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You wrote to the Danish Committees on Scientifisizinesty on 6 May 2009.
Forsknings- og
In your letter you stated that you had been acco$@ihgiarism by one of your Innovationsstyrelsen
former supervisors [SUPERVISOR], and you wanteddaleared of the accusa- Bredgade 40

tions of plagiarism made by [SUPERVISOR]. During gubsequent written 1260 Kabenhavn K
hearing, [SUPERVISOR] extended his accusationkidrcorrespondence [SU- Telefon 3544 6200
PERVISOR] also put forward allegations concernititeo individuals. Telefax 3544 6201

E-post fi@fi.dk
The case has been processed by the Danish Comumitt8eientific Dishonesty Netsted ~ www.fi.dk
for Research in Natural, Technological and Produc8cience (RNTP). CVR-nr. 1991 8440

The members who have processed the case are: @maltenrik Gunst Ander- Sagsnr.  09-054260
sen, and members Peter Sigmund, Lars Dgvling AedeSusanne Badker, Erik  side 1/9
Lundtang Petersen, Berthe Marie Willumsen and Ddegemmershgi.

The case has been processed according to Act aaRbsAdvisory System, etc.
(Consolidated Act no. 1064 of 6 September 201therResearch Advisory Sys-
tem, etc.) and Executive Order No. 306 of 20 AREI09 on the Danish Commit-
tees on Scientific Dishonesty.

Preliminary decision

The RNTP reached a preliminary decision which veas 8 you for consultation
by letter of 22 June 2011. You replied by e-maibdtugust 2011 and your
comments have been duly considered by the RNTP.

Final decision

The RNTP has come to the final conclusion that gauonot be cleared of accusa-
tions of scientific dishonesty. This decision iséd primarily on your Ph.D. the-
sis "[Ph.D. THESIS]", in which large parts have bg#agiarized from the thesis
of [AUTHOR] ("Ph.D.-TITLE").

See further explanations in detail below.




See Annex 1 for a brief introduction to the worktloé Danish Committees on
Scientific Dishonesty.

See Annex 2 for Summary proceedings.

The considerations and the final conclusion of thBNTP
With reference to Section 1, number 4, of Execu@vder No 306 of 20 April
2009, the RNTP finds that the case falls withinjtivésdiction of the RNTP be-
cause:
» your thesis “[Ph.D. THESIS]” has been publishe®snmark
* the scientific work in question, your thesis, hagt prepared during
your employment in Denmark
e the committee considers your thesis to be a séieptioduct
« the RNTP considers you to be scientifically traingthin the area of re-
search of your thesis.
The RNTP has found it within its jurisdiction tormider the parts of your thesis ~ Forsknings-og
connected to the later claims in the case madSbPERVISOR]. Innovationsstyrelsen
Below you will find the RNTP’s considerations réfag to the original issue and 5 %°
the later claims in the case made by [SUPERVISOR].

Original issue — clearing of your name of claim oplagiarism from [ARTI-
CLE 1] by [SUPERVISOR]

In your original letter to the DCSD you wanted yoame cleared of claims of
scientific dishonesty by one of your former supsovs [SUPERVISOR].

The accusations were specifically related to plagia of [SUPERVISOR]'s ar-
ticle “[ARTICLE 1]” in sections 5.3 and 5.4 in yotinesis.”

According to your letter you put an insert into fivnted version and into the
online version of the thesis with the wording “Witgard to Chapter 5 the au-
thor acknowledges the paper [ARTICLE 1]". The inisgas included after corre-
spondence with the editor of the journal [JOURNAL].

The RNTP has found the insert in the internet wersif your Ph.D thesis.

In view of your insert into the online version bktthesis, and in view of the fact
that this has been negotiated with and accepteatégditor of the journal, the
RNTP finds that credit has been given to [SUPEROR$ regarding reference to
his article “[ARTICLE 1]. Therefore, the RNTP didtfollow up this accusation
any further.

Plots and figures in section 4.2 of your thesis

[SUPERVISOR] claims that all plots and figures @ton 4.2 were taken from
his article [ARTICLE 2]. You have replied that ypuoduced all figures in sec-
tion 4.2 (Figures 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4 and 4.5.)

The figures are listed below. They are found innthesis and in [SUPERVI-
SORY]’s article, respectively.



Your figures in thesis (2006) [SUPBRBW®R] figures in article
(2000)

4.1 (page 96) 1 (page 253)
4.2 (page 97) 3 (page 254)
4.3 (page 100) 5 (page 258, extracted)
4.4 (page 100) 6 (page 259, extracted)
4.5 (page 101) 7 (page 259

Because all these figures also exist in [SUPERVIBO®&ticle: [ARTICLE 2],
and because figures 4.1 and 4.2 exist in [AUTHOR]&sis (see in detail below
in this letter), the RNTP does not find it accepgabat you take credit for them
as you do via their presentation in your thesis.

