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1 Introduction

On 18 April 2011[COMPLAINANT] (hereinafter referred to as the Complain-
ant), submitted a complaint by e-mail to the Sexiet of the Danish Committees
on Scientific Dishonesty (DCSD) against you (Defamdl) andDEFENDANT
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2] [DEFENDANT 3] [DEFENDANT 4], all of whom work at the [RESEARCH
CENTRE], alleging that all four defendants had ddtea scientifically dishonest
manner when drawing up and reporting on reseasgitsein four articles.

The Complainant alleges that a series of actionBdfgndant 1, in conjunction
with an application for funding from the [RESEARGHOUNDATION] for a
research project in Defendant 1's laboratory at3EBERCH CENTRE], also fall
under the definition of scientific dishonesty.

In addition, the Complainant highlights a numbenptifer areas, particularly re-
garding Defendant 1, in which the Complainant coess aspects of behaviour to
have been unacceptable.

In the process leading up to the draft ruling iskoe 25 June 2013, Defendants
1-4 submitted joint responses during the consolgbrocess.

Danish Committees on

Scientific Dishonesty

The case has been considered by the Danish Corenitt&cientific Dishonesty
for Health and Medical Sciences (USF)

A draft ruling of 25 June 2013 was sent to theipartor consultation pursuant to
section 13 (3) of executive order no. 306 of 20ilA2009 on the Committees on
Scientific Dishonesty, as amended by order no.d4D February 2012. The
parties’ comments in the responses to the congultarocess have been includ-
ed in this final version of the ruling to the extémat they contained significant
new information (see below).

Since the draft ruling was issued on 25 June 2D&8ndant 1 has been represent-
ed by lawyefLAWYER] .

2 Ruling

The Committee finds that Defendants 1-4 did noiraetscientifically dishonest
manner pursuant to section 2 of executive ordeBf6.of 20 April 2009 on the
Committees on Scientific Dishonesty, as amendedrtgr no. 144 of 20 Febru-
ary 2012, while drawing up and reporting on thdofwing scientific products:

* Article in [JOURNAL 1] (concerns Defendant 1)

* Article in [JOURNAL 2] (concerns Defendant 1)

* Article 1 in [JOURNAL 3] (concerns Defendants 1-4)

* Article 2 in [JOURNAL 1] (concerns Defendant 1)

» [RESEARCH FUNDING APPLICATION] (concerns Defendal)t

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

3 Summary

In April 2011, a professor from a university outsibenmark (the Complainant) submitted a complairthe
DCSD alleging scientific dishonesty in researchdweted by four researchers affiliated to a Daniskearch

centre (Defendants 1-4). The complaint concernaddeticles and an application for research fundjrg
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which one article involved Defendants 1-4, whike ¢tther three articles and the application for rasen
funding only involved Defendant 1. The complaintaayned research in the health sciences and wasfitre
considered by the Danish Committee on ScientifghBiesty for Health and Medical Sciences (USF).

The Complainant alleges that Defendants 1-4 actexiscientifically dishonest manner during the traf
and reporting of research results in the articleiing, among other things, plagiarism of the Coaipént’s
work, failure to credit data from an article for veh the Complainant was an author, unjustified olaiof
authorship, failure to cite the Complainant as aaghor, improper use of statistical methods aneivekd
presentation of both literature and the Defendantsh research results.

Defendants 1-4 assert that there was no sciertifloonesty in the cases alleged by the Complainant.

The Committee finds that the only serious breaafoofl scientific practice was in conjunction wittetcom-
plaint concerning statistical methods, which onlydlved Defendant 1. In its assessment of thaiqudatr
charge, the Committee concludes that there wadfio@nt information about the number of test sghjésize
of the control population in the methodology settio the article concerned, and that this had capsnces
for how readers interpret the article.

Defendant 1 had asserted during the case that tbelems with the information in the methodologytisec
were due to an error in the editing process. Acaagdo Defendant 1, the authors of the article lizttided to
include data from another study, to supplement daten the main study, and when the final manusarips$
submitted, the description of the test subjecthémain study had been omitted from the article duan
editing error.

The Committee finds that Defendant 1 was a leaauif the article, particularly in relation to theelection
of test subjects, and, as a result of this, shtxalde responded to the omission of information fteenmethod-
ology section. However, the Committee also stretfeishe shortcomings in the methodology sectimse
due to an error in the editing process, which imeal authors from several countries, and that, adoay to
Defendant 1, it was another co-author who prepateifinal draft of the article and was responsifide all of
the correspondence with the journal. In this ligihte Committee concludes that Defendant 1 did nbiraa
grossly negligent manner and, therefore, that theas no scientific dishonesty in relation to thimrge.

In relation to the remaining charges, the Commifimend that a number of these did not amount t@mssr
breaches of good scientific practice and that salvef them related to the validity of scientifietries or the
quality of research, matters that do not fall undee remit of the DCSD.

The Committee finds, therefore, that Defendantsdigdot act in a scientifically dishonest mannethis
case.
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4 Process, background and subject matter for the case
4.1 Process

On 18 April 2011, the Complainant submitted a canglby e-mail to the
DCSD Secretariat, alleging that Defendants 1-4daict@ scientifically dishonest
manner when drawing up and reporting on reseasilitesin four articles.

The Complainant also alleges that a series of @€ty Defendant 1, in conjunc-
tion with the planning of research results and wppl for funding from the [RE-
SEARCH FOUNDATION], also fall under the definitiar scientific dishonesty.

In addition, the Complainant highlights a numbenptifer areas, particularly re-
garding Defendant 1, in which the Complainant cders aspects of behaviour to
have been unacceptable.

Danish Committees on

Scientific Dishonesty

In a further e-mail to the DCSD Secretariat, det8dviay 2011, the Complainant
submitted additional comments to his complaint®#pril 2011.

On 23 May 2011, Defendants 1-4 submitted unsotigit®visional comments,
along with a report and appendices concerning ltegations, to the Secretariat.
This was occasioned by the Complainant sending #neopy of his complaint.

In an e-mail to the DCSD Secretariat, dated 12 2did, the Complainant sub-
mitted a supplementary report with appendices ¢éacttimplaint of 18 April 2011.

In an e-mail to the DCSD Secretariat, dated 14 2@id, the Complainant sub-
mitted new comments concerning editing errors endbmplaint of 18 April
2011 and also attached a missing appendix to timpleant.

In an e-mail to the Complainant, dated 23 June 20ELDCSD Secretariat at-
tempted to summarise and specify the Complainatiggations of scientific
dishonesty on the basis of the material receivethte.

In an e-mail to the DCSD Secretariat, dated 28 2@id, the Complainant re-
sponded to the e-mail of 23 June 2011 by makingneents and providing clari-
fications.

On 15 August 2011, the DCSD Secretariat sent the papers to Defendants 1-4
for consultation.

On 22 August 2011, the DCSD Secretariat receiviebponse and appendices
from Defendants 1-4.

On 1 September 2011, the DCSD Secretariat sei@e¢fendants’ response of 22
August 2011 to the Complainant for consultation.

The Complainant asked the DCSD Secretariat setieras to extend the dead-
line until 10 October 2011, when the Complainattrsiited his response and
appendices.
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On 10 October 2011, the DCSD Secretariat sent tmeplainant's response of
10 October 20112 to Defendants 1-4 for consultation

On 28 October 2011, the DCSD Secretariat receivitand response and ap-
pendices from Defendants 1-4.

On 31 October 2011, the DCSD Secretariat sent gferidlants’ response of 28
October 2011 to the Complainant for information.

On 4 November 2011, the DCSD Secretariat receivegtmail from the Com-
plainant containing supplementary comments toésponse of 10 October 2011.

On 09 November 2011, the DCSD Secretariat senttmplainant's supplemen-
tary comments of 4 November 2011 to Defendantsfé~donsultation.

Danish Committees on

On 18 November 2011, the DCSD Secretariat recesugplementary comments ~ Scientific Dishonesty
in an e-mail with appendices from Defendants 1-+#kceoning the Complainant's
supplementary comments of 4 November 2011.

On 21 November 2011, the DCSD Secretariat sentridlefets 1-4's supplemen-
tary comments with appendices of 18 November 201hé Complainant for
information.

On 26 November 2011, the DCSD Secretariat receavee-mail from Defend-
ants 1-4 containing a supplementary appendix todsgonse of 28 October
2011.

On 08 December 2011, the DCSD Secretariat serdefiendants’ supplemen-
tary appendix of 26 November 2011 to the Compldif@nconsultation.

On 8 and 9 December 2011, the DCSD Secretariaivezte-mails with further
comments from the Complainant concerning the supgigary appendix of 26
November 2011.

On 25 June 2013, the DCSD Secretariat sent amdafg to the parties for con-
sultation, with a deadline for comments of 15 Aug2(®13.

On 25 June and 15 August 2013, the DCSD Secretadatved comments from
the Complainant concerning the draft ruling of 2&e 2013.

On 15 August 2013, the DCSD Secretariat receivethdns comments by e-mail
and letter from Defendant 1 concerning the drdfhguof 25 June 2013. At this
point, Defendant 1 also requested to appear béfier€ommittee.

On 22 August 2013, the DCSD Secretariat sent thmplainant’s comments of
25 June and 15 August to Defendant 1 for potefitial comments. At the same
time, the DCSD Secretariat also sent Defendantdrisments of 15 August 2013
to the Complainant for any potential final comments

On 13 September 2013, the DCSD Secretariat recéiee@omplainant’s final
comments by e-mail.
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On 13 September 2013, the DCSD Secretariat rec&edeindant 1's final com-
ments by e-mail.

On 16 October 2013, Defendant 1 requested, by bandiletter, that the Commit-
tee contact the [JOURNAL 1], indicating that thiswid reveal further information
essential to the case.

On 18 October 2013, the DCSD chairperson sentranibto Defendant 1, reject-

ing the request to appear before the Committed®grounds that the Defendant

had failed to identify circumstances that gave @ason to assume that an oral

presentation of the case would add informationessjpectives that the parties had

not already had the opportunity to put forwardhait written submissions. In the

e-mail, the chairperson also stipulated a deadifme later than 8 November 2013

for Defendant 1 to submit any final written subrigss The chairperson also re- Danish Committees on
jected the request to contact [JOURNAL 1] on theugids that it was not clear Scientific Dishonesty
what type of information was being referred to, how such a request would be

expected to add significant new information to¢hee. The chairperson also

pointed out that Defendant 1 could contact therjalipersonally.

On 23 October 2013, Defendant 1 requested, by ¢t the DCSD chairperson
issue a separate ruling on which individuals wéigglde to participate in the pro-
ceedings as committee members and alternate menalnelrspon which concept
of dishonesty those proceedings would be based.

On 29 October 2013, the chairperson of DCSD reilietbtter to Defendant 1's
letter of 23 October 2013, informing the lattertitiee chairperson saw no grounds
for addressing these issues separately and thatibi@d be incorporated into in
the final ruling.

4.2 Background and subject matter

The parties to the case agree that the Complaiimamis capacity as group leader at the [FOREIGN
RESEARCH CENTRE], and Defendant 1 in her capacity ad bethe [RESEARCH CENTRE],
collaborated on research from 2005 onwards.

As shown below, the Complainant alleges that Dedetgl1-4 acted in a scientif-
ically dishonest manner when drawing up and repgrtin research results in
four articles submitted in the period after thesgrsh collaboration with the
Complainant commenced.

« Article in [JOURNAL 1] (concerns Defendant 1)

« Article in [JOURNAL 2F (concerns Defendant 1)
 Article 1 in [JOURNAL 3f (concerns Defendants 1-4)
« Article 2 in [JOURNAL 3} (concerns Defendants 1)

The Complainant also alleges that a series of m€tiy Defendant 1, in conjunc-
tion with an application for funding from the [RESECH FOUNDATION](the

1 [ARTICLE IN JOURNAL 1]
2 [ARTICLE IN JOURNAL 2]
3 [ARTICLE 1 IN JOURNAL 3]

4 [ARTICLE 2 IN JOURNAL 3]
Side6/49



Danish Committees on Scientific Dishonesty

%)

Ministeriet for Forskning, Innovation
og Videregaende Uddannelser

[RESEARCH FUNDING APPLICATIONTj for a research project, also fall un-
der the definition of scientific dishonesty.

In addition, the Complainant highlights a numbenptifer areas, particularly re-
garding Defendant 1, in which the Complainant cders aspects of behaviour to
have been unacceptable.

Defendants 1-4 contend that they are innocentl chakrges of scientific dishon-
esty and other allegations of unacceptable behaviou

During the consultation on the draft ruling of 2]m8 2013, Defendant 1 also
asserted that Ulla Feldt-Rasmussen, Palle HolmsKinpten Ohm Kyvik and
Jens Overgaard were not eligible to participatdnéenproceedings, as, in Defend-
ant 1's opinion, the Minister for Science, Innoeatiand Higher Education did
not have the authority to extend their membersim@déns Overgaard’s case, his
alternate membership) until completion of the peatiegs, which would be after
the expiry of their term of office on 31 Januaryl20Defendant 1 instituted legal
proceedings on the basis that these members, eraltdinate member, are/were
not eligible to participate in the proceedings, amcbmmended that the Commit-
tee delay its ruling pending the outcome of thalegse.

Danish Committees on
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During the consultation on the draft decision ofJ2he 2013, Defendant 1 also
contended that, when assessing the articles refesrim the case, the Committee
must use the concept of dishonesty that was ajpéice the time the articles
were produced. In this respect, Defendant 1 comgidlat the concept has been
made stricter, e.g. through abolishing the impretyrcondition and incorporating
‘serious breaches of good scientific practice’.

In the section below, the parties’ claims, respsres&l contentions have been
sub-divided into the categories of the above-meeiibfour articles, the [RE-
SEARCH FUNDING APPLICATION] and other conditions.

