3d in article D is in all
probability correct, but there is something wrorighwthe tissue in Figure 2a, arti-
cle C, which has undoubtedly been either registeredked or filed wrongly.

The Defendant states that, in relation to the apsive also regrets that she did not
participate more actively in the whole muscle-stpdycess, as she might have
been able to avoid contradictory information andfoviously over-interpretive
conclusions appearing in some of the articles.

The Defendant adds that there is no doubt thatittoe mentioned above hap-
pened, but that, for her part, she never consgiardlleliberately made a mistake,
let alone consciously or deliberately committediftaMoreover, writers other than
the Defendant were also involved in all of thecdes referred to — and indeed,
some were involved in more than one of the articlasd they, like the Defendant,
could and should have noticed the errors or haxeted.

Regarding this point, the Defendant states thasamicular, someone should have
reacted in cases where exactly the same data wdsndependently of the other
authors — for example, in a PhD thesis by a stuitethie Complainant’s group. In
such cases, the students state that they have aeddll of the processes them-
selves, so are able to vouch for the data and thlke,vand that the student and/or,
at the very least, the supervisor should, argudtalye discovered the error and
carelessness, but nobody reacted then either.
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The Defendant states that she has not personatythe published and case-
related data from the muscle study in theses, sigi@n, books, presentations, etc.,
but she cannot imagine that she would not haveesptite errors had she used the
data in any such context. In those instances wtherease-related data formed the
basis for academic papers and/or bachelor/mastesignments, the au-
thors/students and their supervisors (in this $gezase, the Complainant) should
have checked for errors. The same is true of theplminant using the data men-
tioned above and related articles in her majorewesi in which she takes full credit
for the work (e.g. the following review, which i®m this year: [REVIEW]). Ac-
cording to the Defendant, the Complainant is stilhg the articles that she now
denounces to the DCSD.

Concerning the process of article writing, incluglthe presentation of the results,

the Defendant states that all co-authors, inclutiergelf, could have done a better

job of double-checking. She acknowledges that gheat participate enough, that  panish committees on
she was responsible for how the immunostainingtaé® done, and made sure Scientific Dishonesty
that this was done either by a laboratory technioiathe primary investigator

(typically a PhD student), and that she did notigigate further in the actual work

of article writing, including deciding which dataa#/included, checking for errors,

double-checking processes, etc.

The Defendant’s comments on the individual articles
Articles A and B

The Defendant states that, in her appendices G_3 ,a8d G_4, the Complainant
actually confirms that the muscle studies werethetDefendant’s focus, that she
only had a minor interest in this area, and thatgmply submitted and showed
the presentation pack’s data to the Complainant, thin evaluated it herself.
According to the Defendant, this is also suppoktgdhe Complainant’s Appen-
dix G_5, in which it is clear that the Defendantyoproduced a ‘draft’, which

was then sent to the Complainant for her to re\aed assess. The Defendant
states that it is, therefore, incorrect of the Ctanmant to assert that she had
nothing to do with the staining.

The Defendant states that the appendices docuntentid the staining and the
selection of sections and photos for the artictestaat it was not her alone.

On this point, the Defendant also states that fipeeadices show that some of the
stains (ATPase histochemistry) seen in the figurese not made by the De-
fendant, or in her laboratory, but by the Complatisalaboratory (e.g. Appendix
G_b5). Furthermore, she states that Appendix G_@/shbat the Defendant sent
to the Complainant a figure in which there are pbaif IL-6 immunohistochem-
istry and the above-mentioned ATPase histochemiatrgt that the latter, in it-
self, proves that it was not only the Defendant waoied out the staining or
selected photos for the figures. The ATPase-stgimathod was, at the time in
guestion, only available under the Complainant&qeol. It was conducted in
the Complainant’s laboratory and/or by the Comg@atfs staff, and sections
from this were subsequently selected for the articl

The Defendant states that when she wrote to thepzonant (see Appendix

G_6) that the enclosed figure was ‘finished’, steant that the individual images
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had been laid out on a page of figures composé¢ideoATPase staining (from the
Complainant’s laboratory) and the IL-6 staining(frthe Defendant’s own la-
boratory), along with lettering, scale bars, etcother words, according to the
Defendant, it did not mean that she had condudtexd the staining and selec-
tion of sections and photos herself.

The Defendant states that she — as seen in Appéhdiis e-mail correspond-
ence — saved the relevant figures in the apprapfaainats (.jpeg and .psd) in the
correct resolution, etc., i.e. corresponding tojthenal’s requirements, and that
she arranged for the figures to be printed on pbafmer, etc. According to the
Defendant, this was merely a case of preparatimm v submission and publica-
tion of the article and not, per se, an indicatbrvho stained or photographed
which sections. It is therefore misleading of thenplainant to refer to this and
similar appendices, claiming that she has docuntient¢éhat the Defendant alone
cheated with her own and/or the Complainant’s data.