The RNTP considers your figures 4.1 and 4.2 toypeal textbook illustrations,

and therefore not subject to the strict requirenfienteferencing. In figure 4.3

and 4.4 a reference is made to [ARTICLE 3], buttodSUPERVISOR]'s ex- Forsknings- og
planation with the aid of the friction theory. Innovationsstyrelsen
The proper sources should have been cited foivallffgures 4.1-4.5, but espe- ~ Sid¢  3/9
cially for 4.3, 4.4 and 4.5 the RNTP considerslduk of reference to be a seri-

ous omission.

Because you have not given proper credit and titedelevant sources in the
figures the RNTP finds that you have displayedrsdfie dishonesty in the form
of plagiarism.

Figures in section 5.5 of your thesis
[SUPERVISOR] claims that most of the figures ints®t 5.5 are taken from his
works and you claim that you have produced theréigyourself.

The figures are listed below. Most of them (exdapire 5.21) are found in both
your thesis and in the article [ARTICLE 4] respeety, of which [SUPERVI-
SOR] was the main author and you were a co-author.

Your figures Figures in article [ARTICLE 4]
5.18a (p. 156) 2 (p. 718)

5.18b (p. 156) 3 (p. 718)

5.19a (p. 157) 11 (p. 720)

5.19b (p. 157) 6 (p. 719)

5.20a (p. 157) 8 (p. 719)

5.20b (p. 157) 9 (p. 720)

5.20c (p. 157) 10 (p. 720)

5.21 (p. 158)

It is the opinion of the RNTP that the figures 53.20 in your thesis are identi-
cal with the figures in the article. Because youeng co-author of the article you
may use these figures without a reference, althdtiiglgood scientific practice
to indicate that each figure has been previousbliglied - with a reference.



Figure 4.9 in your thesis

[SUPERVISOR] claims that some figures were plagidifrom several of his
presentation ppt.-files including figure 4.9 in ydhesis. You have denied this to
be the case.

The RNTP has not looked into this question, sinfferént standards apply to
presentation files.

Plagiarizing from [AUTHORS]'s thesis
[SUPERVISOR] claims that sections of [AUTHORY]'s #ie have been copied
and pasted into your thesis.

To this you have replied: "Please be informed tiveg of my former supervisors

was the main developer of the friction theory. #oie theory was an important

part of my thesis, and for this reason | gave § eemplete description of the

model and devoted a whole chapter to it (Chaptér Many of the friction theo-

ry articles (more than fifteen) have received ackiedgment in chapter IV. Forsknings- og
Innovationsstyrelsen

Sections 4.2 and 4.2.1 are similar to sectionsl1again simply because we are

both describing the same model. However, in thieJAUTHOR] was precisely ~ Side 4/9

one of the three developers of the model ([AUTHQRIiesis has also received

acknowledgement in chapter IV).”

The two theses cover different but related todissl THOR] ([AUTHORY]) pri-
marily looks at oil and you primarily look at rejerants. The so-called friction
theory or f-theory, which has been developed byHEBVISOR] in cooperation
with JAUTHOR] and [OTHER AUTHOR] (2000), plays amportant role in
both works. Because of this there are good reafsorsome degree of overlap.

The RNTP has compared section 4.2 in your thedis sgction 1.7 in [AU-
THOR] thesis, and found the following items to bentical:

Equations Your thesis [AUTHOR]
4.1-4.16 1.7.1-1.7.16
4.23-4.30 1.7.24-1.7.31
4.38-4.42 1.7.39-1.7.42

Figures 4.1 1.32
4.2 1.33

Tables 4.5 (except from the last three lines)  .201

Text pp. 95-99 pp. 89-93
p. 106 pp. 101-102
pp. 108-10 pp. 118-21
p. 113 p. 125
p. 121 p. 141

Although you have made reference to [AUTHOR]'s tham page 109 (listed as
reference 29 on the reference list p. 128), tHisrseto a specific aspect. At no



point in the thesis - and specifically not in theglmning of chapter 4, where key
papers are quoted — has it been made clear te#lger that large parts of this
chapter have been taken over word by word, equétjaequation and figure by
figure, from [AUTHOR]'s thesis.

It is the opinion of the RNTP that you have disgldcientific dishonesty in the
form of plagiarism by plagiarizing the above mengd parts of the thesis by
[AUTHOR] titled “[Ph.D.-TITLE]".