A number of scientific works are also referredridhe parties’ claims, responses
and contentions — in particular an article in [JOUR 4]° and early manuscripts
for this article.

In addition, a number of individuals with links tle parties are mentioned.

5 The parties’ claims, responses and contentions

5.1 Article in [JOURNAL 1]

5.1.1 The Complainant’s claims and contentions

The Complainant alleges that Defendant 1 actedsicientifically dishonest

manner when drawing up and reporting on reseasaitesfor an article in the
journal [JOURNAL 1] (see Note 1).

® [RESEARCH FUNDING APPLICATION] from a [RESEARCH FOUNDATI]

8 [ARTICLE IN JOURNAL 4]
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5.1.1.1 Warning about unsound data

In support of his allegation, the Complainant ass#érat he sent e-mails on 4
January 2009 and 20 February 2009, i.e. beforartde was submitted to the
[JOURNAL 1] on 25 February 2009, in which he wariizefendant 1 that the
data in the article was unsound and directly calttad comparable quantitative
Polymerase Chain Reaction data (qPCR) data froanalysis conducted in the
Complainant’s laboratory (the analysis was attadbgtie Complainant’'s e- mail
of 20 February 2009).

In his e-mail of 4 January 2009, the Complainaferseto results from a study of
elderly diabetics and healthy test subjects.

According to the Complainant’'s e-mail of 20 Febgu2009, the qPCR analysis
conducted in the Complainant’s laboratory for amarshowed that brain-
derived neurotrophic factor- mRNA (BDNF-mRNA) igtually undetectable in
complete muscle tissue (biopsy) both at rest atet @# hours of endurance
training by 24 young male test subjects. Accordmthe Complainant, the data
shows that the signal for BDNF-mRNA-expression doasoccur until after 37
cycles of signal amplification, which accordingth@ Complainant would be
consistent with expression in <3% of the cellshia inuscle tissue. According to
the Complainant, this conclusion is consistent g known biology concern-
ing BDNF and the article in [JOURNAL 4] of which Bsdant 1 was a co-
author.

Danish Committees on

Scientific Dishonesty

The Complainant also asserts that Defendant 1isnaegt concerning splice
variants (see below under Defendant 1's responsgsa@ntentions) is not valid
because the PCR primers used were directed towwacdsnmon sequence in an
exon.

The Complainant also asserts that the cDNA he tsednduct a BDNF plot was
correct (see below under Defendant 1's responsgs@mntentions), because at
the same time, he was measuring a second gene BSB@hich is expressed
slightly higher than BDNF and demonstrates a béadutiense and non-variable
frequency profile.

5.1.1.2 Presentation of relative data normalised to 1

The Complainant also asserts that the article pdisat BDNF-mRNA is regulat-
ed by the training done by the young male testestbj(n=8) but the article does
not present the actual level of BDNF-mRNA. Insteagresents ‘relative’ data
normalised to 1, and according to the Complainiduig,conceals the true inci-
dence of BDNF-mRNA.

5.1.1.3 Use of unconventional and invalid statistical methds

According to the Complainant, the article’s authose an area under the curve
analysis (AUC analysis) and a single unpairedt-iastead of an analysis of
variance (ANOVA) for repeated measurements. Aceaydd the Complainant,
this method is neither conventional nor sound. Thenplainant thus asserts that
Figure 1a in the article presents the normalisedNéiRevels over time and that
Side8/49
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the data in the article is analysed by means @f@@ analysis, which conceals
the fact that BDNF is almost unquantifiable. In iidd, the Complainant asserts
that the reader is not presented with a modeldgarsting the points in time, nor
with data for the AUC calculations. This means ih&rmation about the mean
value and spread of the AUC data is omitted, makimgpossible to verify the
data.

The Complainant also asserts that the choice tifstal analysis used on the
AUC data was the wrong one. According to the Coinplat, an unpaired t-test
was used, but according to the description of ésé gubjects in the original ma-
terial and methodology section, it should have beeaired t-test.

5.1.1.4 Publication despite the lack of biological relevane of the results or
invalid findings

Danish Committees on

Scientific Dishonesty

According to the Complainant, the ~1.25-fold in@e@a mRNA expression cited
by Defendant 1, compared with the comparative abiseemples five hours after
the training, corresponds with the expression ofi@®NA molecule in ~5% of
the cells (which possibly reflects a change inlitowd contamination of the bi-
opsy taken after training) or is actually an expi@s of technical noise and a
non-significant data set.

5.1.1.5Ignoring data from the research collaboration withthe Complainant,
including on the article in [JOURNAL 4]

Further, the Complainant asserts that in the artidefendant 1 chose to ignore
data generated in collaboration with the Complatisdaboratory. The data
shows that BDNF was not higher in mature musclkscbut ‘only’ in a few se-
lected cells characterised by immature skeletalaheusells. According to the
Complainant, Defendant 1 chose instead to focuh@more positive data from
the collaboration with another partner, [CO-AUTHQ@R hereinafter referred to
as Co-author 1). According to the Complainant, Ddént 1 also chose to ignore
two decades of literature showing that BDNF playsla in neuromuscular re-
generation, in which BDNF is expressed in musclaalge to support the repair
of the neuromuscular junctions.

The Complainant also asserts that the data inrtideacontradicts data in the
work published in [JOURNAL 4] (see note 6) and ath@red by Defendant 1.

The Complainant also states that the redraftinthefdiscussion section of the

article in [JOURNAL 4] (see below under Defendatst tesponses and conten-
tions) was sent to Defendant 3, since all commuiticavas to be with her ac-

cording to an agreement with Defendant 1.

Furthermore, the Complainant asserts that the ftéuyaof the discussion section
of the article in [JOURNAL 4] merely clarifies thexisting wording.

5.1.1.6 Immunoblot with changed/manipulated contrast/imagepreferences

According to the Complainant, the article contaangarticularly important im-

munoblot from another co-author of the article, BOTHOR 2] (hereinafter
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referred to as Co-author 2), which shows a univensd markedly increased
expression of whole-muscle BDNF protein in all mMadres in young men 24
hours after endurance training, but not in the toastrol biopsy. According to
the Complainant, the time-control biopsy data im éiticle rules out any possi-
bility that the BDNF is caused by unintentional daya to the biopsy.

The Complainant asserts that Defendant 1 chogmtwré that the positive 24-
hour protein-blot was compared — with changed/malated contrast/image
preferences — with the control samples (‘pre-exi &). According to the
Complainant, the image contrast is not consisteriss the image.

5.1.1.7 Significant Western blot

The Complainant also asserts that a former posatifRESEARCH CENTRE] in
late 2008 and in 2009 told the Complainant thatatiginal Western blot in the
article had been repeated several times at [RESEABENTRE], and in early
drafts of the manuscript, it was not significanavitver, at an early point the
manuscript was sent to Co-author 1, and when itechack, the figure that
showed the aforementioned Western blot, was nowenig a ‘star’, which de-
scribed the change as significant.

Danish Committees on
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Finally, the claimant alleges that the increasBDNF protein in muscle fibres is
impossible, since there is no MRNA template in nmagscle cells — and without
MRNA it is not possible to synthesise BDNF protein.

5.1.1.8 Misquotations of three articles

The Complainant also asserts that in the articede®dant 1 misquoted the fol-
lowing three articles (references 22, 23 and 2hénarticle):

« [ARTICLE IN JOURNAL 5]
« [ARTICLE IN JOURNAL 6}
« [ARTICLE IN JOURNAL 7f

According to the Complainant, Defendant 1 mistakesthtes that the article
[ARTICLE IN JOURNAL 5] and [ARTICLE IN JOURNAL 6] émonstrate that
muscle contraction increases BDNF mRNA.

According to the Complainant, Defendant 1 also akishly states that the article
[ARTICLE IN JOURNAL 7] demonstrates that BDNF inaiges when histone
deacetylase (HDAC) is inhibited but that Defendhffails to mention protein
data in this context.

In this light, the Complainant asserts that Deferidaseriously misinterpreted
the literature to make it fit the data in the detic

7 [ARTICLE IN JOURNAL 5]
8 [ARTICLE IN JOURNAL 6]

° [ARTICLE IN JOURNAL 7]
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5.1.1.9 Incorrect presentation of clinical trials

The Complainant also asserts that the clinicalstifathe article are presented
incorrectly. To support this assertion, the Compdai states that the critical
time-course immunoblot shown in the article is oingm the ‘best’ test subject
(n=1).

5.1.1.10 Improper accreditation of co-author

The Complainant asserts that if Co-author 2, aedtiay Defendant 1 (see below
under Defendant 1's responses and contentionsyatigroduce the immunob-
lots shown in Figure 1, then Co-author 2 has beemgly listed as an author of
the article.

Danish Committees on

5.1.2 Defendant 1's responses and contentions

Scientific Dishonesty

Defendant 1 contends that she is innocent of aigds of scientific dishonesty.
5.1.2.1 Not a warning, but an exchange of scientific pointsf view

Defendant 1 contends that the Complainant’s e-nadidsJanuary and 20 Febru-
ary 2009 do not constitute warnings, and that tieerm indication that the Com-
plainant directed Defendant 1's attention to arshdnesty in 2009. Defendant 1
considered the e-mail correspondence solely tsmkexahange of scientific
points of view.

5.1.2.2 No contradiction with data from the research collaloration with the
Complainant, including on the article in Genome Medtine

Defendant 1 also contends that the Complainangisraent that BDNF mRNA is
virtually undetectable in whole muscle tissue (lsip is partly based on a gPCR
analysis carried out in the Complainant’s labonatomd not on peer-reviewed
published data.

According to Defendant 1, one of the problems wigimdling BDNF at mRNA
level is the presence of an unusually high numibeadants of BDNF-mRNA,
and for this reason, Defendant 1 chose to useraadit developed and optimised
assay from Applied Biosystems. Defendant 1 stditasit you direct primers
towards a particular variant with lower expressigpoy arrive at a lower signal
from the gPCR analysis. According to Defendant&,Complainant did not
stipulate the sequence of his primers nor did leei§pwhich variant he directed
his primers towards.

According to Defendant 1, the Complainant assédas BDNF is not expressed

in muscles but there is no evidence to support kssDefendant 1's data showed
a different result, Defendant 1 chose to procedt thie publication of the arti-
cle.

According to Defendant 1, a Western blot is presgats an appendix, which
clearly shows the BDNF protein expression in hgattbntrol individuals and
patients with type 2 diabetes.
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Defendant 1 also contends that a correct adjustofahe Ct threshold in the
Complainant’'s gPCR analysis could lead to a medsQtezalue on the same
level as in the article.

According to Defendant 1, the Complainant’'s sampbdsbit major variations,
possibly indicating that the cDNA is in poor conaiit, and thus exerting a nega-
tive influence on the quality and results. In suppd this, Defendant 1 contends
that the samples the Complainant used stem from ARt Defendant 3 isolat-
ed during her studies under the Complainant at [EIGRI RESEARCH CEN-
TRE] in 2006. According to Defendant 1, the cDNAsiwherefore two years old
and had been thawed and frozen repeatedly.

Defendant 1 contends that the Complainant’s daaa ignalysis of mMRNA ex-
pressions after six weeks of endurance trainingreds the article studies
MRNA differences in acute exercise. As a resultpeding to Defendant 1, the
Complainant’s samples can only be compared withrésng-time samples in Scientific Dishonesty
the article, where they have a Ct value of 33.

Danish Committees on

Defendant 1 also contends that there may be senesrsns for this discrepancy
between the article and the article in [JOURNAL&fendant 1 contends for
example that the article in [JOURNAL 4] focusesyarily on microRNA (miR-
NA)* and that BDNF was included as one of six protginarder to validate the
analytical prognosis. Defendant 1 also statesttieasamples for evaluation of
BDNF expression in the article in [JOURNAL 4] arerh test subjects aged ap-
prox. 60, whereas the test subjects in the articfesist of healthy males aged 20—
30. In this light, according to Defendant 1, théada the two articles is not com-
parable.

Defendant 1 contends that the Complainant chartgedording of the discus-
sion section of the article in [JOURNAL 4] withoatforming or obtaining the
permission of Defendant 1.

5.1.2.3 Literature not ignored

As far as the literature is concerned, Defendasdritends that there are several
ways in which proteins can change without a (maghgnge in messengerMRNA
levels (MRNA levels).

Defendant 1 also states that the article did noorig the literature or data cited
by the Complainant. In this context, Defendantfén®eto the fact that a reviewer
at the [JOURNAL 8] (to which the article was inltjasubmitted) found that the
data in the article was not innovative. Accordindefendant 1, the reviewer’s
reference to the literature indicates that it idely accepted that contracting
skeletal muscles express BDNF.

5.1.2.4 The AUC analysis was conducted on the advice of $iticians

19 The abbreviation miRNA is used throughout thismglieven though the parties of the case use
both miRNA and microRNA.
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According to Defendant 1, the AUC analysis was cmteld on the advice of the
authors’ statisticians. According to Defendanthls method of statistical analy-
sis was not questioned during the peer-review @®ice

Defendant 1 also contends that the data in theleuthows a low to moderate,
but consistent, expression of BDNF-mRNA in humaelstal muscle. According
to Defendant 1, the data in the article is descrigit is, without over-
interpretation on the part of the authors.

5.1.2.5 False accusation of significant Western blot

Defendant 1 contends that the Complainant’s acmrs#tat a Western blot in
the article was repeated several times in ordackieve significance is false.
According to Defendant 1, it was due to an errat the Western blot concerned
was at one point marked as significant. The erras discovered and the signifi-
cance symbol removed. Defendant 1 also stateshisasequence of events has
been confirmed by a PhD student at [RESEARCH CENJTREo was responsi-
ble for the Western blots concerned.