Danish Committees on

Scientific Dishonesty

The Defendant states that the other appendicesippgndix G_8, show that the
articles and their revision were carried out inawmbration, in which the Defend-
ant submitted her specific contribution to the Céamant, who ultimately re-
viewed the contributions of the Defendant and ttieioco-authors. She also
states that the Complainant has not respondedrtstéitement that the work
could never be done fast enough, but she has owedithe Defendant’s point of
view, e.g. in Appendix G_5, in which the Complaihamites in an e-mail that
she has ‘copy-pasted a lot’ and the others woule lt@ ‘clear up the worst mis-
understandings’. According to the Defendant, thisves a lack of care and an
apparent indifference and negligence with regangogsible mistakes, for which
the Complainant bears by far the greatest respitihsib

The Defendant states that similar negligence iscedd in Appendix G_1, in
which Complainant describes her collaboration wlith Defendant, and that this
relationship is further commented on in the Deferi@anitial response. Despite
this, the Complainant writes in Appendix G_1 that Defendant conducted and
manipulated ‘immunoblots’. This is factually incect, because immunoblotting
is a method with which the Defendant has never @eorR he fact that the Com-
plainant does not even distinguish between immuwtobhemistry and immunob-
lotting — which, despite similarities in their naspare two very different meth-
ods that result in two fundamentally different ksnaf dataset — means it is hardly
surprising that the Complainant made mistakes amabiv trying to disclaim
responsibility for them.

In connection with this, the Defendant states ihigtclear that the Complainant
does not differentiate between cutting a sectiomfa biopsy and analysing
(immunohistochemical stain) the excised sectior i®iiers to Appendix G_4, in
which the Complainant asked the Defendant if siierhade sections of all biop-
sies, which she confirmed. Nevertheless, the Coimgoté refers to this in her
response, as if she has not received documentatiaghe fact that all biopsies
had been analysed. According to the Defendantjslsemething completely
different from just cutting the biopsy. Again, thilsistrates, in the Defendant’s
opinion, the above-mentioned degree of lack of ea/or indifference to the
work.

Page 19/35



Danish Committees on Scientific Dishonesty

Concerning article B and its immunostainings arespntation of figures, the
Complainant has specifically written that no oranirher laboratory was in-
volved. According to the Defendant, this is agaiatfially incorrect, because the
article contains ATPase staining, which can onlyehlaeen done with the Com-
plainant’s input, cf. the Defendant’s description.

In addition, according to the Defendant, Appendixl@ shows that individuals
from the Complainant’s group were involved — whiagain is only natural, since
the same person is co-author of the article — hatlthe article contains Figure 1
data, which stems from the Complainant’s laborat®he Defendant contends
that the fact that she is listed in one article@sesponding author is not tanta-
mount to documentation of the Complainant’s assesti

Articles C and D

Concerning article C, the Defendant contends thatincorrect of the Complain-
ant to assert that she attaches e-mail correspoadrtumenting that the De-
fendant alone had done all of the work, including tigure (and caption), and
that the first author therefore had nothing to dthwhe work. The Defendant
refers to the Complainant’s appendices G_9 and GInlAppendix G_9, it ap-
pears that the first author has written to the Clampnt that he received the
captions by e-mail from the Defendant. Howeveralse writes that he did not
receive the figure by e-mail, as the Complainasees. She also argues that
Appendix G_9_2 shows that the Complainant did ost jeceive finished results
from the Defendant, as there was a dialogue ankagxe between her col-
leagues, such as the first author and the Defendanbrding to the Defendant,
the above-mentioned appendix also shows, among titimgs, that the Com-
plainant is wrong to assert that no one from heugrmarticipated in the histo-
logical work.

Regarding this, the Defendant states that the Caimght’s claims are not con-
sistent with the fact that data was used in acaclé&meises emanating from her
group, for which ‘author declarations’ have beeavehlr up that contradict the
Complainant’s assertion that the Defendant alone neaponsible for all of the
work.

The Defendant contends that Appendix G_10_1 alstradicts the Complain-
ant. It includes Figure 2 from article C, which armgoother things shows an
ATPase staining, which proves that the Complaimzd actively involved in
producing the figures for this article, as the Def@nt did not conduct ATPase
staining or handle sections for this. See alsal#seription above, as according
to the Defendant the same applies to the otheresti

About this point, the Defendant states that ihieréfore, at best, a distortion of
the truth when the Complainant, in her written mesge to the DCSD, writes that
the Defendant did all of the work on this figureairicle C, and also that it is
untrue when the Complainant asserts that no oherilgroup was involved in
this work.

The Defendant states that she worked on the layfahie images individually on
a page of figures and inserted descriptions/lettrale bars, etc., before handing
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over the figure to the first author. However, thiiges not mean that she alone
produced all of the stains and selected the sextieto. for the figure, rather that
— as per Appendix G_10_2 — the Defendant merelyaégure on which she

had changed the figure’s letter so that it wasaegd with a description, that the
Defendant sent the first author a caption and arégvith changed markings, that
the figure was prepared jointly, and that the nscapy findings were also ex-
changed as part of a dialogue, as seen in Appé&and&and Appendix G_10.

In this respect, the Defendant states that it wtdly untrue when the Complain-
ant wrote to DCSD that documentation above clestiyws that the Defendant
submitted the final figures to the Complainant &ed ‘partners’. According to
the Defendant, this does not constitute documeamtaéind the partners men-
tioned are in fact the Complainant's PhD students.

