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Detailed report of the Committee for Ethics in Science and Higher Education concerning the matter of allegations of plagiarism by Prof. Asim Kurjak

Summary

Following the submission of documentation by the Ministry of Science, Education and Sports (MSES) on the fifth session of the Committee for Ethics in Science and Higher Education (CESHE) held on November 13, 2006 the Committee took over the subject in its entirety.
In line with the submitted documentation Prof. Kurjak is charged for plagiarism in two subjects:

1. Plagiarism in a scientific publication Kurjak A and Beasley JM published in Acta Med Iugosl. 1974:28:15-26.,

2. Plagiarism in chapter 4 of the book Fetal and Neonatal Neurology (3rd edition, 2001).

The following item is appended to the subject:

3. Petition of Zagreb University postgraduates and friends Association “Societas rationis sanae” sent to MSES and forwarded, by MSES, to CESHE. The complaint concerns the criticism of Prof. Kurjak’s scientific and professional work requesting that his scientific work be examined and contains, to substantiate the request, extracts from the archives of the University of Zagreb School of Medicine.

On the CESHE session on November 13, 2006 the case was unified in one unique subject on the basis of which the CESHE delivers the following report:

Introduction

The case of allegations of Prof. Asim Kurjak’s plagiarism, appeared in scientific circles and soon after in general public, in September 2006 after the publication of Iain Chalmers’ article “Role of systematic reviews in detecting plagiarism: case of Asim Kurjak” in British Medical Journal (BMJ. 2006;333;594-7.) where he describes the case of detected plagiarism of a scientific publication by Kurjak A and Beasley JM (Acta Med Iugosl. 1974;28:15-26.) which, to a greater extent, has been taken from the publication by Noble AD et al. (J Obstet Gynaecol Br Commonw 1971;78:559-63.). Iain Chalmers, the author of the article in BMJ, who discovered the plagiarism in the late 1980’s describes, in detail, the absence of appropriate reactions by the chief editor of Acta Medica Iugoslavica (renamed to Acta Medica Croatica) Prof. N. Perišić and S. Knežević, and by Prof. Mate Granić the then Dean of School of Medicine, University of Zagreb, in the beginning of 1990’s. However, following Iain Chalmers’ claims, the World Health Organization refused auspice and sponsorship of an international conference organized by Prof. Kurjak and changed the venue of Manual on Ultrasound Diagnostics from Zagreb to Geneva and suspended Prof. Kurjak from the Committee for a year.
In his later work, Iain Chalmers discovered that Prof. Kurjak committed yet another plagiarism, as a co-author to S. Kupešić, in chapter 4 of the book Fetal and Neonatal Neurology (3rd edition, 2001) which is, to a greater extent, a copy of a doctoral dissertation by a Norwegian author dr Blaas H-GK, to which Prof. Kurjak had access before publishing the controversial article. After reporting the case the publisher retrieved and recalled the above mentioned edition and republished the book without the controversial chapter. The case had also been reported to the School of medicine, University of Zagreb (dean Prof. Boris Labar), however, according to Iain Chalmers’ claims, no response had ever arrived.
1. Matter of plagiarism of a scientific publication – Acta Med Iugoslav 1974;28:15-26.

From the documentation available and with software for text comparison and plagiarism identification, it has been undoubtedly established that the publication by Kurjak A and Beazley JM is, to a great extent, a replication – plagiarism, a compilation of two publications: Noble AD et al. (J Obstet Gynaecol Br Commonw 1971;78:559-63.) and a publication by Pearson JF and Davies P (J Obstet Gynaecol Br Commonw 1973;80:218-24.) as Iain Chalmers claims in his article. It has been established through software support that the controversial publication consists of 44% of text from Noble’s publication (i.e., contains 66% of the text from Noble’s publication and these are introduction, materials and methods section, and results, figure descriptions and parts of the discussion) and 25% of text from Pearson and Davies’ publication (i.e., 44% of Pearson & Davies’ publication, almost the entire summary, methods, parts of results and discussion sections). The analysis shows that 70% of the publication published in Acta Med Iugoslav had been directly copied taking into account that the two publications from which the text had been taken do not coincide at all (comparison result = 0% match). It should be noted that neither of the publications – originals are cited in the controversial publication.
By comparing the intellectual content it has been established that apart from the text of the publication, demonstrations of results coincide with somewhat altered numbers (but similar ratios), so there is not only a suspicion of plagiarism in the controversial publication but of fabricating research results as well. This is, however, impossible to prove beyond doubt without access to original measurements.
2. The case of plagiarism in a chapter of a scientific book – Fetal and Neonatal Neurology and Neurosurgery