Danish Committees on
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5.1.2.6 The background to the presentation chosen for thelioical studies

Defendant 1 claims that the immunohistochemistfQ) was used in the article
(Figure 1d) to indicate whether the expression DNE had possibly increased
inside the muscle fibres (intramyocellular). In #réicle, according to Defendant
1, the authors chose to show the IHC image ofékegderson with the highest
expression of BDNF-mRNA. According to DefendantHis individual apparent-
ly also had the most pronounced expression of Bpifein. Defendant 1 states
that the authors thus chose to show the IHC imhgeltest supported the idea
that increased BDNF-expression after 24 hours &féeming took place inside
the muscle cells.

5.1.2.7 No improper accreditation of co-author

According to Defendant 1, the IHC in the articleswet performed personally by
Co-author 2, but by [CO-AUTHOR 3] (hereinafter meézl to as Co-author 3) and
a student at Co-author 2’s laboratory. Accordin@&fendant 1, Co-author 2 was
involved in the supervision of the IHC techniquel dlne description of Figure 1d
and is, therefore, properly listed as a co-autlidthe article.

5.1.2.8 Printing of an erratum due to errors in the methoddogy section

Defendant 1 states that the methodology sectigheofirticle does not contain a
description of the control group used in the stbdgause of an error. At the re-
guest of Defendant 1, [JOURNAL 1] has publishec&aatum to the article.

As part of the consultation on the draft ruling2éf June 2013, Defendant 1 stat-
ed that the authors designed an experiment in aodezrify whether the 24-hour
point was the peak time for BDNF (the main stud\gcording to Defendant 1,
the authors considered it desirable to supplenté@tdata with Western blot, but
because a freezer broke down they had to includmibiopsies from a second
study (the secondary study) for use in Figure 1c.
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As part of the consultation on the draft ruling2éf June 2013, Defendant 1 as-
serted that the shortcomings of the original methogly section were merely the
result of an error during the editing process, Whiteant that the description of
the main study in the article was omitted from tirethodology section, and that
this does not constitute a serious breach of gomhsfic practice. According to
Defendant 1, it was Co-author 1 who prepared thal firaft of the article and
was responsible for all correspondence with therjali Defendant 1 also pointed
out that the final version of the manuscript eraunsdy indicates biopsy times in
the secondary study that correspond to the maidysidefendant 1 states that
this was merely a mistake, as evidenced by thetli@atithe journal agreed to
correct it by publishing an erratum. Defendantsbalontended that the error in
the methodology section is a matter of the qualftthe research, which in the
Defendant’s opinion means that the question faltside the remit of the Com-
mittees.

Danish Committees on

Scientific Dishonesty

Defendant 1 also requested that the matter of #t@adology section not be con-
sidered as part of this case, because the Comptadithnot specifically complain
about this point. Defendant 1 referred to the Coitemis standard practice of not
taking up cases on its own initiative.

5.2 Article in [JOURNAL 2]
5.2.1 The Complainant’s claims and contentions

The Complainant alleges that a series of actionddfgndant 1 could be charac-
terised as scientifically dishonest when reportnghe research results in an
article in the [JOURNAL 2] (see Note 2).

5.2.1.1 The results in the article are not substantiated, @d they contradict the
articles in [JOURNAL 1] and [JOURNAL 4]

The Complainant asserts that Defendant 1 makesanmiidunsubstantiated claims
in the article that BDNF, to some extent or anatpéays a role in the regulation
of muscular fat burning.

According to the Complainant, the authors wroteftlil®wing in the article: By
demonstrating that BDNF is expressed in muscleta®dan impact on fat oxida-
tion, we add a new dimension to the pleiotrophitureof BDNF, which can now
be identified as playing a role in neurobiologyvasll as in both central and
peripheral metabolism’.

The Complainant also asserts that the statemenédabove from the article
directly contradicts the article in [JOURNAL 1] (afich Defendant 1 is the
author). According to the Complainant, the art&dgs that an effect of BDNF
was only found if it was artificially up-regulateand that the BDNF's mecha-
nism of action in vivo was unclear.

According to the Complainant, the statement indtile claiming that it has
been proven that BDNF plays an important role gutation of the human me-
tabolism is pure fabrication and an example of ai@st scientific writing.
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In support of this claim, the Complainant also assihat in the conclusions to
the article, Defendant 1 ignored the body of ergliterature, as well as an arti-
cle by both the Complainant and Defendant 1 thdtdleeady been published
(the article in [JOURNAL 4]). According to Complaint, the article in [JOUR-
NAL 4] proves that BDNF is not always expressetiuman muscles, nor can it
always be induced by hard physical training.

5.2.2 Defendant 1's responses and contentions

Defendant 1 contends that she is innocent of theptaint alleging scientific
dishonesty.

5.2.2.1 The results in the article are substantiated and doot contradict the
article in [JOURNAL 1] and existing literature.

Danish Committees on
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Defendant 1 contends that the authors of the arfictsented their data in a bal-
anced manner. Defendant 1 states, however, thaisthef the word ‘markedly’
to describe the increase in BDNF-mRNA and proteipression may be viewed
as an over-interpretation of the results preseimele article as BDNF's in-
creased protein expression was approximately 50%.

With reference to Figures 3, 4, 5 and 6 in thechatin [JOURNAL 1], Defendant
1 states that the article and existing literatuavjge a strong basis for assuming
that the statement in the article that is contebtethe Complainant is, in fact,
correct.

Defendant 1 contends that it is incorrect of thenB@minant to claim that the
article in [JOURNAL 1] only found a BDNF effect whet was artificially up-
regulated.

Defendant 1 also refutes the Complainant's suggeshat the claim put forward
in the article that BDNF plays an important roldéhe regulation of the human

metabolism is a pure fabrication. In other wordsfdihdant 1 stands by the con-
clusion contained in the article.

5.3 Article 1 in [JOURNAL 3]

5.3.1 The Complainant’s claims and contentions

The Complainant alleges that Defendants 1-4 aatedscientifically dishonest
manner in a number of ways when drawing up andrtepon research results
in the article 1 in [JOURNAL 3] (see Note 3).

5.3.1.1 Reproduction of the Complainant’s observations

The Complainant asserts that Defendants 1-4, wassdo confidential data and

advice from the Complainant’s laboratory, have oépiced the Complainant’s
observations and published them in the article.
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According to the Complainant, he sent a draft ofagor manuscript, which was
being considered for publication by [JOURNAL 9],Defendants 1-4 in Sep-
tember 2008. The Complainant asserts that in dedndpe presented to Defend-
ants 1-4 data from his laboratory, which indicabed miRNAs (also known as
‘myomirs’) are regulated by endurance training ti#dt point in time, according
to the Complainant, no other studies had been shuadi of human muscle re-
sponse in relation to these molecules.

The Complainant asserts that Defendants 1-4 swdahiitplicate endurance-
training miRNA data to the [JOURNAL 3] for the ait.

5.3.1.2 Improper not to list the Complainant as co-author/dagiarism

The Complainant asserts that he was asked fortbedgit the manuscript for the
article and that the Complainant therefore assutiaidhe would be listed as a
co-author of the article. The Complainant alsoestdhat he recommended a
number of changes to the article at this juncture.

Danish Committees on
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In addition, the Complainant asserts that on a igéevel, it was he who started
the work that led to the article and that it was @omplainant's laboratory that
first identified ‘myomirs’ as a new research area.

Furthermore, the Complainant asserts that he meshtoefendant 4. According
to the Complainant, the fact that he is not lisssda co-author of the article con-
stitutes plagiarism of his data.

As part of the consultation concerning the draliiguof 25 June 2013, the Com-
plainant contended that the Committee failed toswmer a number of issues that
the Complainant thinks would have an impact ondiesion:

- Avery similar article in the [JOURNAL 18jshould have been included
in the deliberations;

- The information furnished by the Complainant thrett first draft for the
article was sent to the Complainant without adisauthors, and without
the Complainant being mentioned in the ‘Acknowladgats’;

- Defendant 4 was not in Denmark or affiliated WRE[SEARCH CEN-
TRE] when work started on the article, and onlydsee part of the group
following completion of the project. However, ther@plainant was in
Denmark and worked with Defendants 2 and 3.

5.3.1.3 Defendant 2 is wrongly listed as lead author

The Complainant asserts that Defendant 2 is falssld as the lead author of
the article. The Complainant asserts that Defendardither started, was respon-
sible for, nor wrote the article. In support ofgliiaim, the Complainant refers to
the section of the article under the heading ‘automtributions’. According to
the Complainant, this section shows that Defen@drdad nothing to do with the
experiments, the design or the conducting of thdyst

1 [ARTICLE IN JOURNAL 10]
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5.3.1.4 Defendant 3 has wrongly been listed as author no. 2

The Complainant also questions the validity ofiigtDefendant 3 as author no.
2 of the article. According to the Complainant, bentribution does not merit
second billing. According to the Complainant, Defant 3 neither conducted the
physiological studies, nor the miRNA measurememts did she write the arti-
cle.

5.3.2 Defendants 1-4's responses and contentions

Defendants 1-4 contend that they are innocentl @halrges of scientific dishon-
esty.

5.3.2.1 No reproduction of the Complainant's observations

Danish Committees on
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Defendants 1-4 contend that at no time did theydasa in the article that was
obtained from, analysed in or initiated by the Ctaimant's laboratory.

Defendants 1-4 also contend that the choice ofailnemiRNAS in the article
was based on the article in [JOURNAL 4], of whicaféndants 1 and 3 are co-
authors.

Irrespective of when the Complainant showed his dapeople from Defendant
1's laboratory, Defendants 1-4 contend that orbtmds of the literature availa-
ble at the time when the miRNA measurements corckstarted to be taken, it
cannot be considered a major intellectual leapnéndark to assume that muscle-
specific miRNAs possibly play a role in adaptattortraining.

In addition, according to Defendants 1-4, the Caimaint had himself, in a con-
versation with Defendant 4, given his consent téeBdants 1-4 submitting the
article.

Furthermore, Defendants 1-4 contend that whenlleegme aware that the
Complainant’s group was working on a similar proje¢lecey asked the Complain-
ant to read the manuscript to ensure that thereawditle overlap in the data as
possible. According to Defendants 1-4, after regdiive manuscript the Com-
plainant concluded that the data overlap was mihand that Defendants 1-4
should submit the manuscript.

Defendants 1-4 contend that data and trainingaenwlo studies (the one by the
Complainant and the one by Defendants 1-4) weferdifit. In support of this
contention, Defendants 1-4 state that while theseoked a deregulation of four
different miRNAs (miR-133a, miR-133b, miR-206, miR-after endurance train-
ing, the Complainant only observed a differencenio of the miRNAs (miRNA-
133a and miR-1).

According to Defendants 1-4, the Complainant’snirag protocols are very dif-
ferent from Defendants 1-4’s training protocolscéaing to Defendants 1-4,
their study involved high-intensity intervals, whas the Complainant’s study
involved lower intensity, lower frequency and sleoitime periods.
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In addition, Defendants 1-4 contend that they cotethanalyses during acute
exercise, as well as insulin clamps, and that thegsured miRNAs two weeks
after training stopped, which necessitated inclusomediately after endurance
training. According to Defendants 1—4, in his sttidy Complainant measured
MRNA levels in high- and low-responding individudisring physical activity.

In this light, Defendants 1-4 are convinced that@mplainant's manuscript
was very different from Defendants 1-4's article.

5.3.2.2 Not improper to omit the Complainant from the list of co-authors

In support of their contention that there was nech list the Complainant as a
co-author, Defendants 1-4 contend that at no mhiribhg the writing process did
the Complainant express any concerns about plagiarior did he ask to be
listed as an author. Defendants 1-4 adjudged tlea€bmplainant had spent
minimal time reading the manuscript, and as a tekalComplainant’s contribu-
tion was listed under Acknowledgements.

Further, Defendants 1-4 also contend that the Caingaht was not involved in
the studies conducted, nor was the Complainanyddator in determining
which studies were selected to perform tests in.

5.3.2.3 Listing Defendant 2 as lead author was proper

In support of their contention that listing Defentid as lead author was proper,
Defendants 1-4 contend that the Complainant dichawe first-hand knowledge
of the extent to which Defendant 2 contributedne study discussed in the arti-
cle, nor of how much time Defendant 2 spent worloanghe manuscript in all of
its forms.

Defendants 1-4 also contend that Defendant 2 eimdle of Defendant 4's su-
pervisor, oversaw all data processing, includirgydbllation of raw data.

In addition, Defendants 1-4 state that Defendamb® involved in the statistical
tests and the intensive discussions concerningtbeepretation of the data. Ac-

cording to Defendants 1-4, it was at the beheBieféndant 2 that measurements

were initiated before and after insulin clamps aftdr a two-week break from
training.

According to Defendants 1-4, Defendant 2’s contrduis listed in the ‘contri-
butions section’ as limited to manuscript preparatind editing because they
were convinced that the concept and design destiibthe contributions section
referred exclusively to the original experiment,igthwas conducted with differ-
ent purposes in mind than just to analyse miRNAs.

Defendants 1-4 also contend that it was Defendarti@discovered the value of
the design in relation to taking measurements tweks after the training and
that Defendant 2 was responsible for the choidb@target proteins to be ana-
lysed as part of the response to the reviewersmsints 1-4 also state that De-
fendants 2 and 4 spent many hours writing andreglitie article.
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5.3.2.4 Listing Defendant 3 as an author was proper

Finally, Defendants 1-4 also contend that Defen8anmt addition to preparation
and editing of the manuscript, was also involvethm analysis of the Western
blot and miRNA data. In particular, Defendant 3 tcilruted expertise concerning
non-coding RNA regulation in human skeletal musalkich was the main focus
of Defendant 3's PhD work and mainly concernindhtécal issues related to the
gPCR-miRNA analysis of skeletal muscle tissue.