Regarding article C, the Defendant says that tlsene more evidence supporting P2mish Committees on
the Complainant’s false claims; that Appendix Gréveals that — contrary to the Scientific Dishonesty
Complainant’s allegations — data was exchangeddesivthe Complainant’s staff

and the Defendant; that Appendix G_12 consists ohbyreview of the findings

after the microscopy of the sections, which are &tted at the top of the appen-

dix, where it says that this is a ‘report’; andtthias also clear from the text in

the Appendix that the Defendant suggested thatsheyld compare their data

with each other, which contradicts the Complainaatlegations about the very

same appendix and case management.

The Defendant contends that this appendix doesorwdtitute proof that she
produced a figure for the article alone, let altmet she had any interest in doing
so fraudulently. The Defendant also says thatévisn more important to note
that Appendix G_12 does not mention the figurenim publication at all, but
rather a lecture that the Complainant was to giveat time; that the Appendix
shows that it was the Complainant alone who ultatyatnade the decision about
choice of data, etc.; and that the first paragiaphe ‘after exercise’ section
indicates that samples were mixed up, which is isterst with the substance of
Defendant’s first consultation response.

By way of conclusion, the Defendant states thest therefore a fact that the
aforementioned appendices do not contain what tmeplainant claims and oth-
erwise stubbornly repeats. There is nothing inatt@ched appendix that satisfies
the Complainant’s obvious desire to construct dosntiaion for the accusations
in order to continue to disclaim her own responiibs.

The Defendant contends that it can be inferred ¢atwely from all of the Com-
plainant’s appendices that the Defendant triecblest to comply with the Com-
plainant’s wishes in terms of putting her laborgtand knowledge at the dispos-
al of the Complainant.

She also states that, during the collaboration tighComplainant, a total of
more than 2,000 pictures were taken of muscledissthich have always been
freely available on the photomicroscope’s harderand that the pace of work
and the culture, both in the Complainant’s depantnaed in general, mean it is
impossible to rule out the potential for unfortumatrors during the filing or
naming/labelling of the raw images.
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Additional comments, etc.

Concerning the Complainant’s submissions on 242&ndovember 2011 of Fig-
ure 2 (article C) in .jpg and .tiff format on CD-RDthe Defendant states that the
CD-ROM contains only one figure, which she — aviongsly described — had
burned to the CD-ROM.

In conclusion, the Defendant summarises the essdriter previously submitted
accounts, as described above, and contends, lidgthat she had worked on lay-
ing out the individual images on a page of figuared inserted letters/descriptions,
scale bars, etc., before handing over the figuthedirst author, but that this does
not mean that she alone produced all of the staidghe selection of the section,
etc. for the figure.

Danish Committees on

6 Rules and regulations Scientific Dishonesty

This case has been processed under the Danish aes@arch consulting, etc.,

cf. consolidation act no. 1064 of 6 September 28id) executive order no. 306
of 20 April 2009 on the Danish Committees on SéfenDishonesty, as amend-
ed by order no. 144 of 20 February 2012.

Scientific dishonesty is defined in section 2, Baf the act and section 2 of the
executive order.

“Section 2. Scientific dishonesty is understoodhean: Falsification, fabrica-
tion, plagiarism and other serious violations ofogloscientific practice commit-
ted intentionally or due to gross negligence duttihg planning, implementation
or reporting of research results. Scientific disksty includes:
1) Undisclosed construction of data or substitutiothwictitious data.
2) Undisclosed selective or surreptitious discardirfiggen undesired re-
sults.
3) Undisclosed unusual and misleading use of stasibtitethods.
4) Undisclosed biased or distorted interpretation afmoresults and conclu-
sions.
5) Plagiarism of another person's results or publicats.
6) False statements concerning authorship, title orkptace.
7) Submission of incorrect information about scientgualifications. "

7 The Committee’s ruling
7.1 The concept of dishonesty

As part of the consultation on the draft ruling2éfJune 2013, the Complainant
points out that the wording of the definition ofesttific dishonesty has changed,
and that as a consequence, the one used at ththeradicles were produced dif-
fers from the one used now.

In the period 1992-1998, the definition of scieutidishonesty rested solely on a
set of rules for DCSD approved by the Danish MddResearch Council (SSVF)
on 18 December 1992.The definition was as follows:
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“Section 2.

[..]

(2) Academic dishonesty includes all deliberatedyifiulent actions in the course
of the application-research-publication processyasl as cases of incompetence
so severe that they can be considered to have @imagnt impact on scientific
credibility. This corresponds to intent or gross hgence.

(3) The area of scientific dishonesty covered bysDG remit includes falsifying
or distorting scientific messages or falsely highting the input of particular
researchers. As such, it covers:

- construction of data

- selective and surreptitious discarding of unwantesults

- substitution with fictitious data

- deliberate misuse of statistical methods withahme to draw other conclusions
than the data provides a basis for

- distorted interpretation of results and distortiof conclusions

- plagiarism of another person's results or publioas.