Analysis of the intellectual content of Chapter 4 by Kurjak A and Kupešić S: “Ultrasound of first trimester CNS development: structure and circulation”, clearly shows that the chapter contains text directly taken from several sources authored by dr. Blaas, and those are: 1) his doctoral dissertation, 2) chapter of the book Ultrasound and early pregnancy, edited by Blaas and Eik-Nees 1996, page 3-18; 3) publications published in the Lancet (1998;352:1182-6.) and 4), 5) and 6) in Ultrasound Obstet Gynecol 1994;4:183-92, 1995;5:151-60. and 1995;5:228-32. respectively. The chapter itself consisted of several parts: Introduction, Ultrasound and Doppler estimate of early brain development (412 words - of which 340, i.e. 83% had been directly copied from the chapter by Blaas and Eik-Nes). Early brain circulation, 3D ultrasound (1261 words – of which 1155, i.e. 92% was taken form Dr. Blaas’ doctoral dissertation and from the Lancet) and Conclusions.

This case of plagiarism in a chapter of a scientific book is also indubitable in our opinion. In Dr. Blaas’ report (all documentation available to the Committee) it is clearly described and it is evident that authors Kurjak and Kupešić presented results, taken from the original, as their own, and that the publisher, upon the receipt of Dr. Blaas' report, withdrew the edition, published a new one without the controversial chapter with comments and explanation. Dr. Blaas in his report doubts the authenticity of pictures used in chapters of the book and suspects the identical pictures with different description were used in other publications by Kurjak and Kupešić which is impossible to prove beyond prove without access to the originals and the reproductions.
Petition by “Societas rationis sanae” Association

In late October 2006, MSES forwarded a letter to the Committee by the “Societas rationis sanae”, an international association of postgraduates and friends of the Zagreb University, concerning the criticism of Prof. Kurjak’s scientific and professional work requesting that his scientific work be examined. The letter was addressed to Prof. Čikeš, the dean of School of Medicine and sent to MSES, to the Rector of Zagreb University, Iain Chalmers and to electronic and written media in the Republic of Croatia. To substantiate the request the said letter has two documents attached which contain opinions and conclusions on Prof. Kurjak’s scientific and professional work.
One of them, dated June 22, 1976, signed by Prof. Pero Bagović, presents specifically described cases of suspicion of Prof. Kurjak’s scientific misconduct. From the content of the letter it is clear that concrete evidence had been attached to it to substantiate stated allegations of scientific fraud in relation to plagiarism, mostly in figures, as well as to falsifying and fabricating results. Letter sent to the Committee contains no evidence, mostly referring to presentations at scientific conferences, content of which is not available to the Committee, considering the time elapsed.
The second letter is from 1979 and its summary contains minutia of the meeting held at the Department of gynecology and obstetrics at which, upon the request of the School of Medicine, the Department staff discussed the re-election of the then assistant Dr. Kurjak. The letter points out to the promotion review which contains suspicions of Dr. Kurjak’s “breach of allowed use of the results of others and their presentation as his own”.
Considering that the letters and attached documents are part of correspondence within the School of Medicine, and presuming they are originals, they should be the property of the School's archives, the Committee believes the School of Medicine and its departments should act upon these records and facts. However, we regard it necessary to caution that suspicions of authenticity and originality in Prof. Kurjak’s qualification publications have been stated.
Critical analysis of Prof. Kurjak’s scientific work with available methods
Taking into account these two clear cases of unauthorized use of somebody else’s text and presenting it as his own, and further to Dr. Iain Chalmers’ and Dr. Harm-Gerd Blaas’ claims, the written petition by “Societas rationis sanae” (international association of postgraduates and friends of the Zagreb University) that MSES sent us, we conducted a review of Prof. Kurjak’s scientific work. Taking into consideration the great volume of Prof. Kurjak’s work it is almost impossible to analyze all his publications containing scientific publications, books, special editions, conference abstracts, summaries and in-extenso summaries of published lectures, as well as a vast number of published materials in publicist editions. The Committee decided to analyze publications cited in Medline searched by the PubMed service of the USA National Library of Medicine and National Institutes of Health. This database was chosen because it has a simple, free of charge, easy access to publications for all Internet and computer users and it is considered to be the most frequently used database in browsing biomedical publications by the scientific and general public. Browsing by authors shows 247 “hits” for Prof. Kurjak , i.e. 247 publications and scientific publications published in editions which the Medline database quotes.
Availability of these texts free of charge is low – merely 10% of articles obtainable via Medline can be accessed in full without a subscription fee. As for the others a payment needed to be made to read the entire text. For analysis purposes available free-of-charge publications have been gathered (20 articles) while the rest were ordered via the service of Subito, an international library exchange.
According to the Medline database, in the period between 1970 and 2007, Prof. Kurjak authored (or co-authored) 247 articles, of which 36 are review articles (Review), 13 letters to editors (Letter) and 198 original scientific publications. According to the results, 211 publications (of which 33 reviews) are in English, 30 (of which 3 reviews) in Croatian, 4 in German, 1 in Serbian and 1 in Polish. The distribution by journals and the share of publications in the entire scientific work of Prof. Kurjak is shown in Table 1.
Table 1. Articles authored by Prof. Kurjak according to journal published (accessible through Medline via PubMed)
[image: image1.emf]
In order to show the scientific impact of published papers (co-)authored by Prof. Kurjak, citations have been derived from the ISI Web of knowledge base. In the search available for the period from 1991 to 2007, 161 publications found were cited 2053 times, of which 356 were auto-citations for 118 publications available in the ISI Web of knowledge are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Cited publications (co-)authored by Prof. Kurjak for the 1991-2007 period (according to ISI WoS)
	Type of document
	No. of documents
	% od 161