5.4 Article 2 in [JOURNAL 3]

5.4.1 The Complainant’s claims and contentions

The Complainant alleges that Defendant 1 actedsicientifically dishonest Danish Committees on
manner in a number of ways when drawing up andrtepon research results
in article 2 in [JOURNAL 3] (see Note 4).

Scientific Dishonesty

The Complainant asserts that the raw data fronstilngdy, which was conducted
at [RESEARCH CENTRE], in connection with the agi¢to which the Com-
plainant had access via Defendant 4), shows th&tdccurs at about 38—40 cy-
cles when performing gPCR.

The Complainant asserts that the authors presisndalta as normalised to 1, so
it is impossible to know that the real levels wexéraordinarily low, unless like
— the Complainant — you have seen the raw daRESEARCH CENTRE].

The Complainant alleges that another researcheonsimates a striking protein
induction at six hours, and that she, accordintip¢oComplainant, visualises this
with an image of an immunoblot (Figure Zthat looks so unusual and artificial
that it is unlikely that three researchers at [REREH CENTRE] and Defendant
1 would not have found this immunoblot suspect.

5.4.2 Defendant 1's responses and contentions

Defendant 1 contends that she is innocent of aigds of scientific dishonesty.
In relation to the Complainant’s claims concerniag data in the article, De-
fendants 1 contend that the raw data to which th@ainant refers is confiden-
tial and has never been published.

Defendant 1 also contends that the raw data refatks18 (i.e. another cyto-
kine) but that because of a typo, the name ofiteedntaining the data is IL-8

instead of IL-18.

Defendant 1 also contends that it is common pradtanormalise to 1, as was
done in the article, which is about IL-8.

12 The committee takes the view that figure 2d illatgs an immunhistochemical staining of a tissue
section, and not an immunoblot as stated by thept@nant.
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According to Defendant 1, the data set to whichGbenplainant had improper
access, and which has never been published, whsadane year after publica-
tion of the article on IL-8, and in reality represgan IL-18 measurement.

5.5 [RESEARCH FUNDING APPLICATION]
5.5.1 The Complainant’s claims and contentions

The Complainant alleges that a series of actionBdfgndant 1 when reporting

on the research results as part of the applic@tioness for funding from the

[RESEARCH FOUNDATION] (see Note 5) could be chaeaited as scientifi-

cally dishonest.

5.5.1.1 Plagiarism of the article in [JOURNAL 4] in the [RESEARCH FUND- ~ P2nish Committees on
|NG APPLICATION] Scientific Dishonesty
The Complainant alleges that Defendant 1 plagidrasearticle on miRNA writ-
ten by the Complainant in the journal [JOURNAL 4jewn the Defendant was
applying to [RESEARCH FOUNDATION] for funding (sépte 6).

According to the Complainant, Defendant 1 useddbmplainant’s article in the
[RESEARCH FUNDING APPLICATION, in which — according the Com-
plainant — Defendant 1 stated that all of the wamkmiRNAs was done at [RE-
SEARCH CENTRE]. The Complainant also states thahaethe complainant
nor his laboratory was mentioned in the [RESEARGHNBING APPLICA-
TION].

The Complainant adds that the [RESEARCH FUNDING BEFATION] paints
a picture suggesting that all of the miRNA work veasducted at [RESEARCH
CENTRE], which the Complainant claims is untruecsir according to the
Complainant — this work was done in the Complaiisalaboratory. In addition,
the Complainant asserts that the [RESEARCH FUNDINGPLICATION] men-
tions ‘miRNA changes in relation to exercise’, whiefers to the data from the
Complainant’s laboratory, which he sent to staffRESEARCH CENTRE] in
September 2008.

Furthermore, the Complainant asserts that larges pathe [RESEARCH
FUNDING APPLICATION] consist of a ‘cut and pastelj from the article in
[JOURNAL 4] written by the Complainant. According the Complainant, De-
fendant 1 did not write any of the article in [JONRL 4].

5.5.1.2 Misleading information about [EU-RESEARCH GRANT] re search
funding in the [RESEARCH FUNDING APPLICATION]

As part of the consultation on the draft ruling?éfJune 2013, the Complainant
asserts that Defendant 1 provided misleading irddion about an EU application
to the [EU-RESEARCH GRANT] programme, as listedigfendant 1's [RE-
SEARCH FUNDING APPLICATION]:
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- Defendant 1 had reported that work had been dotie[2U-RESEARCH
GRANT] funds, when in fact the work was done befthve grant was allo-
cated.

- Funds from the [EU-RESEARCH GRANT] programme wesedifor pro-
jects other than those covered by the grant.

5.5.2 Defendant 1's responses and contentions

Defendant 1 contends that she is innocent of aigds of scientific dishonesty.

5.5.2.1 No plagiarism of the article in [JOURNAL 4] in the [RESEARCH

FUNDING APPLICATION]

In support of her contention, Defendant 1 contehds this was an internal ap- panish Committees on
plication to the [RESEARCH FOUNDATION] rather tharcompeting applica-
tion, and that she sent an e-mail to the Complainégh the [RESEARCH
FUNDING APPLICATION] attached. According to Defendal, the Complain-
ant did not respond at the time, and she findsange that the Complainant now
accuses her of plagiarism.

Scientific Dishonesty

In addition, Defendant 1 claims that in the backgb section to the [RE-
SEARCH FUNDING APPLICATION] she incorporated a féiwes from the
article in [JOURNAL 4], of which Defendant 3 wasrblead author, a number
of individuals from [RESEARCH CENTRE] were co-autbpDefendant 1 was
the second last author and the Complainant waksteuthor.

According to Defendant 1, she inserted the follayimo the [RESEARCH
FUNDING APPLICATION]: ‘Researchers withiiRESEARCH CENTREhave
demonstrated robust changes in miRNA in musclesi@sgrom patients with
insulin resistance when compared to carefully matcbontrols’.

Defendant 1 thus contends that all clinical treahsl clinical characterisation of
diabetics and controllers covered by the artic| J@URNAL 4] were conducted
in her laboratory.

Furthermore, Defendant 1 also contends that a laageof the molecular work
was carried out by Defendant 3 at [ RESEARCH CENTR] that the miRNA
analyses were conducted by the Complainant, whoaffgisted to [RESEARCH
CENTRE] when the study was initiated.

5.5.2.2 Reference in [RESEARCH FUNDING APPLICATION] to [EU-
RESEARCH GRANT] research funding neither acceptablenor unacceptable

As part of the consultation on the draft ruling2éfJune 2013, Defendant 1 con-
tends that it was neither misleading nor unaccéptatrefer to the [EU-
RESEARCH GRANT] research funding in the [RESEARCHNDING APPLI-
CATION]. Defendant 1 refers to the attached copgrok-mail from a senior [EU-
RESEARCH GRANT] project manager that supports plaisit of view.
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5.6 Other factors
5.6.1 The Complainant’s claims and contentions

The Complainant also highlights a number of othreas, particularly regarding
Defendant 1, in which the Complainant considersaisgpof behaviour unac-
ceptable.

5.6.1.1 Improper and incompetent supervision of PhD studers at [RE-
SEARCH CENTRE]

The Complainant alleges that Defendant 1's supienvisf PhD students at [RE-
SEARCH CENTRE] was improper and incompetent.

Danish Committees on
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5.6.1.2 Unauthorised disclosure of the miRNA work at an inérnational con-
gress

The Complainant asserts that Defendant 1 preseniteBA data from the article

in [JOURNAL 4] on an inappropriate basis, as ibitginated from [RESEARCH

CENTRE]. Defendant 1 is thus alleged to have eragenl Defendant 3 to give a
‘keynote’ lecture at an international conferenc®EGRESS]. According to the

Complainant this was tantamount to an abuse of poyw®efendant 1.

5.6.1.3 False CVs as a result of irregular mass publishingmong students at
[RESEARCH CENTRE]

The Complainant alleges irregular ‘mass publishseifRESEARCH CENTRE]
at the behest of Defendant 1, thus, accordingeadChmplainant, producing false
CVs for her students.

In this context, the Complainant asserts that megrally was forced to grant
authorship to a student at [RESEARCH CENTRE], e®ugh the student had
not contributed to the analysis, interpretatiomaiting process, but had simply
conducted a muscle biopsy/blood test.

The Complainant alleges a ‘salami-slicing’ of saglin 38 instances where au-
thorship was accredited to researchers at [RESEARENTRE] in collabora-
tion with Defendant 1, and in 37 articles by twbetresearchers at [RE-
SEARCH CENTRE].

The Complainant asserts that all of the work witfokines at [RESEARCH
CENTRE] from 2000-2011 should be investigated beeauaccording to the
Complainant — it would not have received substhatt@ntion without the ex-
tremely important muscle-protein immunoblot datafsan 12 articles by anoth-
er researcher.

5.6.1.4 Improperly accrediting authorship to students affiliated with [RE-
SEARCH CENTRE]
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The Complainant also asserts that a student aéfiiaith [RESEARCH CEN-
TRE] was improperly accredited with co-authorship@eries of unspecified
articles, despite the fact that the individual cenned provided no intellectual
input into the articles, but only took biopsiesbbwod samples.

5.6.1.5 Changed perception of IL-6’s role in human skeletamusculature

The Complainant asserts that it is suspiciousBtedendant 1 apparently changed
her perception of interleukin-6's (IL-6) role in iman skeletal muscle over a
number of years. According to the Complainant,riraeticle in 1998 Defendant

1 wrote that IL-6 is undetectable prior to trainigngd only occurs in five out of
eight samples after two hours of exhausting workout

According to the Complainant, Defendant 1 contridikis view in an articfé
10 years later, proclaiming that IL-6 is an extrgmmportant factor in human
skeletal muscle and exercise metabolism.

Danish Committees on
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The Complainant asserts that Defendant 1's comterthiat the new measurement
technique for RNA (gPCR) can lead to different tesin relation to expression
(see below under Defendant 1's responses and da@ttehis not valid. The
Complainant asserts that the sensitivity of the sussment (detection sensitivity)
is irrelevant to the question of physiological kglace. The Complainant also
states that, if a gene is barely detectable usiad®CR technique, this means that
the gene is only regulated upwards in a minoritgedfs from the biopsy, no mat-
ter the ‘numbers’ that are registered.

5.6.1.6 Inconsistency between mMRNA measurements and systeticanisinter-
pretation

The Complainant also asserts that mMRNA measuremaande by two researchers
at [RESEARCH CENTRE] from 2001-2005 were incomgatibith protein data
produced by another researcher. Further, the Congplaasserts that the alleged
inconsistency in MRNA measurements was systembticasinterpreted by

three researchers affiliated with [RESEARCH CENTHREting the years 2001—
2007, such that the lack of any correlation betwa&NA and the other re-
searcher’s protein data was not apparent to thewevs.

5.6.1.7 Defendant 1's relation to the editor of [JOURNAL 1]

The Complainant also criticises Defendant 1's retethip with an editor of
[JOURNAL 1].

5.6.1.8 One of Defendant 1's research collaborators conduetl the peer re-
view of Article 1 in [JOURNAL 3]

The Complainant alleges that one of Defendantdsgarch collaborators con-
ducted the peer review of Article 1 in [JOURNAL (3ke Note 3).

13[ARTICLE 3 IN JOURNAL 3]

Y ARTICLE IN JOURNAL 11]
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5.6.1.9 Defendant 1 misled DCSD during the consultation proess

The Complainant also alleges that Defendant 1 gdeading the DCSD by claim-
ing that the statement by the [JOURNAL 8] reviewbput the literature suggests
that it is widely accepted that skeletal muscle tmmtracts expresses BDNF (see
below under Defendant 1's responses and conteftidosording to the Com-
plainant, some of the articles mentioned by théewggr do not mention skeletal
muscle at all.

5.6.2 Defendant 1's responses and contentions

Defendant 1 contends that she is innocent of aigds of unacceptable behav-
iour.

Danish Committees on

5.6.2.1 Supervision of PhD students at [RESEARCH CENTRE] igroper N
Scientific Dishonesty

Defendant 1 contends that the Complainant’s allegahat Defendant 1's su-

pervision of PhD students at [RESEARCH CENTRE] wagroper and incom-

petent is incorrect. In this context, Defendanefers to the [RESEARCH CEN-

TRE] laboratory manuals and instructions for thpesuision of PhD students.

Furthermore, Defendant 1 contends that PhD studgrte [RESEARCH CEN-
TRE] laboratory are deeply involved in the scigatifriting process. According
to Defendants 1-4, [RESEARCH CENTRE] puts considleraffort into the
supervision of PhD students and teaching studeastb write scientific articles.

5.6.2.2 Unauthorised disclosure of the miRNA work at an inérnational con-
gress

Defendant 1 contends that she suggested that DafeBdshould give a key-note
lecture at the international congress [CONGRESSPefendant 1 had been
asked to give another speech at the congress asttleoed it inappropriate to
make two speeches at the same conference. Accaalibgfendant 1, the Com-
plainant was present at [CONGRESS], and Defendan¢@ited him as lead
author for the study in her key note. Accordind&fendant 1, it was also made
clear to the audience that the Complainant hadeplayleading role in the study.

Defendant 3 also states that the Complainant pallyoasked her to present the
article in [JOURNAL 4] at the [THE CONGRESS] becauke Complainant
thought it would a good opportunity to promote thiicle to a wide audience.

5.6.2.3 No mass publishing

Defendant 1 refutes the assertion of salami-slioihgtudies at [RESEARCH
CENTRE] in the incidences mentioned by the ComglainAccording to De-
fendant 1, the three researchers at [RESEARCH CHTBnducted a large
number of experiments in Defendant 1’s laboratory.