- distorted indication of the results of others

- improper claims of authorship

- misleading applications"

Danish Committees on
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In 1998, a definition of scientific dishonesty in®al in the executive order of the
DCSD, see executive order no. 933 of 15 Decemb@8,1®ntered into force on 1
January 1999.Section 3 of the order reads:

“3. Scientific dishonesty covers acts or omissionsthase research to be falsi-
fied, the scientific message to be distorted osgnmisrepresentation of an indi-
vidual's involvement in the research. This includes

1) Construction of data.

2) Selective and surreptitious discarding of unveantesults.

3) Substitution with fictitious data.

4) Undisclosed unusual and misleading use of stedilsmethods.

5) Deliberately distorted interpretation of resuéad distortion of conclusions.
6) Plagiarism of another person's results or puations.

7) Deliberately distorted reproduction of the rasubf others.

8) Improper crediting of author.

9) Applications with incorrect information.

(2)In order to label conduct scientific dishonestynust be possible to prove
that the individual concerned acted with intentror grossly negligent man-
ner.”

In 2005, the definition of scientific dishonestysvamended by a new DCSD

Order, order no. 668 of 28 June 2005, which carteforce on 1 August 2005.
Section 2 of the order reads:
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“2. Scientific dishonesty is defined as intentionagjarssly negligent conduct in
the form of falsification, plagiarism, concealmentsimilar, which involves im-
proper misrepresentation of your own scientific kvand/or research re-
sults.This includes:

1) Undisclosed construction of data or substitutwith fictitious data

2) Undisclosed selective or surreptitious discagdaf own undesired results

3) Undisclosed unusual and misleading use of siagismethods

4) Undisclosed biased or distorted interpretatidroan results and conclusions
5) Plagiarism of another person’s results or pubtions

6) False statements concerning authorship, titlevorkplace

7) Submission of incorrect information about sa@mgualifications. "

Act no. 552 of 16 June 2008 introduced a definittdscientific dishonesty into
the act on research consultancy, etc. This pravisittered into force on 1 De-
cember 2008, see executive order no. 1130 of 24&hber 2008.

The preparatory documents for the amendment wégaded to clarify the pro-
vision.

The definition, which is preserved in section 2 ¢B}he current act on research
consulting, reads:

“Scientific dishonesty, falsification, fabricatioplagiarism and other serious
violations of good scientific practice committe¢eimionally or due to gross
negligence during the planning, implementation eparting of research re-
sults”.

As a result of the amendment, the DCSD Order was @inended to reflect the
definition in the act. The definition below was @énted by order no. 1122 of 25
November 2008 and the wording has been preservékiourrent order from
2009:

“2. Scientific dishonesty is understood to mean: Fiabsion, fabrication, pla-
giarism and other serious violations of good sdfempractice committed inten-
tionally or due to gross negligence during the pleng, implementation or re-
porting of research results. Scientific dishonestfudes:

1) Undisclosed construction of data or substitutiaith fictitious data

2) Undisclosed selective or surreptitious discagdof own undesired results

3) Undisclosed unusual and misleading use of stedilsmethods

4) Undisclosed biased or distorted interpretatidroan results and conclusions
5) Plagiarism of another person’s results or puhltions

6) False statements concerning authorship, titlevorkplace

7) Submission of incorrect information about sdi@gngualifications. "

The Committee is of the opinion that even thouginges have been made to the
wording of the definition of scientific dishonestyy substantive changes have
been made to the content, i.e. the substance dfetiwtion has remained the same
despite changes to the wording. This decision detpinned by statements in past
DCSD annual reports. Following the amendment irb2@®e DCSD chairperson
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stated that the change was not considered to egrany real difference to the
definition of dishonesty. After the 2008 amendméme, chairperson noted that the
change consisted of a clarification of the prevideBnition. Comparing the word-
ing of the various iterations shows that the débinihas remained almost identical
from 1992 until the present.

The Committee notes that the requirement for “imppramisrepresentation” in the
2005 definition was not repeated verbatim in 2QG&1tls that the word “improp-
er” was chosen to signal that a certain degreeafity was required, a require-
ment covered in the 2008 definition by stating thally a ‘serious’ breach of
good scientific practice is tantamount to dishoyelst assessing whether a seri-
ous breach of good scientific practice has beemaitted, it is implicit that the
breach is likely to mislead the reader of the ddfierproduct concerned. In prac-
tice, a criterion about misleading will, therefobe, part of DCSD’s assessment
of whether a given action can be characterisediagtiic dishonesty.

Danish Committees on

Scientific Dishonesty

Since 1992, the subjective requirements in thendefn have been intent or
gross negligence. The wording ‘gross carelessmesbe 1998 definition does
not alter this since this wording has in practieeiinterpreted as corresponding
to gross negligence.

In this light, the Committee finds that the defimit of scientific dishonesty, as per
the current wording, has covered the same coniece $992.The Committee has
assessed the individual charges using the defsitod scientific dishonesty valid
at the time that the scientific products emergetifaond no reason for a different
ruling to the one that results from the applicatbthe current definition. In the
ruling below, the Committee will, therefore, onlgeuthe definition of scientific
dishonesty contained in the current act on resezonhulting, etc. and the DCSD
Order.