	Article
	115
	71,4%

	Review
	19
	11,8%

	Editorial material
	14
	  8,7%

	Letter
	11
	  6,8%


Prof. Kurjak is the first author (including publications of which he is the only author) in 150 publications and the last author in 79. He is the only author of 19 publications (he has also authored 76 publications with two authors, 43 with three authors, 40 with four, 32 with five, 22 with six, 8 with seven, 3 with eight, 3 with nine, and one with 12 authors).

Since the publications obtained are mostly pdf files, which are not suitable for text analysis, their format needed to be changed using the Abbyy PDF transformer software ver. 2.0, purchased for this purpose.

Instances of plagiarism were examined through web service Turnitin. Despite its limitations Turnitin is the best web available tool for text comparison with all available Internet contents for texts in English. The biggest constraint in the Internet search for potential originals of the examined text is the lack of capacity to browse publications in electronic versions of journals and books which, on the Internet, are protected by subscription. Thus the given results need to be viewed as the “tip of the iceberg”.
Taking into account that the search was limited only to available full-text articles (full-text articles in subscription journals are not available for browsing), results mainly refer to disclosures of reuses of already published scientific publications, redundant and multiple publications since Turnitin, apart from tracing possible originals on the web, also compares all texts in its own database. In this way the comparison is made between examined publications and all texts available, but also with itself.
Texts that were matched with the already published ones and with materials available on the web have also been analyzed using Louis Bloomfield’s windows-based software for detecting plagiarism WCopyfind ver. 2.6 for results control.
Results and interpretation of scientific opus verification
Table 3 shows the results of the analysis of the publications available in Medline in which Prof. Kurjak is an author or a co-author, as well as their interpretation. Displayed are the results which overlap in more than 20%. The overlap had to be determined by at least one of the two methods used and the overlapping portion greater than 20% has been regarded as significant. Overlaps lower than 20% are not displayed, and neither were they further analyzed. Analysis with these services refers only to texts in scientific publications. Since the described methods do not allow the analysis of figures and tables, the results do not refer to these elements of scientific publications. This fact is limited the analysis, especially because Prof. Kurjak’s work almost always contains figures of ultrasound. Although some of the petitions sent to the Committee contain serious allegations of falsifications and unauthorized appropriation of figures, it is almost impossible to browse and compare figures in such a high number of scientific publications. So, this segment, which may also constitute fraud, remained unexamined and unevaluated by this analysis.
This method of detecting overlap (which excludes figures and attachments) has a low sensitivity but a high specificity. Thus, we can only assume that a part of possible results misuse, especially that of figures, remained unexamined.
A final analysis of all scientific publications that were marked as suspicious through Turnitin and WCopyfind services was completed through the analysis of the publications’ intellectual content.
Table 3. Results and interpretation of overlap findings in publications authored or co-authored by Prof. Asim Kurjak
	
