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	 For a fee, the TurnItIn service will 
check a downloaded document against 
common “paper mill” Web sites, from 
which students can get essays written 
about almost any topic they desire.  The 
paper submitted for plagiarism detection 
also gets added to the TurnItIn database to 
be used for future plagiarism detection.
	 However, students are not the 
only ones who plagiarize.  Despite a mid-
1990s study finding that 100% of surveyed 
molecular and cellular biologists agreed 
that knowingly using ideas from a written 
proposal or paper is unethical,2 the media 
has made us fully aware that a few faculty 
plagiarize, too.  	 
	 For example, a UT at Chattanooga 
history instructor was recently accused of 
plagiarizing several parts of a New Hamp-
shire author’s 1994 book, and the UT 
Press has since stopped production on the 
instructor’s book.  A full investigation is 
ongoing, and while the instructor says the 
plagiarism was unintentional, he admits 
to “grave oversights” in documentation.3   
Harvard law professor Charles J. Ogletree, 
Jr., admitted in 2004 that parts of his mem-
oir, All Deliberate Speed, had been unin-
tentionally copied from a Yale law profes-
sor.4  
	 Unintentionally.  Although all 
scholars might agree that intentional pla-
giarism is unethical, the line of ethical 
responsibility starts to blur with the word 

unintentional.  In that same mid-1990s 
study, 11% of the scientists thought it 
was ethical to use an unaccredited idea 
from a proposal they reviewed if it 
was an oversight; 20.3% considered it 
ethical to accidentally copy ideas or 
text from published material without 
giving credit.2  Those responses, however, 
were based on plagiarizing written texts.  
When asked about ideas they had not seen 
in print, respondents’ ethical views weak-
ened even more.  Approximately 33% re-
sponded that unintentionally failing to give 
proper attribution for a  research idea “ob-
tained in casual conversation with a col-
league” is ethical, while over 37% thought 
it was ethical to base research on a paper 
they heard presented at a conference, if the 
failure to give the presenter proper credit 
was an oversight.2
	 However, if we were that unac-
credited presenter, we might feel differ-
ently about the oversight.  To avoid these 
types of unintentional plagiarism, it is good 
practice to write down ideas obtained from 
listening and attribute those ideas and/or 
ask the speaker’s permission to use them.  
Although it can be awkward to start taking 
notes in the middle of a conversation, always 
keeping an “ideas” file or notebook close 
by makes it easy to write down ideas after 
the conversation.  This same file can also 
contain ideas from informal sources such 
as newsletters, e-mails, or personal corre-

spon-
dence, mak-

ing it easier to locate 
and cite information when 
it is used.
	 This strategy might 
prevent what psychologist 
Carl Jung termed “cryp-
tomnesia,” unconscious 
plagiarism resulting from 
forgotten memories.
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	Considering just 17 faculty members in the 
college’s Center of Excellence in Livestock Dis-
eases and Human Health spent nearly $3 million 
in federal funding alone in 2006, it is obvious 
that UT is required to do annual audits.  
	Understandably, federal funding agencies, and 
taxpayers in general, want to know what is be-

ing done with their money, which is why the university 
requires that grant applications have an additional de-
tailed budget, regardless of agency requirements.  
	 Following that budget, though, is just as im-
portant, as the University of Alabama at Birmingham 
(UAB) discovered in 2005 after it was asked to refund 
$3.39 million to the U.S. government.   The U.S. De-
partment of Justice contends that researchers at UAB 
overstated their percent effort allocation, a violation 
under the False Claims Act.1 

	 The most common grant accounting violations are re-
lated to improper reporting of percentage (person months) of 
work effort, resulting in researchers devoting less time to the 
research project than they reported.2  However, effort allocation 
can usually be changed from year to year as long as it is reported 
and approved by the funding agency.
	  
See p. 6

Cutting Corners on Percent 
Effort Allocation Not Worth It

	The question 
of authorship 
was formally 
addressed by 

the Council of Science Editors’ (CSE) 
Task Force on Authorship.  They 
looked at the personal, social, ethi-
cal, and legal problems of biomedical 
authorship in an effort to determine 
some possible solutions.
	 The task force identified what 
they consider the two major problems 
of authorship:  “misattribution of 
credit and failure to take responsibil-
ity.”  For the sake of brevity, we will 
focus on credit here.   The Internation-
al Committee of Medical Journal Edi-
tors (ICMJE) has specific guidelines 
for authorship:  a true author, accord-
ing to ICMJE standards, is “someone 
who has made substantial intellectual 
contributions to a published study.”  
	 Specifically, ICMJE recom-
mends that all three of these condi-
tions be met before including an au-
thor’s name in the byline:  
• “substantial contributions to con-
ception and design, or acquisition of 
data, or analysis and interpretation of 
data 
• “drafting the article or revising it 

critically for important intellectual 
content
• “final approval of the version to be 
published.” 
	 Furthermore, ICMJE asserts 
that an author should not be someone 
who only secured funding, collected 
data, or supervised a research group.  
As the CSE task force points out, 
though, senior researchers often de-
vote much of their time to obtaining 
funding, and why would 
they work to get 
funding if they were 
not to be included as 
authors? 
	 The acknowl-
edgements section is 
the place for the scientific advisors, 
according to ICMJE, and that is also 
the place to recognize purely techni-
cal writing help, animal care staff, 
and data collectors.
	 How do we ensure integrity 
in authorship reporting?  That is yet 
to be decided in any level of surety.  
However, some journals, like JAMA, 
now require specific contributions of 
each author to be described, and these 
contributions are published with the 
article.  JAMA sought to reduce the 

occurrence of honorary authorship 
and ghost writing (failing to identify a 
qualifying author), among other “de-
ceptive practices.”
	 Still, there are no simple so-
lutions.  After all, faculty depend on 
publications for tenure, and funding 
sources award money to researchers 
who have proven they can achieve 
results and report them, a process 
most easily measured by authorship.  

All these factors contribute to 
the decision of whether to 
include Dr. Demanding in 
that byline.  And while we 
have no control over what 
Dr. Demanding demands 

of us, we can choose to make 
ethical decisions when it comes to our 
own names being in a byline. 
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When an organiza-
tion expends more 
than $500,000 of fed-
eral funding annually, 
a financial audit of its 
grant spending is re-
quired by law.   

For cats, enriched environments 
can reduce stress, a cause of loss of appetite 
and increases in blood and urinary cortisol 
levels and urinary cortisol:creatinine 
ratios, all potential spoilers when assessing 
routine panels.4  

Considering the rapid evolution 
of laboratory animal care since the 1960s, 
we can safely expect more change, and 
some of this change might concern 
mandated psychological enrichment for 
all laboratory animals, not just non-human 
primates.  Although laboratory animal 
care is generally not the primary concern 
for principal investigators, their input is 
needed to guide future government policies 
that may concern their research.

The UT-CVM Office of 
Laboratory Animal Care (OLAC) 
recommends enrichment materials for all 
laboratory small animals, goats, horses, 
and swine. Faculty and staff at the OLAC 
are available to provide guidance to any 
personnel involved in the care and use of 
animals, and they invite inquiries from 
investigators prior to animal care and use 
protocol submission; such consultations 
will ensure best practices and may shorten 
the time from submission to approval.  
Additionally, in conjunction with the 
university’s Institutional Animal Care and 
Use Committee, the OLAC ensures the 
institution’s compliance with applicable 
laws, regulations, and policies.  The OLAC 
is located in 336 Ellington Plant Science 
Building, tel: 4-5634.
Dr. William Hill contributed to this article.         
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