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Svitlana Fiialka (Ukraine)

INVOLVING UKRAINIAN EARLY
CAREER SCIENTISTS

IN PUBLISHING PRACTICES
AND THEIR ATTITUDES TO
SCHOLARLY COMMUNICATION

Abstract

This paper highlights the authorship, co-authorship, and peer review experience of
Ukrainian early career scientists to see their attitudes to scholarly communication. A
questionnaire was distributed through Facebook groups and university networks all
over Ukraine. Results from 630 respondents demonstrated contradictory tendencies of
Ukrainian early scientists’ publication activity. Most respondents try to gain recogni-
tion, adhere to high standards, and improve their writing skills. Meanwhile, there is
a problem of low motivation, violations of academic integrity, detachment from the
international scientific community, etc. 5.6% of respondents admitted that they wrote
articles where they substituted the results without conducting experiments, deliber-
ately distorted the results of research, and forged experimental data. Above a half of the
respondents (52.9%) have experience of reviewing and consider it to improve their au-
thorship skills, engage in scientific dialogue, cope with new methods and theories, etc.
But 95.0% of reviewers had problems, for example obviously poor-quality articles for
review (47.5%), a request for a review when the article does not match the reviewer’s
qualifications (32.5%), no access to data to check dubious results (15.0%), lack of in-
structions for reviewers (10.0%), ignoring significant remarks by authors (7.5%). The
survey showed a significant predominance of co-authored articles. Among the main
motives for publishing co-authored articles, respondents highlighted the following:
saving time, intellectual development, co-payment of publications, access to expensive
equipment, the chance of being quoted, and cooperation.

Keywords early career scientists, scholarly communication,

authorship, co-authorship, peer review

INTRODUCTION

>«

Publishing activity is one of the main sources of scientists’ “academic
capital”. In the context of competition for scientific positions and grants,
it has become a key indicator of the productivity and potential of each
scientist. Starting a scientific career, a researcher joins the system of sci-
entific communication as an author and interacts with other authors,
reviewers, editors, grantors, etc. Participating in the publishing process,
he or she identifies own motives for publishing scientific results, creates
an appropriate reputation, and can gain other roles such as a reviewer
or an editorial board member. The system of professional communica-
tion, in which the early career scientist is involved, sets the conditions
(principles) of communicative behavior. In the publishing activity, these
limits of his or her communicative interaction manifest in attitudes to:

1) scientific knowledge (reliability of published data, attitude to
plagiarism);

2) each other (communication with co-authors, editors, reviewers,
establishing professional contacts);
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3) society (social responsibility);
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4) himself or herself (choice of journals for publication of scientific results, gaining reputation), etc.

Given this, there is a need to investigate the involvement of early career scientists in authorship, co-
authorship, and peer review practices, and their science communication attitudes.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW

There are plenty of studies on authorship, co-au-
thorship, reviewing, and related ethical aspects of
scholarly communication. Olesen et al. (2018) re-
vealed different types of unethical authorship (gift,
guest or honorary authorship, mutual support au-
thorship, coercion authorship, denial of author-
ship) and concluded that the culture of ‘publish or
perish’, when researcher’s career is extremely de-
pendent upon the quantity rather than the quality
of papers, could be the main way to unethical au-
thorship. They also highlighted the importance of
an institution’s responsibility to educate scientists
to maintain integrity and accountability of their

papers.

Bozeman and Youtie (2016) focused on problems
in co-authorship crediting, identifying problems,
and creating a model of co-author crediting deter-
minants. They found that such crediting problems
are excluding deserving or including undeserving
contributors. Hu et al. (2014) concluded that at dif-
ferent career stages co-authorship is different in
scale and scope. Co-authorship for early career sci-
entists is only weakly associated with productivi-
ty. Figg et al. (2006) highlighted those researchers
who are open to co-authorship produce better re-
sults thatlead to a higher impact. Henriksen (2018)
showed that publications with empirical results,
quantitative research, and/or survey are more
likely to have more co-authors than papers based
on theoretical data, interviews, and qualitative re-
search. McNutt et al. (2018) recommended editors
adopt common and transparent standards for au-
thorship, outline responsibilities for correspond-
ing authors, use the Contributor Roles Taxonomy;,
and add this information to article metadata.