	Suspect publication
	Original citation
	% overlap
	Interpretation

	1.
	Kurjak A, Kupesic S, Kos M. Three-dimensional sonography for assessment of morphology and vascularization of the fetus and placenta. J Soc Gynecol Investig. 2002;9(4):186-202.

REVIEW
	Kurjak A, Hafner T, Kos M, Kupesic S, Stanojevic M. Three-dimensional sonography in prenatal diagnosis: a luxury or a necessity? J Perinat Med. 2000;28(3):194-209.
	44% Turnitin

51% WCopyfind
	Article J Soc Gynecol Investig 2002;9(4):186-202. is a review article in which a high percentage of overlap with three papers by different authors was found. All three were published in the same journal in which 23% (57 out of 247) of all scientific publications by Prof. Kurjak, available in the Medline database, were published. 

Conclusion: Although all three original papers are quoted in the review paper, the quotation is not marked as direct, verbatim transfer of text, so the review paper can be regarded as a copy, with a great overlap, of already published texts.
It is with great certainty that we say this publication is a redundant publication, a compilation of already published texts, with characteristics of multiple use of an already published scientific text.

	
	
	Kurjak A, Kupesic S, Banovic I, Hafner T, Kos M. The study of morphology and circulation of early embryo by three-dimensional ultrasound and power Doppler. J Perinat Med. 1999;27(3):145-57.
	20% Turnitin

38% WCopyfind.
	

	
	
	Kupesic S, Kurjak A, Ivancic-Kosuta M. Volume and vascularity of the yolk sac studied by three-dimensional ultrasound and color Doppler. J Perinat Med. 1999;27(2):91-6.
	44% Turnitin

50% WCopyfind
	

	2.
	Benoit B, Hafner T, Kurjak A, Kupesic S, Bekavac I, Bozek T. Three-dimensional sonoembryology. J Perinat Med. 2002;30(1):63-73. REVIEW
	Kurjak A, Kupesic S, Banovic I, Hafner T, Kos M. The study of morphology and circulation of early embryo by three-dimensional ultrasound and power Doppler. J Perinat Med. 1999;27(3):145-57.
	13% Turnitin

36% WCopyfind
	The first third of the examined text is almost entirely transferred from the original. The original is not cited in the literature list of the examined text J Perinat Med 2002:30(1)63-73.

Conclusion: We can state with great certainty that this is a case of multiple use of already published scientific text.

	3.
	Hafner T, Kurjak A, Funduk-Kurjak B, Bekavac I. Assessment of early chorionic circulation by three-dimensional power Doppler. J Perinat Med. 2002;30(1):33-9.
	Kurjak A, Hafner T, Kupesic S, Kostovic L. Three-dimensional power Doppler in study of embryonic vasculogenesis. J Perinat Med. 2002;30(1):18-25.
	4% Turnitin

24% WCopyfind
	Both papers appear in the same issue of the same magazine and have high overlap, same topic but different authors. Different overlap portion appears due to the electronic form of the document.

Conclusion: questionable authenticity of authorship of very similar papers; with no mutual citation although such a citation in biomedicine is common for papers published in the same issue of a magazine.

	4.
	Kurjak A, Kupesic S, Sparac V, Kosuta D. Three-dimensional ultrasonographic and power Doppler characterization of ovarian lesions. Ultrasound Obstet Gynecol. 2000;16(4):365-71.
	Kurjak A, Kupesic S, Anic T, Kosuta D. Three-dimensional ultrasound and power doppler improve the diagnosis of ovarian lesions. Gynecol Oncol. 2000;76(1):28-32.
	23% Turnitin

54% WCopyfind
	Publications greatly overlap in the Introduction, Materials and methods, and in Discussion and Conclusion. They do not mutually cite each other. Gynecol Oncol (12/03/99) was submitted for publication prior to the Ultrasound Obstet (1/11/99).