Complaints regarding three employees at the [UNIVERITY]

By letter of 16 April 2010 [SUPERVISOR] extended ltomplaints to include
professor [PROFESSOR], senior lecturer [SENIOR LERER 1] and senior
lecturer [SENIOR LECTURER 2] working at the [UNIVERTY].

The [UNIVERSITY] commented on behalf of the threeptoyees stating that it
is not clear which form of scientific dishonestyJBERVISOR] accuses them of,

and recommended that [SUPERVISOR]'s claims agdiresthree persons be Forsknings- og
dismissed. Innovationsstyrelsen

RNTP has considered [SUPERVISOR]'s complaints rdigarthe three persons  Side >/9
mentioned above and found that the complaints ddatiowithin the jurisdiction

of the Danish Committees on Scientific DishonesEie RNTP will not take any

further action on this matter.

Letter of information to the [UNIVERSITY]

A copy of this decision will be sent to the [UNIVER'Y] for information. This

is due primarily to the fact that you were employgdhe [UNIVERSITY] dur-

ing your research and development of your Ph.Csisheonsidered by RNTP,
and that your different supervisors in that regaede designated by the universi-

ty.

No means of administrative appeal

This decision is final and may not be brought befamy other administrative au-
thority, cf. Section 34 of Consolidated Act no. 40 6 September 2010 on the
Research Advisory System, etc.

Sincerely,

Henrik Gunst Andersen

Chairman for the Danish Committees
on Scientific Dishonesty

Annex 1

Brief introduction to the work of the Danish Committees on Scientific Dis-
honesty (DCSD).

The purpose of the DCSD is to process cases rglagiscientific dishonesty
which are important to Danish research. The DCSi slonclude the considera-
tion of the cases by making a statement.



Scientific dishonesty is defined as: falsificatiéabrication, plagiarism and other
serious violation of good scientific practice cortted wilfully or grossly negli-
gent on planning, performance or reporting of reteaesults including plagiari-
sation of other persons’ results or publications.

The DCSD can not consider cases involving the gl truth of scientific the-
ories or cases involving the research quality s€iantific product.

The work of the DCSD is based on the Consolidatedn®. 1064 of 6 Septem-

ber 2010 on the Research Advisory System etc. artexecutive Order no. 306
of 20 April 2009 on The Danish Committees on SdfenDishonesty.

Forsknings- og

Innovationsstyrelsen

Side 6/9



Annex 2
Summary proceedings

[PARTY] wrote to the Danish Committees on Scientifiishonesty on May's
2009.

In his letter he stated that he had been accusplhgiarism by one of his former
supervisors [SUPERVISOR]. According to his lettes ticcusations were specif-
ically related to plagiarism of [SUPERVISOR]'s at@ “[ARTICLE 1]” in sec-
tions 5.3 and 5.4 in his thesis.”

According to the letter an acknowledgement note wssrted in the printed and

online versions of [PARTY]'s thesis after corresgence with the editor of the

[JOURNAL] Forsknings- og
Innovationsstyrelsen

By letter of July 18, 2009 [SUPERVISOR] sent his preliminary remarl@U{

PERVISOR] remarked that in his opinion the DCSD hagurisdiction in the Side 19

case. He also wrote “...this is a lot more than avias, clear an open case of

plagiarism, rather, this is a very serious caseoofuption.”

By letter of September"% 2009 [SUPERVISOR] sent his further remarks.

For instance he wrote (p.2-3): “However, it is ket to still point out that the

copyright infringement is not just limited to my RYICLE 1]. Several other of
my published and unpublished work as well as thatyprevious student [AU-
THOR] has been reproduced throughout [PARTY]'s ih@sthout permission.

Just some examples are the following:

- All the plots and figures in section 4.2 were takéthout my permission
from my article [ARTICLE 2].

- Most of the figures in section 5.5 were also takem my work without
my authorization. | acknowledge that some of tHfepges | used in an
article where | also listed [PARTY] as co-authokRTICLE 3]. Howev-
er, the contribution of [PARTY] to the manuscripasvminimum. Fur-
thermore, in addition to the fact | am the mainresponding author on
the article, most of the figures related to presiowork | had done years
before as single author ([ARTICLE 2]). The bottanelis that | am the
one who made all the plots and figures and | naugnorized the use of
my personal material in [PARTY] thesis.

- Some other figures were even plagiarized from sdadfrmy presenta-
tion ppt-files. Some of them are presentationsenegave before [PAR-
TY] arrived to the [UNIVERSITY], such as Fig. 4.9 ¢the thesis, which
has been taken from my presentation in Rostockm@ey, during the
[CONFERENCE].