Tennant (2018) described the role of peer review
in a modern digital research and communications
infrastructure. Vesper (2018) highlighted that peer
review allows the researchers to read the paper be-
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fore it gets published, provides an opportunity to
create a good reputation and find possible co-au-
thors. Haffar et al. (2019) conducted a narrative
critical review and evaluated peer review biases,
considering an important effect of peer review on
academic integrity. Their results show that peer
reviewers can ask authors to delete some results,
change analyses, perform post hoc subgroup anal-
yses, and do other actions that can lead to biases.
Fox (2017) found that papers for which editors had
more difficulty recruiting reviewers were scored
as lower quality and/or less important papers by
reviewers and were more likely to be rejected by
journals after review, compared to articles for
which reviewers were easily recruited.

Walker and Rocha da Silva (2015) identified two
major trends: the expanding role of preprint serv-
ers that dispense with traditional peer review alto-
gether, and the growth of “non-selective review”,
focusing on papers’ scientific quality rather than
their importance and novelty. It has been also
found that early career scientists consider publish-
ing and peer review a complex process, and they
learn by involving in these processes (Jamali et al.,
2020; Mason & Merga, 2018).

This study aims to investigate:

1) Ukrainian early career scientists’ involvement
in authorship and co-authorship practices;

2) involvement in the peer reviewing process;

3) their science communication attitudes.

2. METHODS

A questionnaire survey was developed and distrib-
utedonlineand madeavailablein February-August
2021 on the pages of Facebook groups “Ukrainian
Scientific  Journals”, “Ukrainian  Scientists
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Worldwide”, “Pseudoscience News in Ukraine”,
“Scientific  Conferences and  Publications”,
“Academic Virtue and Plagiarism”, “Higher
School and Science of Ukraine: Disintegration or
Blossoming?”, and through university networks
all over the country. The survey was piloted on the
Printing and Publishing Institute of the National
Technical University of Ukraine “Igor Sikorsky
Kyiv Polytechnic Institute” before launch (20 ear-
ly career scientists). The results of the survey were
analyzed during September—October 2021.

Overall, 630 early career scientists completed the
questionnaire. 5% of the respondents were 20
years old or younger, 19.5% were 20-25 years old,
30.1% - 26-30 years old, 33.9% — 31-35 years old.
Doctors of Sciences and doctoral students under
the age of 40 also belong to the group of early ca-
reer scientists and could have taken part in the
survey. Thus, 11.5% of the respondents were 36-40
years old. From the total number of respondents,
40.0% were male, 58.6% were female, and the rest
did not answer this question (1.4%).

60.0% of respondents were PhDs, 12.9% - Doctors
of Sciences, 24.3% - researchers without scientif-
ic degree, and the rest were students (2.8%). The
questionnaire was filled by the representatives
of 17 scientific fields: biology (10.5%), medicine
(8.8%), jurisprudence (8.6%), chemistry (8.4%),
physics and mathematics (8.3%), engineering
(7.4%), philology (7.1%), economics (6.9%), histo-
ry (6.6%), IT (5.7%), pedagogy (4.3%), philosophy
(4.1%), geography (4.1%), social communication
(3.3%), agricultural sciences (2.9%), ecology (1.6%),
and geology (1.4%).

13.1

3. RESULTS

3.1. Authorship

The survey showed that 54.3% of respondents have
more than 10 articles in Ukrainian professional
scientific journals, not indexed by Web of Science
and (or) Scopus. 13.1% of respondents have 6-10
articles, 12.7% — 2 or 3, 8.6% — 1, 7.1% - none, 4.2%
- 4-5. Meanwhile, 15.7% of respondents have 1 ar-
ticle in Ukrainian scientific journals indexed by
Web of Science and (or) Scopus, 15.4% - 2 or 3,
11.7% - 4 or 5, 7.1% — more than 10, 4.3% - 6-10.
45.8% of the respondents do not have such papers
being published (Figures 1 and 2).

Regarding scientific articles in foreign scientif-
ic journals indexed by Web of Science and (or)
Scopus, 21.4% of respondents have 2-3 such publi-
cations, 17.1% - more than 10, 11.6% - 4-5, 11.4%
-1, 71% - from 6 to 10. 31.4% of early career sci-
entists do not have any such articles. There are
articles primarily of researchers from such fields
as mathematics, theoretical physics, engineering,
biology, chemistry, and ecology in the interna-
tional journals indexed by Web of Science and (or)
Scopus. Present interdisciplinary and highly spe-
cialized scientific results (mathematical bioscienc-
es and engineering, electrochemistry, microbiol-
ogy, neuroscience, neuroinflammation, forest re-
search, etc.) are also covered by these journals.