7.2 Basis and subject matter for the case

DCSD has based its ruling on the documents merdionpart 4. above. 4 Pro-
cess, background and subject matter for the case

The Committee has, as shown in part 4, obtainediapédividually drawn-up
author declarations from all authors of the fodicks mentioned in the two
complaints. In February/March 2013, the DCSD Seciat also requisitioned
directly from the journals involved copies of th&tlzor declarations that were
submitted to the journals when the manuscripts \peatdished. The Defendant’s
request for author declarations has thereforehareyyes of the Committee, been
met. However, it is also the Committee’s opinioattthe author declarations
from the journals are not relevant to its assessofethe case, as the journals’
declarations relate only to copyright issues andatadisclose, for example, the
individual authors’ contributions to the articles.

The Committee notes that the Defendant has nderem its request for data that
could help to identify the photo files (raw phote®)red, the Defendant informs
the Committee, in a database on a shared computiee photomicroscopy room at
the University Laboratory.

Page 25/35



Danish Committees on Scientific Dishonesty
i

Ministeriet for Forskning, Innovation
og Videregaende Uddannelser

The DCSD has not therefore been able to identidgdlfiles, nor has it had a basis
for contacting the university and requesting a wtoidthe raw photos stored on the
University Laboratory computer mentioned.

Thus, the only documentation for the image matésialhat was published in the
articles.

The assessment of the case and the DCSD rulingmaele on the above basis.
7.3 Analysis
Complaint 1

Complaint 1 deals with figures and associated detsens in the articles A and _ _
B, which were reproduced in the articles as follows Danish Committees on

Scientific Dishonesty

Figure 1 from article A:

Figure 1 from [ARTICLE A]

IL-6 immunostainings of
human muscle biopsies

A+B: Resting
subjects

C-H:

Time points
0; 3h, 4.5h;
6h; 9h and 24h

3 h of bicycling
(0-3h)

With the caption:

"Figure 1.IL-6 expression in skeletal muscle tissue of rgssinmbjects A—C)
and exercising subject®{H). A, B) Resting subjects at 1/2 AYand 6 h B)
show no significant IL-6 immunostaininQ) Before exercise began, IL-6 expres-
sion was generally absent in the muscle tisB)eBy 3 h, when the exercise had
just ended, the muscle tissue showed significamthgased IL-6 immunoreac-
tivity. E-G)By 4.5 E), 6 (F), and 9 h G), the IL-6 expression was still signifi-
cantly increased relative to that of resting muddeue H) By 24 h, the IL-6
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levels had decreased but was still clearly higtemtthose of resting muscle
tissue. Scale barA—H) 50 um.”

Figure 3 from article B:

Figure 3 from [ARTICLE B]

Danish Committees on

Scientific Dishonesty

With the caption:

“Figure 3. Immunoreactivity for oxidative stress mkar NITT in muscle tissue
of resting (A and B) and exercising (C—H) subjects

A and B, resting subjects at 0 h (A) and 6 h (Bvsho signs of oxidative stress
as NITT staining is absent. C, before exercise belydTT immunoreactivity was
generally absent in skeletal muscles. D, by 3 hnathe exercise had just ended,
the muscle tissue showed notably increased NITTuimostaining. E, by 4.5 h the
NITT immunoreactivity peaked. F-H, by 6 h (F), @), and 24 h (H), NITT
levels in skeletal muscle decreased relative teatseen by 4.5 h. However, the
NITT staining was still clearly increased when camgal with resting muscle.
Scale bars, 5am.”

Regarding the objective content of the two articthke Committee bases its rul-
ing on the fact that articles A and B used the siguzes to illustrate different
points. Specifically, these are the Figures 1althle, 1f, 1g and 1h in article
A, and Figures 3a, 3b, 3c, 3d and 3f in articled&ding Figures 3e and 3g in
article B, the Committee does not think that thiera basis for assuming that the

Page 27/35



Danish Committees on Scientific Dishonesty

%)

Ministeriet for Forskning, Innovation
og Videregaende Uddannelser

same figures were used as illustration for sometHifferent. As such, the
Committee does not think that Figures 3e and 3gwanipulated.

After an assessment of the images covered by Camidlathe Committee finds

that there can be no doubt that the tissue sectidmish show the IL-6 expres-

sion in resting subjects after half an hour (Figlaan article A) and after six

hours (Figure 1b in article A), constitute two hedwof a section, with one half

rotated 180 degrees in relation to the other. Thm@ittee finds that the same is

the case for Figures 1d and le in article A, amuliféis 1f and 1g in article A

(Figure 1f has also been reduced to 90% of itsmalgsize). In article A, these

four illustrations present the IL-6 expression instle tissue three hours after the

start of the three-hour exercise session (Figuyefddr hours and 30 minutes

after the start of the three-hour exercise sedsi@ure 1e), six hours after the

start of the three-hour exercise session (Figurard nine hours after the start of

the three-hour exercise session (Figure 1g). Danish Committees on
Scientific Dishonesty

After an assessment of the images, the Commitsefaids that there can be no

doubt that the tissue section that is stainedlfe8 And represents a biopsy taken

24 hours after the start of the three-hour exerséssion (Figure 1h in article A)

has been rotated 90 degrees and then split in i@absequently presented as

tissue section from biopsies taken three (FigueaBd six hours (Figure 3f)

after the start of the three-hour exercise sessind,allegedly NITT-stained in

Figure 3 in article B .