Defendant 1 contends that muscle and fat sampbes &n experiment have been
used in various publications with different scifintobjectives. Defendant 1 also
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contends that this is common practice when you keanelucted a large, complex
and intrusive human study, and that Defendant % do¢ consider this salami
slicing because different scientific questions wattalied, including different
hypotheses, and because different molecular arslysee also used.

Defendant 1 guarantees that the student affilitatdRESEARCH CENTRE]
made a substantial contribution to the publicatimmavhich he is listed as an
author and that he deserves all the credit he dwaeed as an author.

5.6.2.4 The changes to results concerning. IL-6’s role indman skeletal mus-
cle are due to scientific developments in measuremetechnology

As regards the Complainant’s assertion that Defentidnas changed her percep-
tion of IL-6’s role in human skeletal muscle ovet@year period, Defendant 1
states that during the period in question a neWwrtiegie emerged for measuring
MRNA. According to Defendant 1, this technique nsaités possible to measure
cytokine levels before training.

Danish Committees on
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5.6.2.5 No inconsistency between mRNA measurements and ngstematic
misinterpretation

Defendant 1 contends that the Complainant’s clditaak of any correlation be-
tween the mRNA measurements conducted at [RESEARENTRE] and anoth-
er researcher’s protein data are false and higidgdative.

Defendant 1 contends that she had no reason todpéc®ous of the other re-
searcher’s data before the case was covered byede. In addition, Defendant
1 states that in April 2011 she became aware dfiplessmanipulation with im-
munoblot$® in four of the 12 articles of which the other rassher was a co-
author. Defendant 1 immediately reported these #oticles to DCSD and con-
tacted the respective journals.

5.6.2.6 No knowledge of who performed the peer review of tharticle

Defendant 1 contends that at no point in time ha&skeown who performed the
peer review of article 1 in [JOURNAL 3] (see Note 3

6 Rules and regulations

This case has been processed under the Danish aes@arch consulting, etc.,
cf. consolidation act no. 1064 of 6 September 28id the related executive
order no.

306 of 20 April 2009 on the Committees on Scieatidishonesty, as
amended by ministerial order no. 144 of 20 Febr2®&d2 (the DCSD order).

Scientific dishonesty is defined in section 2, Baf the act and in section 2 of
the DCSD order:

15 The Committee bases its decision on the fact tisiréfers to micro photos of an immunohisto-

chemical coloured tissue section and not, as statéakefendant 1, an immunoblot.
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‘Section 2. Scientific dishonesty is understooth&an: Falsification, fabrication,
plagiarism and other serious violations of goodestific practice committed
intentionally or due to gross negligence during gh@&nning, implementation or
reporting of research results. Scientific dishogéatludes:

1) Undisclosed construction of data or substitutvaith fictitious data

2) Undisclosed selective or surreptitious discagdaf 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 pubtions

6) False statements concerning authorship, titlevorkplace

7) Submission of incorrect information about sai@ngualifications.’

DCSD’s remit is described in the DCSD order sedi8rand 6:

‘Section 3. The committees do not rule on casesaraing scientific theories’ Da_“is'f _““‘_“““ees on
validity or truth or on cases related to the quglitf the research associated with ~ Scientific Dishonesty
a scientific product.’

‘Section 6. The Committees on Scientific Dishonlesty cases involving com-
plaints about written scientific products voluntgrsubmitted for publication by
the defendant, cf. section 1(4).

(2) The committees also hear cases involving camiglabout funding applica-
tions submitted to public-sector funding bodies.’

7 The DCSD ruling
7.1 Basis and subject matter for the case

DCSD has based its ruling on the documents citedebnder item 4 — Process,
background and subject matter for the case.

The following articles and an application for fungifrom a [RESEARCH
FOUNDATION] pool ((RESEARCH FUNDING APPLICATION]) lay a par-
ticularly key role in the parties’ claims, resposissd contentions:

» Article in [JOURNAL 1] (concerns Defendant 1)

» Article in [JOURNAL 2] (concerns Defendant 1)

» Article 1 in [JOURNAL 3] (concerns Defendants 1-4)

» Article 2 in [JOURNAL 3] (concerns Defendant 1)

» [RESEARCH FUNDING APPLICATION] (concerns Defendél)t

The DCSD has also reviewed the article in [JOURNALwhich is related to the
above articles and the [RESEARCH FUNDING APPLICANN a number of
ways. The article in [JOURNAL 4] stipulates thag¢ tnanuscript was submitted
on 13 September 2009, a revised version was sudzhott 27 October 2009 and
the manuscript was approved and published on 1ugep?010. The case docu-
ments also show that prior to submission to [JOURMA an attempt had been
made to have the article published in [JOURNAL 12].

Section 7.2 consists of DCSD’s comments on Defentiarobjections to the

composition of the Committee. Section 7.3 coni$tSCSD'’s ruling concerning
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which definition of dishonesty applies in this caSection 7.4 consists of the
Committee’s general observations concerning coeasth

In sections 7.5-7.8 below, the DCSD rules on whelffefendants 1-4 acted in a
scientifically dishonest manner while drawing upl aaporting on their research
results in the four articles in [JOURNAL 1], [JOURN 2] and [JOURNAL 3].

In section 7.9, the DCSD rules on whether the fagdipplication to the [RE-
SEARCH FOUNDATION] constitutes scientific dishongst

Finally, under ‘Other matters’ in section 7.10, ¥ SD rules on the Complain-
ant’s other claims and contentions about mattexsdle not related to the above
four articles or the [RESEARCH FUNDING APPLICATION]

Danish Committees on

7.2 The composition of the Committee
Scientific Dishonesty

As part of the consultation on the draft ruling?6fJune 2013, Defendant 1 chal-

lenged the composition of the Committee, and asdehiat Ulla Feldt-Rasmussen,

Palle Holmstrup, Kirsten Ohm Kyvik and Jens Overdamere ineligible to partic-

ipate in the proceedings, including with regarantaking rulings, as there was no

legal basis for extending their membership (in Jewsrgaard’s case, that of his

alternate membership) until a number of cases b&d@F were completed.

The Committee notes that, under the act on researtsulting, etc., the Minister
of Science, Innovation and Higher Education hagptheer to appoint members

and alternates to DCSD. On 3 and 16 September 204 8/inister responded by
letter to Defendant 1's objection to the compositid the Committee.

In these letters, the Minister maintains that tkiemsion of the period of office of
both the members and the alternate was legaliddigint, the Committee sees no
reason why Ulla Feldt-Rasmussen, Palle Holmstrinstéh Ohm Kyvik and Jens
Overgaard should not be eligible to participatéhmproceedings. In other words,
the members and alternate concerned will be ingbirenaking rulings in this
case.

In this light, the Committee also sees no reasgostpone its ruling until the out-
come of the legal case brought by Defendant 1.

7.3 The concept of dishonesty

As part of the consultation on the draft ruling2éfJune 2013, Defendant 1 pointed
out that the wording of the definition of sciertiflishonesty had changed, and that
the definition used at the time the articles werapced differs from the one used
now. Defendant 1 contends that that Committee shasg the definition that ap-
plied at the time the articles were written.

During the period 1992-1998, the definition of atific dishonesty rested solely
on a set of rules for DCSD approved on 18 Decerh®8? by the Danish Health
and Medical Research Council (Statens Sundhedsskdéelige Forskningsrad
(SSVF)). The definition was as follows:
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‘Section 2.

[.]

(2) Academic dishonesty includes all deliberateydiulent actions in the course
of the application-research-publication processyasdl as cases of incompetence
S0 severe that they can be considered to have @nategnt impact on scientific
credibility. This corresponds to intent or grosgligence.

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

- construction of data

- selective and surreptitious discarding of unwantesults

- substitution with fictitious data

- deliberate misuse of statistical methodologyriteo to draw conclusions other Scientific Dishonesty
than those underpinned by the data

- distorted interpretation of results and distortiof conclusions

- plagiarism of another person’s results or whotéckes

- distorted presentation of the results of others

- improper claims of authorship

- misleading applications.’

Danish Committees on

In 1998, a definition of scientific dishonesty waserted into the DCSD order (see
ministerial order no. 933 of 15 December 1998, Wliame into force on 1 Janu-
ary 1999).Section 3 of the order reads:

‘Section 3 Academic dishonesty covers acts or omissionsctae research to be
falsified, the scientific message to be distortedross misrepresentation of an
individual’s involvement in the research. This ud#s the following:

1) Construction of data

2) Selective and surreptitious discarding of unweantesults

3) Substitution with fictitious data

4) Undisclosed, unusual and misleading use ofstiedil methods

5) Deliberately distorted interpretation of resuétsd distortion of conclusions
6) Plagiarism of another person’s results or puétions

7) Deliberately distorted reproduction of the rasuf others

8) Improper crediting of author

9) Applications with incorrect information.

(2) In order to label conduct as scientific diskesty, it must be possible to prove
that the individual concerned acted with inteniroa grossly negligent manner.’

In 2005, the definition of scientific dishonestyswamended by a new DCSD or-
der, order no. 668 of 28 June 2005, which camefortte on 1 August
2005.Section 2 of the order reads:

‘Section 2 Scientific dishonesty is defined as intentionadjarssly negligent con-
duct in the form of falsification, plagiarism, caament or similar, which involves
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improper misrepresentation of one’s own scientifark and/or research results.
This includes the following:

1) Undisclosed construction of data or substitutidgith fictitious data

2) Undisclosed selective or surreptitious discagdaf own undesired results

3) Undisclosed unusual and misleading use of siedisnethods

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

6) False statements concerning authorship, titlevorkplace

7) Submission of incorrect information about sdfentjualifications.’

Act no. 552 of 16 June 2008 introduced a definitbscientific dishonesty into
the act on research consulting, etc. This provisame into force on 1 December
2008 (see executive order no. 1130 of 24 NovembegR

Danish Committees on

Scientific Dishonesty

The preparatory memoranda for the amendment révataihe intention was to
clarify the provision.

The definition, which is preserved in section 2, 8@f the current act on research
consulting, reads:

‘Scientific dishonesty, falsification, fabricatioplagiarism and other serious viola-
tions of good scientific practice committed intenglly or due to gross negligence
during the planning, implementation or reportingre$earch results’.

As a result of the amendment, the DCSD order wasainended to reflect the
definition in the act. The definition below wasénted by order no. 1122 of 25
November 2008, and the wording has been presenvig icurrent order from
2009:

‘Section 2.Scientific dishonesty is understood to mean: Fatgion, fabrication,
plagiarism and other serious violations of goodestific practice committed inten-
tionally or due to gross negligence during the iigug, implementation or report-
ing of research results. Scientific dishonestytdek:

1) Undisclosed construction of data or substitutiath fictitious data

2) Undisclosed selective or surreptitious discagdaf own undesired results

3) Undisclosed unusual and misleading use of siedismethods

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

6) False statements concerning authorship, titlevorkplace

7) Submission of incorrect information about saf@gualifications.’

The Committee is of the opinion that, even thougdinges have been made to the
wording of the definition of scientific dishonestyy substantive changes have
been made to the content, i.e. the substance ofefir@tion remains the same,
despite changes to the wording. This decision derpinned by statements in past
DCSD annual reports. Following the 2005 amendntbetPCSD chairperson
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-
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ing of the various iterations shows that the d&btnihas remained almost identical
from 1992 until the present.

The Committee notes that the requirement for ‘irppramisrepresentation’ in the
2005 definition was not repeated verbatim in 2008dds that the word ‘improper’
was chosen to indicate the requirement for a cedegree of gravity, a require-
ment that the 2008 definition covers by stating trdy a ‘serious’ breach of good
scientific practice is tantamount to dishonestyadsessing whether a serious
breach of good scientific practice has been coranhijit is implicit that the breach
is likely to mislead the reader of the scientifioguct concerned. In practice, a
criterion about misleading will, therefore, be pairDCSD’s assessment of wheth-
er a given action can be characterised as sciedighonesty.

Since 1992, the subjective requirements in thendiefih have been intent or gross
negligence. The use of ‘gross carelessness’ in988 definition does not alter
this, since this wording has in practice been preted as corresponding to gross
negligence.

Danish Committees on

Scientific Dishonesty

In this light, the Committee finds that the defimit of scientific dishonesty, as per
the current wording, has in essence remained the since 1992. The Committee
has assessed the individual charges based onfthitiales of scientific dishonesty
valid at the time that the scientific products egeet, and found no reason to arrive
at a different ruling to the one that results fribva application of the current defini-
tion. In the ruling below, the Committee will théwee use the definition of scien-
tific dishonesty as it appears in the current actesearch consulting, etc. and the
DCSD order.

7.4 Co-author responsibility

The Committee is of the opinion that all authora akcientific article share respon-
sibility for its content, including responsibilifgr reading the final manuscript
prior to submission to the journal. This is goostific practice and is also set out
in DCSD’s own guide to good scientific practicenfrd 998, i.e. from before the
articles in this case were submitted for publigatio

The 1998 DCSD guidelines include the following:
‘Within the bounds of the possible and the reastmat authors of an article
share responsibility for ensuring that it is baswdhonest research.’

This practice, i.e. that all authors share resjlityifor the content of the article,
has been laid down in numerous scientific guidesesthen, including DCSD’s
own guide to good scientific practice in 269%he European Code of Conduct for
Research Integrity and the so-called Vancouver Rufesll of which set non-
statutory standards for good scientific practicéhm publishing of health-science
articles.

The 2009 DCSD guide states:

16http://fivu.dk/en/publications/2009/the—danish—commes—on—scientifi<:—guide|ines—for—good—scientii)’(r;\ctice
17http://www.esf.org/publications/member—organisatfona\.html, p.7.
8yniform Requirements for Manuscripts Submitted torBedical Journals: Writing and Editing for Biomedi
Publication, Updated April 2010, item. Il.A.1, p. 3
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‘All of the authors of an article also have — withthe realms of possibility and
reason — a responsibility for ensuring that it esked on honest research, so that
the risk of fraud is minimised. If irregularities dishonesty are demonstrated in
the research, it will be difficult for the co-autiscof the work to disclaim responsi-
bility.’