32.9% of the respondents stated that they do not
have any articles neither in Ukrainian nor in for-
eign journals indexed in Web of Science and (or)
Scopus. Among the reasons for this, they named

B more than 10 articles
W 6-10 articles

2-3 articles

1 article
M O articles

M 4-5 articles

Figure 1. Percentage of scientists who have articles in Ukrainian scientific journals not indexed
by Web of Science and (or) Scopus
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W more than 10 articles
W 6-10 articles

2-3 articles

1 article
m O article

M 4-5 articles

Figure 2. Percentage of scientists who-have articles in Ukrainian scientific journals indexed
by Web of Science and (or) Scopus

the following (respondents could have chosen sev-
eral answers): “I do not know how to find journals
and how to submit articles to them” (39.1%), “It is
expensive” (34.8%), “I cannot meet the require-
ments of these journals” (26.1%), “I do not want (I
cannot) wait long” (21.7%), “I submitted an article,
but it has not yet been published, I am waiting for
reviews” (17.4%), “I do not know English” (13.0%),
“I tried to submit papers, but they are constantly
rejected” (12.5%), “I do not consider these data-
bases authoritative” (8.7%) (Figure 3). In addition,
4.3% of all respondents said that they had stopped
their scientific career because of the requirements
to have articles in journals indexed by Web of
Science and (or) Scopus.

Respondents highlighted the reasons for the rejec-
tion of their articles by the editors of Ukrainian
professional journals that are not indexed by Web
of Science and (or) Scopus. 74.3% of the respond-
ents who were published in such journals, faced no

| do not consider these databases authoritative
My papers are constantly rejected

I do not know English

| am waiting for reviews

| cannot wait

| cannot meet the requirements

It is expensive

| do not know how to find journals and submit articles

rejections, respectively only 25.7% of respondents
had an experience of rejection. Those research-
ers whose articles were rejected stated the follow-
ing reasons (respondents had the opportunity to
choose several answers): inconsistency with the
aim and scope of the journal (15.8%), lack of sci-
entific novelty (12.9%), irrelevance (12.7%), inap-
propriate research methodology (12.5%), bibliog-
raphy (8.6%), inappropriate structure of the article
(7.3%), tables and figures (7.0%), plagiarism (6.5%),
abstract (5.9%), language and style (4.3%), fabrica-
tion and falsification of the results (2.8%) (Figure
4). The articles of 10.6% of authors were rejected
without any explanation.

The articles of only 4.3% of the respondents who
have articles in Web of Science and/or Scopus in-
dexed journals have not been rejected by the ed-
itors. Among the reasons for which the articles
were rejected, the respondents named the follow-
ing: inconsistency with the aim and scope of the

50

o

10 20 30 40

Figure 3. Reasons why 32.9% of respondents have no articles in journals indexed
in Web of Science and (or) Scopus

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/kpm.05(1).2021.04
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Inconsistency with the aim and scope of the journal
Lack of scientific novelty

Irrelevance

Inappropriate research methodology

Bibliography

Inappropriate structure of the article

Tables and figures

Plagiarism

Abstract

Language and style

Fabrication and falsification
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Figure 4. Comparing the reasons for the rejection of articles by journals editors indexed
and not indexed by Web of Science and (or) Scopus

journal (44.3%), lack of scientific novelty (30.7%),
inappropriate research methodology (26.4%), lan-
guage and style (22.9%), inappropriate structure
of the article (18.6%), bibliography (17.4%), irrel-
evance (15.7%), plagiarism (8.3%), figures and ta-
bles (6.4%), abstract (6.4%), fabrication and falsi-
fication of the results (4.8%) (Figure 4). The arti-
cles of 31.4% of authors were rejected without any
explanation.

Only 38.6% (243) of respondents have never paid
for publications of their articles. At the same time,
some authors noted in the comments that they
stopped paying for articles, stopped publishing
in Ukrainian professional journals (representa-
tives of physical and mathematical, chemical, and
biological branches). In addition, 1.4% of the re-
spondents stated that they do not pay for articles
as a matter of principle and look for free submis-
sions. 5.6% of the respondents believe that most
Ukrainian professional journals fulfill only for-
mal requirements by the Ministry of Science and
Education of Ukraine and exist at the expense of
authors who pay for publications. It is noteworthy
that all those who answered so are published free
of charge in international peer-reviewed journals.