The Committee therefore finds that there can bdowbt that the Figures 3d and
3f in article B are two connected parts of a siriglgal section. This in itself is a
logical consequence of the above-noted re-use amipmlation of the images
from article A in article B.

Following an assessment of the images, the Comenittels that there can be no
doubt that Figure 3b and Figure 3c in article Brsteom a single original sec-
tion. The Committee notes that, during its analgs$ithe interrelationships be-
tween Figures 3b and 3c in article B, it becamardleat Figure 3a in article B
represents a third part in relation to the twouyries mentioned above.

Following an assessment of the images, the Conenitdes not, however, find
any basis on which to assume that Figures 3e amad 8gicle B stem from the
same section, split in two, moved and rotated Hiygh

Concerning subjective intent, the Committee haslooted a closer assessment
of the parties’ claims and contentions, as seabote in part 5. The Committee
has also assessed the accounts given by the egearchers involved. In particu-
lar, the Committee notes the following:

The Complainant asserted during the case that ¢fiendant, as far as the figures
in the two articles are concerned, personally deilt the optimisation of antibod-
ies, staining, photography and selection of imagektheir presentation in jour-
nals. According to the Complainant, the Defendaa aiso responsible for the
methodology section and for the immunohistochemiatid the image captions.

The Defendant has contended during the case,atiterthe claim that she was
solely responsible for the stains and selectiogeations and photographs for the
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articles. The Defendant has, among other thingsedtthat she laid out the indi-
vidual images as single figures on the page, whiak composed of the ATPase
staining (from the Complainant’s laboratory) and th-6 staining (from the De-

fendant’'s laboratory).

The Defendant has also stated that photos fronobttee biopsies were wrongly
filed, since the same photos from the same seetare filed both as ‘3h post-
exercise’ and ‘6h post-exercise’ in article B aBdh post-exercise’ in article A.
The Defendant has stated that this is undoubtediistake, one that is deeply
regrettable and should have been discovered,sslitvious that something is
wrong.

The Committee notes that the co-authors havectrtain extent, supported the
Complainant’s interpretation of the process intthe articles, but that several of
the co-authors have informed the Committee thati not only the Defendant
who dealt with the images.

Complaint 2

The Complaint deals with figures and associatedrg@sons in the articles C
and D, which were reproduced in the articles dev:

Figure 2 from article C:

Figure 2 from [ARTICLE C]
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With the caption:

" Figure 2. IL-8 Immunohistochemical expression in sletal muscle tissue
before and after 3h of bicycle exercise

A. Before the exercise began, IL-8 expressionakmsst absent in the muscle
tissue. B. By 3h, when the exercise had just ertlednuscle tissue showed a
comparable IL-8 expression relative to the leversbefore exercise. C. By 4.5h
after exercise, the IL-8 expression was signifiyaimcreased in the skeletal
muscle tissue, which showed a high level of IL48 o general in the cytoplasm
and related to the cell membranes, as well as gseis in the muscle. D.
ATPase-stained section. This is the neighbourintjiae to that seen in C. By
comparing C and D, it is seen that both muscleefitypes express IL-8 after
exercise. E and F, IL-8 expression was still vdghhand peaked at 6h (E) and
9h (F) following the bicycle exercise. G, after 2de levels of IL-8 protein had
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decreased again, and the staining appeared homagenand mildly increased
in the fibres. H and I, higher magnification of Ekal muscle tissue at 9h follow-
ing exercise. As shown, IL-8 protein is mainly egsed in the cytoplasm, and it
Is also expressed in the membranes, including ticéen We also detected inter-
mittently vascular IL-8 expression in the vesse&lathelium of the muscle tissue.
Scale bars; A-G, 50 um; H, 29 um; I, 14 um.”

Figure 3 from article D:

Figure 3 from [ARTICLE D]

IL-6 receptor immunohistochemistry in response to rhiL-6 infusion

A P .

.3

; 2‘*{‘ =

—r — T (

R}
|

e

>

>

z : >,
<

.

B g s 2
ey \ o
0-h 3-h - Tk 2 L‘ /:ﬂ
B B S T L
&% > ~h‘9" i ’ /'/
- 5 ‘,’ /_,.
e e gt” -
- - PN
- 7 B
e I e o 24-h i

With the caption:

" Figure 3.1L-6 receptor protein following rhiL-6 infusion (16+6). Protein
staining of the IL-6 receptor increases in respotwsan rhiL-6 infusion with
staining being located to the muscle fiber membsafi@e staining is most pro-
nounced at 3 and 6 h and has returned to preleatibe 24-h time-poin#) 0 h;
B) 3 h; C) 6 h; andD) 24 h. Scale barsA-D): 30 um.”

Regarding the objective content of the two artictae Committee bases its rul-
ing on the fact that figures have been reusedtiol@s C and D. Namely, Figures
2a and 2g in article C and Figure 3d in article D.