The 2011 European Code of Conduct states:
‘All authors, unless otherwise specified, shouldully responsible for the content
of publications.’

The Vancouver Rules, last updated in 2013, state:

‘Authorship credit should be based on 1) substéetatributions to conception
and design, acquisition of data, or analysis an@iipretation of data; 2) drafting
the article or revising it critically for importarintellectual content; 3) final ap-
proval of the version to be published; and 4) Agreat to be accountable for all Scientific Dishonesty
aspects of the work in ensuring that questionsteel@o the accuracy or integrity

of any part of the work are appropriately investgand resolved. Authors

should meet conditions 1, 2, 3, and 4.’

Danish Committees on

In this light, DCSD is of the opinion that the leagthor (often called the senior or
final author) of a scientific article has speciegponsibility for all of the article’s
content, including reading the final manuscripegalty before submitting it to a
journal. This is standard practice, and takes atimount the role that a lead author
plays in connection with the publication of an@di The Committee notes that the
standard practice for articles of the type addikgs¢his ruling is for the lead au-
thor to be the final author. This is underlined, dgample, by the fact that final-
author status (as indicated in his or her listudflizations) is considered important
when evaluating researchers, including in connectiith applications for profes-
sorships and research funding.

7.5 Article in [JOURNAL 1]

This section accounts for the DCSD’s assessmethteoparties’ claims, respons-
es and contentions concerning the article in [JOBRNI].

The article stipulates that the manuscript was stibdhto the journal on 17 De-
cember 2008, resubmitted on 25 February 2009, &edd® March 2009 and
published online on 22 April 2009. An erratum te trticle was published
online on 10 January 2012.

7.5.1 Warning about unsound data

The Committee notes a discrepancy between the Giamapit and Defendant 1
about the Ct values found in the gPCR analyses;iwivere performed on mus-
cle tissue in order to obtain a measurement foe#peession of BDNF-mRNA.
The Committee notes that the Complainant did mat BDNF-mRNA in muscle
tissue from a given group of test subjects, whitddddant 1 describes the pres-
ence of BDNF-mRNA in the article in the group adtteubjects selected by De-
fendant 1. The Committee notes that there arerdifiges in the results obtained
in the Complainant’s and Defendant 1's laboratoréesl that this is a matter of
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scientific methods and quality, and falls outside temit of the Committee, cf.
section 3 of the DCSD order.

The Committee finds that there is a discrepancwéen the Complainant and
Defendant 1 about the choice of primers, and whiatheot primers detect splice
variants. The Committee notes that a range of pgmere used, which ought to
detect the maximum number of BDNF variants. In #uscific instance, the
Committee considers that this discrepancy is aanaftscientific methods and
guality, and falls outside the remit of the Commttcf. section 3 of the DCSD
order, because it refers to concerns selecting adsththeir applicability and
limitations.

The Committee finds that there is a discrepancwéen the Complainant and
Defendant 1 about the stability of mMRNA. It is @otthat the different mMRNA
transcripts have varying stability, depending am sbkquence, in particular in the
non-translated third one (3’'UTR). However, it is@correct that cDNA has a Scientific Dishonesty
limited shelf life, so long-term storage and/oreafed thawing/freezing can de-

stroy the sample material. In this specific case,Gommittee finds that this is a

matter of scientific quality and the validity ofientific theories, and falls outside

the remit of the Committee, cf. section 3 of theSDCorder.

Danish Committees on

7.5.2 Presentation of relative data normalised to 1

In relation to the Complainant’s claim that thedet presented ‘relative’ data
normalised to 1, and that this conceals the traelénce of BDNF-mRNA, De-
fendant 1 refers to her general comments on stdrtactice concerning the
presentation of mMRNA expressions.

The Committee finds that, when an article presezitgive values, the original
data and its variation ought also to be preseneatder to enable the reader to
assess the actual biological variation. The Conemits of the opinion that citing
the original data and variations of it helps avaity obscuration of the actual
data.

The Committee finds that Defendant 1 did not actéamnthe calculation of the
MRNA data presented in the article in the methogipkection. The Committee
notes that the article cites reference [REFEREN@E]article that also omits a
description of its calculations, and one othernexfiee.

The Committee also notes that Figure la preseatsahation of data in all of
the observations ('O, 2, 3, 5, 8, 24, 48’, 72 aAdY.

The Committee finds that due to the lack of a dpton of how the data under-
lying the Figures la was arrived at, readers aablerfully to assess the validity
of the data presented.

The Committee therefore finds that although thereagh used in the article is

not consistent with good scientific practice, ihnat be characterised as a serious
breach of good scientific practice, and thus aexample of scientific dishones-
ty. In the opinion of the Committee, the failuresjgecify the calculations of
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MRNA data is more a matter of the research quafitye scientific product con-
cerned.

7.5.3 Use of unconventional and invalid statistical methds

The Committee is of the opinion that the criticisrased about the statistical
methodology arose because the original articleainat an incomplete descrip-
tion of the test subjects.

Defendant 1 has requested that the issue of thieoahelibgy section not be ad-
dressed as part of this case. As the Complainaegertion relates to the use of
non-conventional and invalid statistical methods] & thus related to the meth-
odology section, the Committee decided to declieéebDdant 1's request and
address the issue.

Danish Committees on
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The Committee notes that the original wording @ thethodology section was
as follows:

‘Human in vivo experiments Eight healthy, physicatitive but untrained men
(meantSD age: 254 years, weight: 82+ 8 kg, heigt®1+1l cm, BMI: 2512
kg/m2) were recruited to participate in the stuafpich was approved by the
Ethics Committee of the Univers[tyNIVERSITY]. On the day of the experi-
ment, the volunteers arrived at about 07:00 hodtsraan overnight fast. The
participants performed 120 min of bicycle exer@s®0% of their predetermined
2max followed by a 24 h recovery period. Muscl@gjosamples were obtained
from vastus lateralis before exercise, immediasdigr exercise, and 3, 5, 8, 24,
48 and 72 h into recovery using a percutaneous lledgdpsy technique with
suction. Samples were snap frozen before being/aedlfor BDNF mRNA and
protein expression. Serum was obtained at the abwamioned time-points. Se-
rum levels of BDNF were measured by ELISA (R&De3yst Wiesbaden-
Nordenstadt, Germany). Platelet counts were deteechby standard laboratory
procedures.

The Committee further notes that on 10 January 284 2rratum was published
pertaining to the article’s methodology sectiolnfrwhich the following extract
is taken:

‘The first paragraph of the Methods should havedraa follows (new material
shown in [bold]):

Human in vivo experimeni®@wventy healthy, physically active but untrained men
(age 25.6+3.5 years, weight 78.9+9 kg, height 185+6m, BMI 21.3+2.11

kg/m? [mean+SD]) were randomised to either an exercisex(10) or control
(n=10) group. There was no difference between the groups with regard to
age, weight, height or V..« Subjects either performed 120 min of bicycle
exercise at 60% V) ..xfollowed by a 6 h recovery period (exercise) orteskin
bed for 8 h (control). Subjects also reported t@tlaboratory after an overnight
fast at 24, 48 and 72 h after the commencementhaf €xperimental trial. Blood
was obtained at the following time points: 0, 2,388, 24, 48 and 72 HMuscle
biopsy samples were obtained from vastus lategdlitme points 0, 2, 3, 5, 8, 24,
48 and 72 h using a percutaneous needle biopsyigel with suction. Samples
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were snap-frozen before being analysed. Serumslevele measured by ELISA
(R&D Systems, Wiesbaden-Nordenstadt, Germany)eletatounts were deter-
mined by standard laboratory procedur&ata from this study are included in
Figs 1 a,b,d and 2a,b. Because of a lack of matknee included anotheeight
healthy men (age 25#4 years, weight 8248 kg, heid@tt+l cm, BMI 252 kg/m2
[mean+SD]). They had muscle biopsies taken immediately pre godt exercise
and at 3 and 24 h after exercise. The data fromghesubjects are used only in
Fig. 1c.[...]"

The Committee notes that a full description of st subjects has been added to
the methodology section in the erratum. It has been made clear that the con-
trol group and the active group consist of difféne@ople and it is therefore cor-
rect to use an un-paired analysis instead of @@aine.

In the case at hand, the Committee is of the opithat the time sequence and  Panish Committees on
the pattern are the same for the whole group. Within mind, the Committee Scientific Dishonesty
considers the use an AUC calculation to be accéptab

It is correct that the assumptions on which the AbCalculated are not speci-
fied, and thus the reader of the article is notraved the mean value and spread
for AUC for the two groups.

The Committee is of the view that the assumpti@nghHe AUC calculations
ought to have been specified. However, it doesconsider that this omission
constitutes a serious breach of good scientifictpre, because it is not critical to
the reader’s assessment of the article’s contehfiadings.

The Committee notes that the choice of statistivethod was wrong in relation
to the original description of the test subjectshia article, as this was inade-
quate.

In addition, the Committee finds that the inforroatin the article concerning the
number of persons/control population (n-valuesinislear. The original methodol-
ogy section indicates n = 8. Figure 1 also stiggdat = 8, but the Committee does
not think it is entirely clear whether there ararfpeople in each group (2 x 4 = 8)
or eight people in each group. No control grougpiecified in the original method-
ology, and it appears therefore as if all eight sebjects were involved in the cy-
cling experiment. Figure 2 specifies n = 10, bet @ommittee finds that it is not
clear whether this means ten people (2 x 5 = 1@Pgreople (2 x 10 = 20).

The Committee finds, therefore, that the articlesinot make clear that the mate-
rial refers to two different test groups, nor daesform the reader how many sub-
jects there are or how big the control populatiothie groups actually is.

The Committee, therefore, finds it impossible teess the relevance of the effect
shown in figures 1b and 1c, because the originaleidoes not mention that the
two figures contain data pertaining to differerstt teubjects, and that these subjects
participated in the experiment at different timiésvas not until the erratum was
published that it became clear that two differaougs were referred to in these
two figures.
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One of the most important requirements on scientifork of the type concerned
is transparency in the choice of methodology amddiascription of the method-
ology, because this facilitates reproduction areMvamnt interpretations of the
results presented as well as assessments of tedibiity.

The Committee finds that the omission of significerfiormation about the test
subjects from the original methodology descriptimmstitutes a serious breach
of good scientific practice on a par with ‘undissgal construction of data’ pursu-
ant to the DCSD order 2, no. 1. As described abtiveinadequate description of
the subjects in the methodology section has coregemps for the interpretation of
results contained in the article.

The Committee finds that the erratum containing\ased description of the
methodology does not justify any change to itsifigd, as the complaint con-
cerned the article in its original form and theatwum was published after the
complaint had been submitted. The Committee alsdsfthat the fact that the Scientific Dishonesty
journal accepted an erratum cannot be accordeg@myinence in its ruling.

Danish Committees on

Defendant 1 asserts that the shortcomings of tiggnat methodology section
were merely the result of an error during the editprocess, which meant that
the description of the main study in the articlesweaitted from the methodology
section, and that this does not constitute a sefweach of good scientific prac-
tice. Defendant 1 also pointed out that the firexlsion of the manuscript errone-
ously indicates biopsy times in the secondary study correspond to the main
study. According to Defendant 1, this happenedmduan extensive editing pro-
cess involving the 16 co-authors. In this lightf&alant 1 is of the view that the
erroneous description of the methodology canndilamed on her.

The Committee notes that Defendant 1 is listedaglirector’ of the article, which
in this case is equivalent to the final author (se&ion 7.4). Information supplied
by Defendant 1 during the case also shows thatridafg 1 was involved in the
selection of test subjects for the article, inchgpihe description of them in the
methodology section. This is also reflected byftwt that the article incorporated
material (because of lack of material) that hadripresly been used in a publica-
tion for which Defendant 1 was the final authord &éimat Defendant 1 had signifi-
cant insight into the study that formed the basiglie article concerned.

In the light of the information provided by Defemdd, the Committee con-
cludes that the test group was mistakenly omittethfthe original methodology
section during the editing process, and that irestiribiopsy times were stated.
The Committee also notes that, according to Defentiait was Co-author 1 who
prepared the final draft of the article and wapoesible for all correspondence
with the journal.

Due to the role played by Defendant 1 in writing Hrticle, the Committee is of
the opinion that Defendant 1 should have discovaratiresponded to the lack of
information. However, the Committee recognises #mediting process involv-
ing multiple co-authors from different countrieh@rently entails a certain risk
of error. It is therefore the opinion of the Comied that Defendant 1's conduct
cannot be characterised as gross negligence. ¢hirepthis conclusion, the
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Committee has taken into account that the erroumwed in the course of an edit-
ing process involving multiple writers from differecountries.

In this light, the Committee rules that Defendamtid not act in a scientifically
dishonest manner.

7.5.4 Publication despite the lack of biological relevane of the results or non-
valid findings

The Complainant gives the impression that the amoUmRNA per cell is a
direct measure of the amount of protein producdéseguently, and thus that the
functional significance of the observed increasthefexpression of mMRNA
(without simultaneous protein expression) aftergitgl activity is not biologi-
cally relevant.

Danish Committees on
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A number of other factors are important, e.g. mR&bility.

The duration of the experimental design also afediether you can expect to
detect mRNA expression and protein simultaneouskeparately. It is thus a
well-known phenomenon in scientific articles thatoarelation between mRNA-
and protein expressions cannot readily be showspatimens are only collected
at an early stage, where only an mRNA expressiorbesexpected, or at a later
date, where only protein is present.

The Committee therefore finds that the increaseaRNA expression may well
have biological relevance.