Conclusion: It can be said with great certainty that this is a case of redundant publication of same results, along with questionable authorship.

	5.
	Sparac V, Kupesic S, Kurjak A. What do contrast media add to three-dimensional power Doppler evaluation of adnexal masses? Croat Med J. 2000;41(3):257-61.
	Kupesic S, Kurjak A. Contrast-enhanced, three-dimensional power Doppler sonography for differentiation of adnexal masses. Obstet Gynecol. 2000;96(3):452-8.
	58% Turnitin

45% WCopyfind
	The articles have a high percentage of overlap. They were sent to journals almost simultaneously (two months earlier in Obstet Gynecol). They overlap in Aims and Methods and, clearly, in Patients and do not cite each other. In Results, a part of the Results section is completely identical (e.g. Tables 1, 2, and 3).

Conclusion: This case can be considered a redundant publication with misuse of authorship having one additional author in paper published in Croat Med J (questionable authorship).

	6.
	Kurjak A, Kupesic S, Anic T, Kosuta D. Three-dimensional ultrasound and power doppler improve the diagnosis of ovarian lesions. Gynecol Oncol. 2000;76(1):28-32.
	Kurjak A, Kupesic S. Three dimensional ultrasound and power doppler in assessment of uterine and ovarian angiogenesis: a prospective study. Croat Med J. 1999;40(3):413-20.
	22% Turnitin

28% WCopyfind
	A high level overlap has been found in both articles. The later published text (Gynecol Oncol) does not cite the previously published one in Croat Med J. There is an overlap in the Materials and methods section, and partly in the Results and Discussion sections.

Conclusion: This publication can be regarded as redundant publication.

	7.
	Kupesic S, Kurjak A. Septate uterus: detection and prediction of obstetrical complications by different forms of ultrasonography. J Ultrasound Med. 1998;17(10):631-6.
	Kupesic S, Kurjak A. Diagnosis and treatment outcome of the septate uterus. Croat Med J. 1998;39(2):185-90.
	17% Turnitin

31% WCopyfind
	Apart from the high overlap in text, the articles overlap in the Aims, Methods, clearly in Patients (same number) and partly in Results sections (e.g. Tables 1 and 2 and text under Figures 1 and 2). The articles do not cite each other. They were sent to journals for consideration at the same time.

Conclusion: These papers can be regarded as redundant and duplicate publications.

	8.
	Pal A, Kurjak A. Ultrasound studies of arterial blood flow in the pregnant uterus. Zentralbl Gynakol. 1986;108(21):1301-6.
	Pal A, Kurjak A. Ultrasound study of blood flow velocity in the umbilical artery. Zentralbl Gynakol. 1986;108(12):724-9.
	30% Turnitin i 

27% WCopyfind
	These articles overlap in the Materials and methods section. The number of examinees is the same (101).

Conclusion: This is probably a case of a fragmented publication of results in smallest possible publication units, the so called “salami publication”, i.e., the publication of seemingly different research published simultaneously, using the same patients.

	9.
	Kupesic S, Kurjak A, Bjelos D, Vujisic S. Three-dimensional ultrasonographic ovarian measurements and in vitro fertilization outcome are related to age. Fertil Steril. 2003;79(1):190-7.
	Kupesic S, Kurjak A. Predictors of IVF outcome by three-dimensional ultrasound. Hum Reprod. 2002;17(4):950-5.
	49% Turnitin 

-- WCopyfind
	The Turnitin service found a high overlap, which was impossible to determine by WCopyfind as the electronic format of the document was unsuitable for analysis. Although the later-published article cites the one published previously, the percent of overlap is quite high, including the same Patients and similar research Aims.

Conclusion: This is probably a case of reusin of previously published research with questionable authorship on the later-published paper.