The Defendant contends that the tissue in Figuna 2gticle C and Figure 3d in
article D has probably been accurately reproduasdhese figures show two
adjacent sections from the same biopsy. HoweverDefendant believes that
there is something wrong with the tissue in Figzaen article C, which is un-
doubtedly registered, marked or filed wrong. Slagest that one or more biopsies,
including the marking of biopsies and correspondiagtions, therefore clearly
and deeply regrettably appear incorrectly as bBtk-exercise’ and ‘24h post-
exercise’ tissues (for example, in article C).
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The Committee finds that there can be no doubtRlgires 2a and 2g are two
images of the same tissue sample. The Committess tloat Figure 2a has a less
intense hue than Figure 2g, and that the pictut@ets from the biopsy have
been moved slightly in relation to each other. Toenmittee therefore takes the
view that the figures can only have been produgeddiiberate manipulation,
with changes in cropping and colour tone betweertio figures.

Following an assessment of Figure 2g in articlen@ kigure 3d in article D, the
Committee finds a large degree of similarity betw#ee published photos, espe-
cially when those photos are evaluated in detadluiding with a view to colour
intensity. In this context, the Committee considerslikely that the two neigh-
bouring sections would look so alike at micro levels therefore the Commit-
tee’s opinion that these are the same sectiomeaical tissue structures and
artefacts are present. The Committee is therefitieeoview that the tissue in
Figure 2g (and thus also Figure 2a) in article @ Bigure 3d in article D are the
same. The Committee also finds that Figure 3dticlarD has a less intense hue
than Figure 2g in article C. The Committee therefiakes the view that the fig-
ures can only have been produced by deliberatepuakation, with changes to
colour intensity.

Danish Committees on
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Concerning subjective intent, the Committee haslooted a closer assessment
of the parties’ claims and contentions as set bava in part 5.The Committee
has also assessed the accounts given by the egearchers involved. In particu-
lar, the Committee notes the following:

The Complainant states that the Defendant, assféeafigures in the two arti-
cles are concerned, personally dealt with the apttion of antibodies, staining,
photography and selection of images and their ptagen in the journals. Ac-
cording to the Complainant, the Defendant was edsponsible for the method-
ology section and for the immunohistochemistry #hrelimage captions.

Concerning Figure 2 in article C, the Defendantestshat she laid the individual
display images out on a page of figures and indetéscriptions/letter markings,
scale bars, etc., before sending the figure tditsteauthor (Co-author 6). The De-
fendant contends, however, that this fact doesnaain that she alone conducted
all of the stainings and the selection of sectiets, for the figure. She adds that
she sent the caption and figure with altered magskio the first author, but that the
figure was jointly produced, and that the microscfipdings were exchanged
following a dialogue. The Defendant also contehads the figure contains an
ATPase staining, which proves that the Complaihastbeen involved in the pro-
duction of the figure, as the Defendant did noAddéase staining.

Concerning Figure 2 in article D, the Defendanttar contends that she was not
alone in producing the figure, and also that thadpction of the figure involved
an exchange of data between her, the ComplainahtrenComplainant’s staff.

The Committee notes that the co-authors, to aicegtdent, support the Com-
plainant’s interpretation of the process for the tavticles, but that several co-
authors state that the Defendant was not soleporesble for processing the
images.
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7.4 Conclusion

Based on the information submitted about both caimpd, the Committee finds
that the same figures were used and an attempmaese to blur this fact by the
use of image manipulation. This equatesndisclosed construction of data or
substitution with fictitious datggursuant to the DCSD Order, 2 (1).

It is the assessment of the Committee that thisesemts a serious breach of good
scientific practice, as the undisclosed reuseqfrfis crucially misleads the read-
er of the articles about the research results.

Pursuant to section 2 of the DCSD Order, it is mbent upon the Committee to
decide the extent to which the serious violatiogadd scientific practice was
committed intentionally or through gross negligen€¢he accused researcher(s).

Danish Committees on

Scientific Dishonesty

The Complainant and Defendant provided conflictiffigrmation about the divi-
sion of responsibilities between the researchessliwed. As such, it is not clear
who carried out the acts, including image manipaiatwhich led to the use of
the same figures in the articles concerned. Thewtds submitted from the other
researchers involved do not decisively clarify whad the conflicting percep-
tions is correct.

After a comprehensive appraisal of the informatibie, Committee finds that it is
unable to ascertain with sufficient certainty thatas the Defendant who carried
out the acts that resulted in the reuse of figures.

On the other hand, the Committee is of the opinlat all authors of a scientific
article share responsibility for its content, irgilug responsibility for having read
the final manuscript before submission to the jalirithis is good scientific
practice and is also set out in DCSD’s own guidgdod scientific practice from
1998, i.e. from before articles A—D were submittedpublication:

The 1998 DCSD guidelines include the following:
“Within the bounds of the possible and the reasdmadll authors of an article
share responsibility for ensuring that it is bassdhonest research.”

This practice, i.e. that all authors share resmlityi for the content of the arti-
cle, was also written down later in numerous sdierguides, including DCSD'’s
own guide to good scientific practice in 2693he European Code of Conduct
for Research Integrity and the so-called Vancouver rdfeall of which set non-
statutory standards for good scientific practicetf@ publishing of health-
science articles.

