ACADEMIC WRITING  /  DOCTORAL WORKSHOP
[bookmark: _GoBack]Ethics of academic writing and prevention of plagiarism
Level: PhD / doctoral students   |   Language: English   |   Format: guided workshop and independent writing
Purpose of the practical class
Research integrity depends on honest evidence handling, appropriate attribution, accurate author contributions and transparency about tools. Similarity software can signal overlap; it does not independently determine whether academic misconduct occurred.
Learning outcomes
Distinguish plagiarism from other integrity violations and acceptable reuse.
Produce a sound paraphrase of an original training excerpt.
Plan transparent disclosure of generative-AI assistance when required.
Essential concepts
	Concept
	What it means in research writing

	Source use
	Quotation, paraphrase and synthesis require honest attribution.

	Integrity
	Fabrication, falsification, selective reporting and undisclosed duplicate publication are distinct concerns.

	Authorship
	Credit should reflect substantive contribution and publisher/discipline rules.

	AI assistance
	Human authors remain accountable; disclosure and privacy requirements depend on the journal and institution.



Session plan
	Workshop task
	Mode
	Time

	1. Recognize the ethical issue
	Groups
	20 min

	2. Paraphrase without patchwriting
	Pairs
	20 min

	3. AI transparency and data privacy
	Individual + pairs
	30 min

	4. Resolve a collaboration dilemma
	Role play
	20 min



Practical activities
Activity 1. Recognize the ethical issue  (20 min)
Working format: Groups
Source material / task situation:
Six cases: (A) A doctoral writer submits another author’s paragraph unchanged without quotation or attribution. (B) A writer copies a source’s sentence structure, changes a few synonyms and cites it. (C) An experimental value is invented to fill a missing measurement. (D) A senior colleague requests authorship without a qualifying contribution. (E) The same manuscript is submitted to two journals at once without permission. (F) A student uses AI to propose headings and then checks the journal policy and discloses the assistance as required.
Instructions:
1.  Classify each case as plagiarism risk, fabrication, authorship concern, duplicate submission or potentially permissible practice.
2.  Identify what information would be needed to make a fair final judgment.
3.  Suggest one preventive action per case.
Expected output: A scenario-based ethics decision table.
	Case  [Type your response here]

	Issue / risk  [Type your response here]

	Correct action  [Type your response here]



Activity 2. Paraphrase without patchwriting  (20 min)
Working format: Pairs
Source material / task situation:
ORIGINAL teaching text (written for this worksheet): “A scientifically useful methods section records enough procedural choices for a skilled reader to understand how the evidence was produced. Important omissions can make two apparently similar experiments impossible to compare.”
Instructions:
1.  Read and set the original aside.
2.  Write a 35–50-word paraphrase that preserves the original meaning but changes the sentence structure and framing.
3.  Insert the attribution marker “(Workshop text, this exercise)” for the exercise; for a real text, use the genuine source.
4.  Compare against the source and remove near-verbatim sequences.
Expected output: A faithful paraphrase and a two-line explanation of changes.
	Your paraphrase  [Type your response here]

	Attribution / rationale  [Type your response here]



Activity 3. AI transparency and data privacy  (30 min)
Working format: Individual + pairs
Source material / task situation:
Case: You used an AI assistant to generate an outline for a literature review and to suggest English-language edits. The assistant did not verify citations, analyze the dataset or write final conclusions. An unpublished coauthor manuscript contains confidential data.
Instructions:
1.  Determine which uses may need disclosure under the intended journal’s policy.
2.  Draft a brief, factual disclosure: tool, purpose, human verification and responsibility.
3.  Identify three materials you should not upload to an unapproved external AI tool.
4.  Explain why an AI-generated bibliographic citation must be checked independently.
Expected output: A defensible AI-use statement and a privacy-risk checklist.
	Draft disclosure  [Type your response here]

	Human verification  [Type your response here]

	Data that must remain protected  [Type your response here]



Activity 4. Resolve a collaboration dilemma  (20 min)
Working format: Role play
Source material / task situation:
Two doctoral collaborators disagree about author order; one designed the study while the other performed analysis and drafted the paper. The supervisor asks the group to document contributions before submission.
Instructions:
1.  Assign contributor roles based on actual activities, not institutional hierarchy alone.
2.  Write three questions the team should resolve transparently.
3.  Draft two neutral sentences requesting a contributions discussion.
Expected output: A contribution plan and an ethical request for discussion.
	Contribution evidence  [Type your response here]

	Open decisions  [Type your response here]

	Proposed conversation  [Type your response here]



Independent assignment
Write an individual one-page research-integrity plan covering source notes, similarity review, data traceability, author contributions, image permissions and AI disclosure in your target journal.
Assessment rubric (20 points)
	Criterion
	Max
	What earns full credit

	Scientific accuracy and bounded claims
	4
	Claims are supported; observations and inferences are separated.

	Task completion and required outputs
	4
	All specified components and constraints are addressed.

	Reasoning and critical analysis
	4
	Evidence is connected to the question; alternatives and limits are considered.

	Academic style and structure
	4
	Logical organization, precision, terminology and appropriate tone.

	Referencing, ethics and presentation
	4
	Responsible attribution, consistent units and professional formatting.



Scoring rule: 4 = excellent; 3 = competent with minor omissions; 2 = partial; 1 = major problems; 0 = not demonstrated. Use the same rubric for the in-class deliverable or the homework, as announced by the instructor.
Self-check before submission
☐  Does each important claim connect to evidence that I can identify?
☐  Did I separate observed results from interpretation and speculation?
☐  Are terminology, units and sample descriptions consistent?
☐  Did I acknowledge the most relevant limitation?
☐  Can another reader understand exactly what I produced and why?
Instructor notes / suggested responses
These points support facilitation; they are not the only acceptable answers. Where activities use simulated data or fictional studies, do not present them as genuine research.
Cases: A plagiarism; B patchwriting/plagiarism risk despite a citation; C fabrication; D inappropriate/honorary authorship risk; E improper simultaneous submission; F may be acceptable subject to policy and transparency.
No single similarity percentage automatically proves or disproves plagiarism.
According to current ICMJE guidance, AI tools should not be listed as authors, and human authors remain responsible for accuracy and proper disclosure; other fields should follow their own publisher and institutional rules.
Further reading / official resources
ICMJE: AI use by authors: https://www.icmje.org/recommendations/browse/artificial-intelligence/ai-use-by-authors.html
ICMJE: Authorship and contributors: https://icmje.org/recommendations/browse/roles-and-responsibilities/defining-the-role-of-authors-and-contributors.html
COPE: Publication ethics: https://publicationethics.org/
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