The Committee finds that the alleged lack of biatagrelevance of results, or
non-valid findings, is a question of the scientifieories’ validity and the quality
of the research, and falls outside the remit ofGbenmittee, cf. section 3 of the
DCSD order.

7.5.5 Ignoring data from the research collaboration withthe Complainant,
including on the article in [JOURNAL 4]

The Complainant alleges that there is a contramlidbetween the data from the
Complainant’s laboratory (published in [JOURNAL 4jd data in the article in
[JOURNAL 1].

Defendant 1 accounts for the differences in tha daed in the article in
[JOURNAL 4] and the article in [JOURNAL 1]. The inediate explanation for
the divergence of the data in the two articlehi there are different test sub-
jects and two different age groups.

In the light of the evidence presented in the cdseCommittee finds that it has
been documented that the article in [JOURNAL 1Jtkwthe positive findings)
was submitted, accepted and published in a perad December 2008 until
April 2009, during which time the draft for the iat¢ that ended up being pub-
lished in [JOURNAL 4] was revised with a view tsudmission to [JOURNAL
12].

Side36/49



Danish Committees on Scientific Dishonesty

%)

Ministeriet for Forskning, Innovation
og Videregaende Uddannelser

Defendant 3 conducted three analyses of BDNF iheadies and the control
population (older people) for the article in [JOURIN4] as a result of the dis-
cussions held after Defendant 1 sent the revistideamtended for [JOURNAL

1] to the Complainant on 19 February 2009. In timaél correspondence, the
Complainant mentioned some of the findings thatraparted in [JOURNAL 4],
and presented the results of BDNF measurementadhéaken of 24 people who
were not described in any detail. In this lightf@elant 1 offered that Defendant
3 could perform the analyses of BDNF in the diatsetind control population
(older persons) on whom the Complainant had base[d®URNAL 4] article

and who had been studied in Defendant 1's laboyator

The Committee notes that it is good scientific pc&cto refer to articles or own
unpublished findings that do not support the figdiyou are seeking to have
published.

Danish Committees on
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In addition, the Committee notes, however, thatmiie article was submitted,
BDNF data for the above-mentioned cohorts was nail@ble from Defendant
1's laboratory. In addition, the BDNF data citedthg Complainant in his e-mail
of 20 February 2009 is mentioned in very vague $erm

The Committee finds that the lack of referencehtndata, as described by the
Complainant, does not constitute a breach of go@hsfic practice, because, at
the time of the submission of the article to [JOURNL], it was unpublished
data that had not been adequately described archwiierred to a different
group of subjects than those covered by the articJ@OURNAL 1]. In the light
of the above, the Committee finds that Defendagidinot act in a scientifically
dishonest manner by not referring to the data twhvthe Complainant refers.

The Complainant also claims that Defendant 1 ignon® decades of literature
reporting that BDNF is involved in neuromusculagereration.

The Committee notes that the choice of referenogbtoto reflect the state of
knowledge in the research field, regardless of el contradicts or concurs
with the results to be discussed in the articleceomed. It is an author’s right to
prioritise the choice of references with regardpecies, model and methodolo-
gy, but significant conflicting references shoul/ar be deliberately omitted.
The Committee notes in this connection that thelmemof references can also be
limited by the scope of the article, which is sgttfe journal concerned.

The topic of the article in [JOURNAL 1] is muscleti@ity. The Committee
therefore conducted a PubMed search of the litexdtom 1989—2009 with the
following keywords: ‘BDNF exercise muscles’. It itified 11 articles, including
the three articles that Defendant 1 — accordinp¢ocComplainant — has misquot-
ed, cf. the section below 7.5.8.

In this light, the Committee finds that Defendat#t dhoice of references does
not constitute a breach of good scientific practme rather an expression of the
author’s right to prioritise references.

7.5.6 Immunoblot with changed/manipulated contrast/imagepreferences
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The Committee finds that the biopsies for Westdon in the article were con-
ducted in a different series of experiments wittifferent design than the exper-
iment that generated the material for the mRNA ys&d, and it is not clear
whether all of the biopsies from test subjectsim supplementary experiments
were analysed for BDNF protein.

The Committee notes that it is correct that thekgemund around each band rises
towards the immunoblot. As this may be a caselafark-on effect from the
rising signal, and as the immunoblot has been gdalut of a wider context, the
Committee finds that the actual background is clifii to assess. On this basis,
the Committee finds that there is no basis for g the immunoblot to be a
falsification.

The Committee finds that the question of inadegesduring the performance of
the BDNF immunoblot concerned is a question ofghality of the scientific men =em
work, and falls outside the remit of the Committefe section 3 of the DCSD Scientific Dishonesty
order.

Danish Committees on

7.5.7 Significant Western blot

The Complainant alleges that results from an ingrartWestern blot in the arti-
cle were manipulated and that he was told this tyrmer postdoc at [RE-
SEARCH CENTRE].

Both the former postdoctoral student and anothezarcher affiliated with [RE-
SEARCH CENTRE], who performed the immunoblot, cowt¢hat this is not the
case. Furthermore, they explain that a mark orblhiesuggesting that it was
significant was placed there by mistake and waowe once the mistake was
discovered, which happened before the article whmgted.

The Committee finds that this is not an exampleadntifically dishonest behav-
iour, but rather a mistake during the preparatooykuor the article. The Com-
mittee finds no basis to reject Defendant 1's exaleon in the light of the state-
ments from the individuals mentioned above.

The Complainant alleges that the finding of BDNBtpm is incompatible with
the lack of BDNF-mRNA expression in muscle tissue.

The Committee finds that the Complainant is in pef¢rring to his own observa-
tions on muscle tissue, in which the Complainadtribt observe expressions of
BDNF-mRNA, while Defendant 1 — unlike the Complaiha observes BDNF-
MRNA expression in all of the groups of tests scigjestudied.

It is the opinion of the Committee that the Compéait's assertion is a matter of
scientific methods and quality, and falls outside temit of the Committee, cf.
section 3 of the DCSD order.

7.5.8 Misquotations of three articles
The Committee has reviewed the three articlesttitComplainant alleges were

misquoted. According to the Complainant, Defendantisquoted
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- [ARTICLE IN JOURNAL 5] (see note 7) and [ARTICLE IBOURNAL
6] (see note 8) by specifying that BDNF-mRNA ined in these two
articles, and

- [ARTICLE IN JOURNAL 7] (see note 9) by stating tHBDNF had in-
creased with the inhibition of HDAC but failed teention protein.

The Committee finds that Defendant 1 did not midggube three articles as far
as the increase in BDNF-mRNA and protein is coneériThe Committee finds
that Defendant 1 used the references to substamgatfindings about a rise in
BDNF-mRNA in muscle tissue. As such, the Committeds that no breach of
good scientific practice occurred in this context.

7.5.9 Incorrect presentation of clinical trials

This allegation relates to the presentation oflH@ results in Figure 1d. The Danish Committees on
Complainant asserts that a single sample was sdi¢lesighest mRNA content) to
locate protein using IHC.

Scientific Dishonesty

The Committee notes that the article does not nitaldear whether all of the test
subjects’ biopsies were analysed using IHC. Inresponses to the consultation
process, Defendant 1 notes that several biopsies steined. She also notes that
a decision was taken only to show the IHC imagthefbiopsy from the person
with the highest mMRNA expression in muscle tissugg also had a high protein
level.

The Committee affirms that scientific journals hagstrictions on the number of
images that can be published in an article, aigltiierefore usual that the au-
thors of an article select one or a very few imates they consider representa-
tive of their findings. In this light, the Commitdinds that the above does not
constitute a breach of good scientific practice.

7.5.10 Improper accreditation of co-author

The Complainant alleges that Co-author 2 is impryperedited as a co-author
of an article for which it was not Co-author 2 lig-author 3 and a student who
supplied an immunoblot. The Committee notes thabating to the information
it has received Co-author 2 conducted pilot expenits to establish the method
and supervised the technique.

The Committee finds that the co-author was not opprly accredited as the co-
author’s contribution was sufficient to warrantlibidy as a co-author.

7.5.11 Sub-conclusion concerning the article in [JOURNAL 1

As far as the article in [JOURNAL 1] is concerndgte Committee finds that sig-
nificant information about the test subjects wastit from the original method-
ology description and that this constituted a sevioreach of good scientific prac-
tice on a par with ‘undisclosed construction ofadaursuant to the DCSD order 2,
no. 1.
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In the light of the information provided by Defemdd, the Committee con-
cludes that the test group was mistakenly omittethfthe original methodology
section during the editing process, and that irestiribiopsy times were stated.
The Committee also notes that, according to Defentiait was Co-author 1 who
prepared the final draft of the article and wapoesible for all correspondence
with the journal.

Due to the role played by Defendant 1 in writing Hrticle, the Committee is of
the opinion that Defendant 1 should have discovaratiresponded to the lack of
information. However, the Committee recognises thate is an inherent risk of
error in an editing process involving multiple cataors from different countries.
It is therefore the opinion of the Committee thaféhdant 1's conduct cannot be
characterised as gross negligence. In reachingdmslusion, the Committee has
taken into account that the error occurred in therge of an editing process in-
volving multiple writers from different countries.

Danish Committees on
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In this light, the Committee rules that Defendantid not act in a scientifically
dishonest manner.

The Committee rejects the other charges brouglidy¥omplainant concerning
the article in [JOURNAL 1], and finds that Defentlardid not act in a scientifical-
ly dishonest manner.

7.6 Article in [JOURNAL 2]

The article in [JOURNAL 2] (see Note 2) is a reviawticle (Hot Topic Review)
that refers to the original articles and givesiiested readers the opportunity to
find further original data.

The article focuses on BDNF protein and descrilmag the protein can be trig-
gered by physical exertion, and that this is im@trfor the regulation of human
energy homeostasis.

The article concludes that BDNF is a protein tsgtrioduced in skeletal muscle,
and that it increases lipid oxidation, probablyrbgans of an autocrine/paracrine
mechanism in the skeletal muscle. BDNF is thusattarised as a new contrac-
tion-induced protein with beneficial health effectonjunction with physical
exertion — possibly through an increase in fat atiah in skeletal muscle.

The authors believe that BDNF plays a neurobiolalgiole as well as roles in
both the central and peripheral metabolism. ThefeaxFigure 5 in the article
describes that BDNF-mRNA and protein expressiomaaiekedly increased in
skeletal muscle after exertion, and this is regkatehe main body of the text
under the heading Brain-derived neurotrophic faatad the role of exercise on
the penultimate line (p.1158), which refers to @inticle in [JOURNAL 1].

After a close reading of the article in [JOURNAL, fije Committee notes that
Figure 1 shows that there is an approx. 50% ineréa8DNF in conjunction
with physical exertion versus rest — and that & tguestion of interpretation
whether such an increase can be termed ‘marked@ Cdmmittee finds that this
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interpretation does not constitute a breach of ggmentific practice as the data
in the article supports the conclusion.

The Committee finds that the review article doeshweak with the norm for
generally acceptable scientific presentations. ddr@ention that the conclusion
in the article deviates from the general literatisre matter of the validity of
scientific theories and scientific quality, anddgabutside the remit of the Com-
mittee, cf. section 3 of the DCSD order.

7.6.1 Sub-conclusion concerning the article in [JOURNAL 2

With regard to the article in [JOURNAL 2], the Contitee rejects the charges
raised by the Complainant and finds that Defendatitl not act in a scientifically
dishonest manner.

Danish Committees on
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7.7 Article 1 in [JOURNAL 3]

This section accounts for the DCSD’s assessmetfiegparties’ claims, respons-
es and contentions concerning article 1 in [JOURNBAlsee Note 1).

7.7.1 Reproduction of the Complainant’s observations

The Committee notes that the article in [JOURNALstbased on a cohort of
diabetic patients (n = 71) and a control populatios 47), whose miRNA (the
so-called myomirs) and several proteins, includ@NF, are studied.

The article specifies that the test subjects havavarage age of over 50 and an
average BMI of over 30. The article compares thdifigs from these groups.
The discussion section of the article also referfindings concerning BDNF-
MRNA after endurance training by 24 test subjebiés data is not disclosed and
the methodology not described. In other words,Gbeplainant’s contention that
the test subjects are all young males is not sigecih the published article.

In his complaint, the Complainant describes how tlita stems from Defendant
1-4’s laboratory, but in the e-mail correspondenfc22 February 2009 it is spec-
ified that the data stems from analyses conducyetido Complainant himself for
a research collaborator.

The Committee also notes that the article is abmistudy of myomirs before
and after acute endurance training and insulin piaim 10 young healthy men.

In the e-mail correspondence of 11 March 2010 betw®efendant 4 and Com-
plainant, it is explicitly stated by the Complainaimat there is no significant
overlap between the two articles. The Complain&sd states that since his own
article is only approx. 80% complete, he thinks thafendant 4 should go ahead
and submit the article.

In this light, the DCSD finds that the data frone tBomplainant’s laboratory is
not reproduced in the article, as it refers toffedént group of test subjects and a
different design.
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7.7.2 The question of whether the Complainant should havbeen listed as co-
author

Regarding the Complainant’s assertion that he shioave been credited as a co-
author of the article, the Committee finds thathia correspondence between the
Complainant and Defendants 1-4, the Complainans doeexpress a wish to be
listed as a co-author.

The Committee also finds that it is clear from tloerespondence that the article
was sent to the Complainant in order to ascertdietiaer there was any overlap
between this article and the similar article oneihihe Complainant was work-
ing at the time. The Committee does not considat fitrwarding the article to
the Complainant implies compliance with a requedid credited as a co-author
of the article.

Danish Committees on
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The Committee finds that the article in the [JOURNK0], as cited by the Com-
plainant, does not add any new information to #mec E-mail correspondence
relevant to the case shows that the Complainanaslesd to assess whether the
article by Defendants 1-4 overlapped so much wdlotvn that it would pose a
problem. The Complainant responded by e-mail thditlinot, and that he thought
it could be sent for publication. The Complainadsbaadded some comments and
recommended citing extra articles. The Committeddithat acknowledgement
would be a legitimate way to credit this contriloati The Complainant could also
have personally asked to see an author list, hdmée interested in this.