The 2009 DCSD guide includes:
“All of the authors of an article also have — withihe realms of possibility and
reason — a responsibility for ensuring that it isled on honest research so that

16http://fivu.dk/puinkationer/2009/vejledninger-i-g]eyidenskabelig-praksis-med-saerlig-fokus-paa-
sundhedsvidenskab-naturvidenskab-og-teknisk-videms. 31 ff.
17http://WWW.esf.org/pubIications/member—organisa{fora.html, p. 7.
8yniform Requirements for Manuscripts Submitted torBedical Journals: Writing and Editing for Biomedi
cal Publication, Updated April 2010, pt. ILLA.1, 3.
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the risk of fraud is minimised. If irregularities dishonesty is demonstrated in
the research, it will be difficult for the co-auttsoof the work to disclaim respon-
sibility.”

The 2011 European Code of Conduct says:
"All authors, unless otherwise specified, shouldfliéy responsible for the con-
tent of publication.”

The Vancouver Rules, last updated in 2013, say:

“Authorship credit should be based on 1) substdrgantributions to conception
and design, acquisition of data, or analysis anipretation of data; 2) draft-
ing the article or revising it critically for impaant intellectual content; 3) final
approval of the version to be published; and 4)e&gnent to be accountable for
all aspects of the work in ensuring that questimriated to the accuracy or in-
tegrity of any part of the work are appropriatetwestigated and resolved. Au- ~ Scientific Dishonesty
thors should meet conditions 1, 2, 3, and 4.”

Danish Committees on

On this point, the Committee takes the view thatBefendant, without conten-
tion, had a principally supervisory role in the Wwavith the images in the four
articles. The Committee also takes the view thatittages constituted a key
element in the academic messages in the fourestiéls co-author, the Defend-
ant has, therefore, a special co-responsibilityefmsuring that the articles in their
final form accurately present the facts concernirggimages.

Although a detailed division of responsibility bet@n the co-authors involved
cannot be precisely determined, it is the Commigtew that the Defendant, in
her role as co-author with special responsibildythe images, ought to have
discovered the image manipulation, at the verystatghen submitting the final
manuscript. The Committee thus emphasises thdighees concerned are of
crucial importance for the understanding of théckas’ scientific message.

On this point, the Committee notes that Figuresu3d 3f in article B in particu-
lar appear to be a single section divided in tvaigh from article A), and that
Figures 3a, 3b and 3c in article B have exactlysdmae hue and display identical
structures. Similar circumstances exist in relatmthe identical structures in
Figures 2a and 2g in article C and Figure 3d irtlerFurthermore, article A
includes three pairs of images with very similaeand structures, as each pair
of images stems from the same section, which has bplit in two and rotated
180 degrees. These factors ought to have giveriaige Defendant undertaking
a detailed assessment of the images, which wopidlyahave clarified that there
were substantial problems with the figures conogrne

In light of the Defendant’s special responsibility the images in the four arti-
cles, and because the Defendant did not respodléao signs that there were
major problems with the material, the Committeestathe view, after an overall
appraisal of the material, that the Defendantastlacted in a grossly negligent
manner as co-author of the four articles, and tbeeecommitted scientific dis-
honesty as defined in the DCSD Order 2 (1). Therination submitted during
the case shows that only articles B and C have b#ddrawn by the respective
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journals. Based on the above, the Committee recordmihat articles A and D
be withdrawn, pursuant to the DCSD Order, 15 (b)2n

8 Other aspects of the complaints

The Defendant has cited claims and contentionsatfeahot covered by the Com-
mittee’s tangible evaluation in the previous settioformation about this is listed
here (below).

8.1 The Defendant’s e-mail of 5 December 2011

On 5 December 2011, the Defendant e-mailed the DE&fDetariat to request that

the Committee also consider the Complainant’s ss&iom of an erratum and a

correction to two different journals ([JOURNAL] apfOURNAL]) concerning

articles other than those covered by the two comglaThe Defendant requested

that DCSD assess whether the Complainant acte@yapr acceptably in the Danish Committees on
cases Speciﬁed_ Scientific Dishonesty

The Committee finds that these claims do not cante complaints being dealt
with in these proceedings. If the Defendant wighesDCSD to issue a ruling on
such other matters, the DCSD requests that thenDaf# files a separate com-
plaint to this effect.

8.2 The Defendant’s e-mail of 6 March 2012
The Defendant’s lawyer e-mailed four questions dfach 2012, as detailed
above.

Questions 1 and 2 are discussed in part 4 above.

Questions 3 and 4 sought to ascertain whether Di@iaken the initiative to
involve other people in this case. The Committeer done so.

This case was considered after a complaint lodgeémsection 31 (1) of the act
on research consulting, etc., and the Committeg o a limited remit to take up
cases on its own initiative (see section 31 (3hefsame act). The Committee has
ruled on the evidence presented that the articdleserned contain materials that
must be considered manifestations of scientifiba@iesty, and therefore there is
no need for or particular benefit to society of @@mmittee, on its own initiative,
involving others in the case.

9 Appeals procedure

This decision cannot be appealed to any other adtrative authority, cf. section
34 of act no. 1064 of 6 September 2010 on reseamabulting, etc.

Yours sincerely,

Henrik Gunst Andersen
Chairperson
Danish Committees on Scientific Dishonesty:
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