	10.
	Kurjak A, Kupesic S, Breyer B, Sparac V, Jukic S. The assessment of ovarian tumor angiogenesis: what does three-dimensional power Doppler add? Ultrasound Obstet Gynecol. 1998;12(2):136-46.
	Breyer B, Kurjak A. Tumor vascularization, Doppler measurements and chaos: what to do? Ultrasound Obstet Gynecol. 1995;5(3):209-10.
	20% Turnitin 

43% WCopyfind
	The review article Ultrasound Obstet Gynecol (1998) contains a great part of text from the Letter to the editor in the same jourlan (1995). The previously published letter is cited in the review article, but is almost completely incorporated in the new paper.

Conclusion: It is highly likely that this is case of reusing of previously published text, that is, a redundant publication. The issue that arises are questionable new authors in the later-published article.

	Presented papers are mostly published in journal in which Prof. Kurjak pubishes the most (Table 1 bold).

It is also significant, apart form these cases, the appearance of texts or parts of texts from the daily press and popular-scientific publications, which are in great part or completely taken and incorporated in scientific papers and vice versa. We haven't analyzed or presented these instances.


The analysis of the results reveals instances of multiple duplicate and redundant publications containing significant portions of previously published texts. Also, findings according to which different scientific publications include the same Patients, either as members of the same group or as a group whose results overlap, regardless of the fact that to an outsider this would seem as a minor breach, if a breach at all, in biomedical scientific literature is strictly forbidden (www.icmje.org, International Committee of medical Journal Editors – ICMJE). Original scientific publications must contain original and new results which substantiate the scientific hypothesis. Considering that biomedicine is a cumulative science whose progress lies in an effortful gathering of scientific evidence and hypotheses that originate from known and proven facts, in the very base of such progress is the assumption that the results published so far are authentic and original. Evidence based medicine is based upon collection and processing of scientific evidence through medical procedures for setting diagnoses and disease treatments according to which it makes and prescribes treatment guidelines which are proved on the basis of scientific evidence of all available, appropriately carried out scientific studies in the world. This procedure is called a systematic review or a meta-analysis and it has the greatest strength and the highest level of scientific proof in medicine. So, publishing in several studies the already measured and gathered results of the same Patients undoubtedly leads to deceit, degrades and devalues the conducted meta-analyses and may affect guidelines prescriptions and thus directly affect people’s health.
Writing systematic review articles is a similar procedure in which everything concerning a certain issue/topic is gathered in one publication that gives the scientific community a review of all the information regarding the described topic and on which all future research is based. It is during the process of writing such a scientific report, that Prof. Kurjak’s plagiarism was discovered and disclosed by Iain Chalmers in his article published in the BMJ.
Due to all of the above stated, it is clear that the procedures which use results of the same Patients in different studies, without disclosure, are unethical and unacceptable, and such publications are worthless in the sense of new scientific contribution.
Overlaps in texts of published articles, not relating to results, are also not allowed in scientific publication, and when being applied, the purpose of such usage of text must clearly be marked and pointed out. Plagiarism is any procedure in which an author intentionally or unintentionally copies someone else’s words, data or ideas, including his own if presented as new and original. If a text is directly transferred the only acceptable way is to state the source and mark the text by quotation marks. The reader of such a text must clearly see that the text is taken from another author and must understand the purpose of such action.
If an author publishes a paper in one journal, it is not allowed for him to publish it in another journal as new scientific work. The same applies to smaller alterations. Each new publication must be a new scientific work, must contain new original ideas, even when the described topic doesn’t contribute to new findings, i.e. results.
Copying and publishing identical articles and presenting them as new, cannot be intellectually justified, and private excuses for the committed deeds are not solutions nor can they be considered as exculpatory. A scientific opus is available to public, even in Prof. Kurjak’s case, so that anyone can use the same methods and find and verify the described results. Plagiarized publications and results, even identical texts, deceit potential readers and the general public because they are presented as new personal research for the part that isn’t, and as new scientific findings for parts that was copied from personal or someone else’s already published scientific reports.
Authors may subsequently use various ways to try to explain instances of irregularity and justify them by saying that it is a common practice and a large number of authors use similar procedures without consequences. In this case (Prof. Kurjak and his associates), as in any other case in which scientific misconduct is analyzed and explained, “common practice” was not the object of research. What is being interpreted in the observed publications is what was stated and what the readers of the publications, other scientists and the public can read out from a text while remaining under the impression that it is an original scientific work of an author and that the results displayed are original. It is for this reason that we hadn’t asked for comments by, nor response(s) from the authors of the described publications.
The potential explanation by authors that they weren’t aware of the fact they were committing a breach through plagiarism or republishing of the same results is not acceptable. All authors of scientific biomedical publications must know (since the introduction of guidelines for publication in biomedical journals promoted by the ICMJE) that, regardless of the circumstance, they cannot publish the same results several times, with the exception of congress announcement summaries. In review publications, personal and someone else’s published results can be displayed under quotations, with a previously secured publisher’s written authorization. Despite of that, due to their less significant contribution to science, review publications were not examined with equal “severity” as original scientific publications were, though the same definition of plagiarism applies – if the source wasn’t cited correctly (with quotation marks), and republishing – if consisting of significant parts of already published personal texts.
Redundant – repeated, superfluous publications (found during the analysis of Prof. Kurjak’s publication record) are those in which there is a significant overlap of text, methods and results, especially if the results were obtained using the same methods on the same or similar sample/patients without appropriate reference (citation) to another publication. Within the category of redundant publication, double publication is a type of redundant publication sent simultaneously, or in a short period of time, to two different journals without notifying the respective editors. These violations of scientific integrity also deceit the readers and misuses and devalues the work of scientific journal editors and their reviewers. With respect to clearly stated definitions, publications that can be regarded as double publications have also been found in Prof. Kurjak’s case.
It is especially interesting that publications in which a significant overlap was found are not always authored by the same authors. It can be assumed that they originated in the same scientific group; however the question of authorship of such publications remains. Authorship in scientific publications is an especially delicate question among scientists. Authorship of scientific publications available to the public is a precondition of promotion in a scientific and academic career, and the number of publications and their citations is basis for determining a scientist’s value. Authorship includes duties and rewards, but also responsibilities for what was written. The CESHE code, as well as rules of publication in biomedical journals (ICMJE) clearly set criteria each author has to meet. Each author is responsible for the publication of a manuscript. Anyone who is a false author receives reward and promotion by fraud. The first author and the last one are usually considered as the most significant for a publication. The first author usually carries the idea of the publication, gives the greatest contribution in planning research and writing, while the last author is usually the one who makes guarantees for the study, that is, in whose lab or under whose guidance the entire research is conducted, along with meeting other authorship criteria (detailed description in the CESHE code, as well as in the ICMJE guidelines). Since Prof. Kurjak is either the first or last author of most publications for which significant overlap has been found, he is responsible for the described publications and procedures, and other co-authors are responsible for their share in creating and structuring the publications.
We believe that such a large number of publications with some type of breach against accepted norms in scientific publication, as well as the time range in which these appeared, shows a repeated unethical scientific publishing record that is most probably not accidental nor can it be justified or excused as an honest mistake.
Conclusions:

Based on the results of the analyses of allegations of plagiarism in Prof. Kurjak’s case, we conclude that:

1. The claims stated in Iain Chalmers’ article on Prof. Kurjak’s plagiarism, according to the documentation available, are true and it has been undoubtedly confirmed that the text was taken without indication of direct quotation, even without indication of the original articles in the literature list;
2. Dr. Blaas’ claims regarding Prof. Kurjak’s and Dr. Kupešić’s plagiarism in Chapter 4 of the “Fetal and Neonatal Neurology and Neurosurgery” scientific book (3rd edition, 2001) are true and undoubtedly substantiated with evidence upon which the publisher withdrew the edition and left out the questionable chapter in the new edition;
3. In the scientific opus of Prof. Kurjak and his associates, available via the Medline database, instances of redundant publications and publications with significant overlaps with already published text have been found. Instances of other modes of violation of the Committee for Ethics in Science and Higher Education Code, or violation of generally accepted norms of publishing in biomedical journals have also been found.
The Committee for Ethics in Science and Higher Education recommends that the Ministry of Science, Education and Sports, based on the Committee’s report and judgment, and its authority, contacts the appropriate bodies in charge and undertakes administrative and other measures, generally accepted in democratic countries, related to the processing of confirmed allegations of scientific misconduct.