- The list goes on and on to the point that evernigesf the thesis of my
previous student [AUTHOR] were copied and pastéd [RARTY]'s
thesis. This | am sure was also done without autation — | am attach-
ing extracts of both thesis for comparison purpobtsst relevant, no
credit that | can find ths been given to [AUTHOR} having copied sec-
tions of his thesis into [PARTY] thesis.”

In letter of November '8 2009 [PARTY] responded to [SUPERVISOR]'s
claims.

Regarding the [ARTICLE 1] [PARTY] wrote (p. 4): dcknowledge that | used
his [ARTICLE 1] as a source of inspiration and urstignding during his time
supervision.” And later continued: “None of theuigs of the [ARTICLE 1]
have been re-used or adapted to the thesis. Aaiarpl before, | carried out all
the calculations of the thesis with programs wnithy myself.”

Regarding the [ARTICLE 2] [PARTY] wrote (p. 6): “S&on 4.2 introduces the Forsknings- og

friction theory and its description follows the argentation of the original arti- Innovationsstyrelsen
cle. The mentioned article and many others ofitiictheory have received ac-
knowledgment on several occasions in the thesis. Side 8/9

| produced all figures in Section 4.2. Figures dgl4.2 show some basic con-
cepts of the model. They were obtained by usingdbks AutoShapes and Draw
of the Microsoft Office application Word.” (...)...

As for the rest of the figures (Figs. 4.3, 4.4 driithey display pressure-
viscosity (Pr) behaviour for methane (GH | usedMathematica and Excel
again.”

Regarding the figures in section 5.5 [PARTY] wr¢be6): “In addition to the fact
that | am one of the co-authors of the paper, dpced all the figures in section
5.5 (Figs. 5.18, 5.19, 5.20 and 5.21) using thodevare programs SPECS,
Mathematica and Excel (SPECS is a program developed at theS¥€ Center
that allows performing different thermodynamic edétions). “

Regarding [SUPERVISORY]'s claim that [PARTY] had giarized from his
presentation ppt-files, [PARTY] wrote (p. 7): “ &he not taken figures from
“several of his presentation ppt.files | do not even remember the [CONFER-
ENCE], Rostock, Germany.”

Regarding [SUPERVISORY]'s claim that [PARTY] had fmepasted” from [AU-
THORY] in his thesis, [PARTY] wrote (p. 7): “Secti@?2 in the thesis describes
the viscosity behaviour versus temperature presswlecomposition. This topic
has been investigated by from [AUTHOR] before, #metefore the same terms
of expressions are utilized in some parts of sac3i@.”

By e-mails of November 25 and 27, 2009 [PARTY] sent various correspond-
ence regarding the [ARTICLE 1] indicating that lggesed to put an insert in the
printed version and in the online version of thesik with the wording “With re-
gard to Chapter 5 the author acknowledges the qABEFICLE 1].”



By letter of May 18, 2010 the RNTP asked [PARTY] to comment on certain
phrasing and wording similarities in his thesis pamed to the thesis of [AU-
THOR] and to submit the operational mathematicabpaims.

By letter of June® 2010 [PARTY] sent his comments to the RNTP reiyayd
various sections of his thesis.

Regarding Sections 4.2 and 4.2.1 (the friction thewodel) pp. 95-99 [PARTY]
wrote: “ Please be informed that one of my formgresvisors was the main de-
veloper of the friction theory. Friction theory was important part of my thesis,
and for this reason | gave a very complete desoripf the model and devoted a
whole chapter to it (Chapter 1V). Many of the frart theory articles (more than
fifteen) have received acknowledgment in chapter IV

Sections 4.2 and 4.2.1 are similar to sectionsl1again simply because we are

both describing the same model. However, in thie AUTHOR] was precisely

one of the three developers of the model ((AUTH@RIiesis has also received  Forsknings-og
acknowledgement in chapter 1V).” Innovationsstyrelsen

In letter of April 16", 2010 [SUPERVISOR] extended his complaint to idelu Side 979
professor [PROFESSOR], senior lecturer [SENIOR LE®ER 1] and senior
lecturer [SENIOR LECTURER] working at the [UNIVERBY].

By letters of May 25, 2010 the RNTP asked for comments from Head of De-
partment [HEAD OF DEPARTMENT], senior lecturer [SENR LECTURER 1]
and senior lecturer [SENIOR LECTURER 2].

By letter of June 23 2010 the [UNIVERSITY] sent a reply on behalf bét
three employees stating that is not very clear wfoecm of scientific dishonesty
[SUPERVISOR] accuses them of and recommended 8@PERVISOR]'s
claims against them be dismissed.