The Complainant accounts for the fact that he hietpénitiate the work with my-
omirs at Defendant 1's laboratory, and the Committetes that this collaboration
resulted in several joint articles. However, haviredped to introduce a method
does not imply an automatic right to co-authorgififuture articles. Co-authorship
of an article depends on the work done in conneatiith the production of the
article. Defendant 4's location, abroad or in Derina irrelevant to his contribu-
tion to the work. It is quite normal to work on @ject from abroad. The actual
work put in by the individual authors forms theisder their ranking on the list of
authors.

The Committee finds, therefore, that it was pragfddefendants 1-4 not to credit
the Complainant as a co-author of the article. Chemittee notes in this regard
that the Complainant is thanked in the article’skAowledgements’ section for
scientific discussions and advice, which, in thewbf the Committee, is con-
sistent with the contribution evident from the cdseuments.

7.7.3 Improper crediting of Defendant 2 as an author

The Complainant asserts that Defendant 2 was nitlegito be credited as a
senior author of this article.

The Committee finds that Defendants 1-4 have adedun detail for Defendant
2’s contribution to the article.

In assessing Defendant 2’s contribution, the Comemitinds no basis for reject-
ing Defendants 1-4’s account, as Defendants 1—4 ther most closely involved
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parties in the study and in the preparation ofatiele, and must, therefore, be
deemed to be the most appropriate judges of theithehl authors’ contribu-
tions. The Complainant’s comments on Defendantak of input do not
change this.

In the light of the evidence presented in the cdseCommittee finds that it has
been amply demonstrated that Defendant 2’s contoibuo the article entitles
Defendant 2 to be credited as senior author.

7.7.4 Defendant 3's co-authorship

The Complainant asserts that Defendant 3 was nitkeeito be credited as a co-

author of the article.

The Committee finds that Defendants 1-4 have adedtin detail for Defendant ~ P2"sh committees on
3's input to the article. Scientific Dishonesty
In assessing Defendant 3's contribution, the Cotemitinds no basis for reject-

ing Defendants 1-4's account, as Defendants 1—4 ther most closely involved

parties in the study and in the preparation ofatiiele, and must, therefore, be

deemed to be the most appropriate judges of theithehl authors’ contribu-

tions. The Complainant’s comments on Defendante®k of input do not

change this.

In the light of the evidence presented in the ciseCommittee finds that it has
been amply demonstrated that Defendant 3's corntoibuo the article entitles
Defendant 3 to be credited as a co-author of thelar

7.7.5 Sub-conclusion concerning Article 1 in [JOURNAL 3]
With regard to Article 1 in [JOURNAL 3], the Comrtge rejects the charges

raised by the Complainant and finds that Defendandsdid not act in a scientifi-
cally dishonest manner.

7.8 Article 2 in the [JOURNAL 3]

This section accounts for the DCSD’s assessmetfiegparties’ claims, respons-
es and contentions concerning article 2 in the BABL 3] (see Note 4).

The Complainant asserts that data is incorrectiggmted in the article, including
the fact the data is normalised to 1, which obsgtie real values. In support of
this, the Complainant states that he has seernrifjiea data concerned.

The Committee finds that Defendant 1 has explaihatthe original data seen by
the Complainant at [RESEARCH CENTRE] stemmed fromanalysis of another
cytokine (IL-18) and not the IL-8 data, which wasluded in Article 2.

The Committee notes that Defendant 1 contendsttisastandard practice to nor-
malise data to 1.
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The Committee finds that, when an article presegitdive values, the original data
and its variation ought also to be presented drtlieareader can assess the actual
biological variation.

The Committee finds that in the methodology sectibthe article, the authors
have accounted in detail for the calculations eftfRNA data presented in Figure
1. The Committee also finds that Figure 1 doesspetify variation for data to the
time 0, but that the variation is set for data frih@ other observation times. The
Committee also comments that the IL-8 expressidowisat time O.

The Committee finds that despite the lack of vaorafor data at time 0, the reader
is provided with a sufficient basis upon which ssess the validity and biological
relevance of the data presented.

The Committee therefore finds that this does nastitute a breach of good scien- ~ P2nish Committees on
tific practice. Scientific Dishonesty

The Complainant also alleges that Figure 2d iratiiele looks unusual, artificial
and suspect.

The Committee finds that the nature of Figur& 2ldes not provide any basis for
establishing that it has been manipulated. The Gte®rstresses that a range of
factors may influence the appearance of a repratimage of an immunohisto-
chemical staining, including the preparation amdtion of cells and tissues, per-
forming antigen retrieval, the type of the antilesdused and their dilution, the
colouring agent and incubation time, the exposiane aind filtering conditions in
the microscope. The appearance also depends snlteequent image processing
in conjunction with the printing of the article. this light, and based on the Com-
plainant’s assertions, the Committee finds thaffiinge does not give rise to con-
cerns that warrant further investigation.

7.8.1 Sub-conclusion concerning Article 2 in [JOURNAL 3]

With regard to Article 2 in Journal of Physiologlge Committee rejects the charg-
es raised by the Complainant and finds that Defeintiaid not act in a scientifi-
cally dishonest manner.

7.9 The [RESEARCH FUNDING APPLICATION]

This section accounts for the Committee’s assestaighe parties’ claims and
contentions concerning the [RESEARCH FUNDING APPATTON].

The Danish Agency for Research and Innovation ddlbe applications from
[RESEARCH FOUNDATION]. [RESEARCH FOUNDATION] targeimajor
research groups which are evaluated by interndtexyerts as part of the appli-
cation procedure.

19 As stated above, the Committee bases its decisigheofact that figure 2d illustrates immuno-

histochemical staining of a tissue section andamatnmunoblot.
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Defendant 1 is part of a consortium that receiveaagor grant from [RE-
SEARCH FOUNDATION] in 2009. According to Defendahtthe consortium
allocates the [RESEARCH FOUNDATION] funding by meaof an internal
application procedure. It is in one such interrglacation that the Complainant
alleges that Defendant 1 committed plagiarism.

The Committee notes that [ RESEARCH FOUNDATION] fimglwas no longer
publicly available at the time of the applicati@md the application by Defendant
1 can, therefore, be considered internal and ntdcampetitive in relation to the
Complainant.

7.9.1 Plagiarism of the article in [JOURNAL 4] in the [RESEARCH FUND-

ING APPLICATION]

The Committee fed the [RESEARCH FOUNDATION] apptioa though Danish Committees on
SafeAssign, a programme that checks online puldicatfor signs of plagiarism.
The results show that there is a certain overlawéen the application and pub-
lished resources but that this overlap is exclugiirethe references. References
aside, when the application is compared with they@lainant’s article in
[JOURNAL 4], two sentences feature in both.

Scientific Dishonesty

Sentence no. 1:

‘The molecular rules governing the targeting of BRiMA to individual genes
have been documented and help identify which prateding genes are targeted
when a single miRNA is modulated in a cell.’

Sentence no. 2:
‘MicroRNA detection shall be carried out using iheRCURY ™ v10.0 LNA mi-
croRNA array from Exigon (Vedbaek, Denmark).’

The Committee notes that it is common and accemtactice to re-use the word-
ing of methodology descriptions to a certain extémthis context, the Commit-
tee notes that methodology descriptions are oftgnneluded in searches by
plagiarism programmes.

The Committee therefore finds that sentence nae3 dhot constitute plagiarism
in a form of sufficient substance to constituter@deh of good scientific practice.

The Committee also finds that sentence no. 1 domasi a small section of the
total and does not have sufficient substance tstdate a serious breach of good
scientific practice. The re-use of the sentenaoissidered to be too trivial to
constitute scientific dishonesty.

In its ruling above, the Committee has stressed ligdow) that Defendant 1 is
co-author of the article in [JOURNAL 4], which acdng to the Complainant
was plagiarised in the [RESEARCH FUNDING APPLICATND The Commit-
tee has also emphasised that this was an intarndirfg application and not anti-
competitive, which means that greater scope isvaltbfor the reuse of the De-
fendant’s own previously published wording.
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The Complainant asserts that Defendant 1 did nise whe article. The Commit-
tee finds that it is beyond all reasonable douat efendant 1 is entitled to be
credited as an author of the article. The casergagmmonstrate that Defendant 1
obtained the clinical material on which the Compdait based the article, and
that Defendant 1 read and commented on the maptigafore submission, as
witnessed by the copies of correspondence subnbitddkefendant 1.

7.9.2 Failure to credit the Complainant in the UNIK application

As described above, the [RESEARCH FUNDING APPLICAN] was an inter-
nal application and not, therefore, anti-compegitin relation to the Complain-
ant.

The Committee notes that the Complainant and Defietsdl—4 were research
collaborators at the time the internal applicaticas submitted, and that the
Complainant was informed of the submission of tpeliaation.

Danish Committees on

Scientific Dishonesty

The Committee finds that Defendant 1's failure tedit the Complainant in the
internal application does not constitute a sertimmesch of good scientific prac-
tice.

In this context, the Committee stresses that thees@quirements for credits or
co-authorships do not apply to articles and toridkapplications. The applica-
tion concerned was for funding that Defendant 1diesady helped to generate
with the original [RESEARCH FUNDING APPLICATION] anfor which the
Complainant was not eligible to apply.

7.9.3 Reference to [EU-RESEARCH GRANT] research fundingm the UNIK
application

In relation to the allegation of the misleadingerehce to [EU-RESEARCH
GRANT] research funding in the [RESEARCH FUNDIN®RLICATION], the
Committee finds that this did not constitute a bheaf good scientific practice.
The Committee stresses that the senior project gesriar the [EU-RESEARCH
GRANT] project is satisfied that the referencehe fEU-RESEARCH GRANT]
programme was not misleading or unacceptable.

7.9.4 Sub-conclusion concerning the [RESEARCH FUNDING APBICA-
TION]

With regard to the [RESEARCH FUNDING APPLICATIONhe Committee
rejects the charges raised by the Complainantiadd that Defendant 1 did not act
in a scientifically dishonest manner.

7.10 Other factors

The Committee finds that the following contentidnysComplainant do not fall

under the remit of the DCSD as they do not refex specific written scientific
product, cf. section 6 of the DCSD order, i.e. that
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» Defendant 1's supervision of PhD students at [RESEAN CENTRE]
was improper and incompetent,

» Defendant 1 presented the miRNA work in the articlfJOURNAL 4]
as stemming from the [RESEARCH CENTRE] by gettingfdhdant 3 to
give a keynote lecture at an international congfe&NGRESS],

* irregular ‘mass publishing’ occurred at [RESEARCHNTRE] at the
behest of Defendant 1 who, according to the Complati produces false
CVs for her students,

» ‘salami-slicing’ of studies took place in connectiwith Defendant 1's
38 credits as author along with one researchdRBEEARCH CENTRE]
and in 37 articles along with two other researcla¢{RESEARCH
CENTRE],

» all of the work with myokines at [RESEARCH CENTRi&)m 2000—
2011 should be investigated because — accordititget€omplainant — it
would not have received substantial attention witltbe extremely im-
portant muscle-protein immunoblot data set fronaftitles by another
researcher,

«  mRNA measurements taken by two researchers at [RREEH CEN-
TRE] in the period 2001-2005 were incompatible vpitbtein data pro-
duced by another researcher, and that the mRNAune@aents were sys-
tematically misinterpreted by three researchefRRSEARCH CEN-
TRE] in the period 2001-2007,

* astudent affiliated with [RESEARCH CENTRE] was imoperly credit-
ed with co-authorship of a series of unnamed adiallespite the fact that
the individual concerned provided no intellectugdut into the article
and only took biopsies or blood samples.

» Defendant 1's relationship with an editor of [JOURNL1] is open to
criticism, and

» Defendant 1 misled the DCSD during the consultapimtess.

The Committee finds that the assertion that Defan@laapparently changed her
view of IL-6’s role in human skeletal muscle ovkeetyears falls outside the re-
mit of the DCSD, as this part of the complaint imatter of the validity or truth
of scientific theories, cf. section 3 of the DCSider. The Committee therefore
considers the apparent change of mind to represdavelopment in scientific
knowledge.

Regarding the Complainant’s assertion that it wdaddinacceptable for Defend-
ant 1's partner to conduct a peer review of Artitle the [JOURNAL 3] (see
note 3), the Committee finds that this assertidmaised solely on the Complain-
ant’s statement to this effect, without any othguporting documentation. Thus,
in the view of the Committee, it does not in thistance constitute a basis for
upholding an assertion of scientific dishonesty.

7.10.1 Sub-conclusions concerning other issues
With regard to the other issues, the Committeectgjhe charges raised by the

Complainant and finds that Defendant 1 did noirmet scientifically dishonest
manner.
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8 Summary

In summary, the Committee finds that Defendantsdidot act in a scientifi-
cally dishonest manner pursuant to section 2 otetxee order no. 306 of 20
April 2009 on the Committees on Scientific Dishageas amended by order no.
144 of 20 February 2012, while drawing up and rapgron the following scien-
tific products:

» Article in [JOURNAL 1] (concerns Defendant 1)

* Article in [JOURNAL 2] (concerns Defendant 1)

» Article 1 in [JOURNAL 3] (concerns Defendants 1-4)

» Article 2 in [JOURNAL 3] (concerns Defendant 1)

» [RESEARCH FUNDING APPLICATION] (concerns Defendél)t

Danish Committees on

Scientific Dishonesty
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9 Appeals procedure

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

Yours sincerely,

Henrik Gunst Andersen
Chair of the Danish Committees on
Scientific Dishonesty

Danish Committees on
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