61.4% of the respondents (387) paid for their publi-
cations. They indicated at whose expense this was
mainly done: at their own expense (78.8%), at the
expense of the institution where the author works
(6.9%), grants (8.8%), at the expense of foreign
co-authors (5.5%).

42

Regarding the motivation of scientists to write
scientific publications, the following answers
were received (respondents had the opportunity
to choose several options): career advancement
requires obtaining a scientific degree (academic
title) (71.4%), self-development, gaining experi-
ence as a specialist (65.7%), compliance with the
requirements of the institution (58.6%), share re-
sults, get feedback from the scientific community
(55.7%), new acquaintances, establishing profes-
sional contacts (50.0%), to be quoted (35.7%).

3.2. Co-authorship

91.4% of the respondents (576) have co-authored
publications. The survey showed a significant pre-
dominance of co-authored articles published in
journals indexed by Scopus and (or) Web of Science.
77.1% of the 423 respondents who have articles in
such journals have no individual articles, 8.6% of
respondents have 1 individual article, 8.4% - 2 or
3,2.9% - 4 or 5, 1.6% - 6-10, only 1.4% of the re-
spondents have more than 10 individual articles.
According to the survey, about a third of respond-
ents have no articles in journals, indexed by Scopus
and (or) Web of Science, primarily due to prejudice
(“it’s expensive”), administrative pressure (urgent-
ly needed article), poor English language skills, in-
ability to meet the requirements of international
journals, and lack of significant scientific results.

Respondents who have co-authored articles an-
swered with whom they are most often published:

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/kpm.05(1).2021.04



Project management

Translation

Development of research methods
Figures and tables preparation
Processing of experimental results
Editing

Writing an article

o

10 20 30
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40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Figure 5. Roles of early career scientists as co-authors

with colleagues they work within the same insti-
tution (55.7%), colleagues from other institutions
(22.7%), foreign colleagues (in peer-reviewed in-
ternational journals) (10.4%), graduate students
(8.4%), a supervisor (2.8%).

Respondents get acquainted with their co-authors
(respondents could have chosen several answers): at
work (61.2%), at conferences and seminars (52.5%),
on foreign internships (25.4%), on Research Gate
and other social media pages (22.4%), on academic
mobility programs (17.9%), at thesis defense (7.5%),
at summer schools (6%), taking online courses
(3%), at exhibitions (1.5%). The roles of early career
scientists as co-authors were distributed as follows
(several options were available): writing an article
(87.5%), editing (78.1%), processing of experimen-
tal results (76.6%), figures and tables preparation
(56.2%), development of research methods (45.3%),
translation (35.9%), project management (18.8%)
(Figure 5).

Among the motives and stimulus for publishing
co-authored articles, respondents identified the
following (respondents could have chosen sever-
al answers and (or) added their own): cooperation
with colleagues who have the knowledge and skills
needed to achieve the objectives of the study (50%),
co-payment for articles (33.8%), intellectual devel-

Tradition of co-authored publication by a Ph.D. student and a supervisor
| do not know English

Preasure of a manager who wants to have an article

Access to expensive equipment

The chance of being quoted

Saving time

Intelectual development

Co-payment for articles

Cooperation to achieve the objectives of the study

opment (30.9%), saving time (17.6%), the chance of
being quoted (16.2%), access to expensive equip-
ment (12.4%), pressure of a manager who wants to
have a publication (8.8%), lack of English language
knowledge (7.4%), the tradition of co-authored
publication by a Ph.D. student and a supervisor
(3%) (Figure 6).

The study obtained some information about con-
flicts or other issues related to co-authored publi-
cations. 57.6% of the respondents who have co-au-
thored articles did not have any conflicts with
their co-authors. The rest got into problematic
situations. In particular (respondents could have
chosen several answers and (or) added their own):
deadlines violated by co-authors (37.9%), “false”
co-authorship (28.7%), unequal scientific contri-
bution (22.7%), different scientific and methodo-
logical approaches that are difficult to agree with
each other (13.6%), conflicting views on research
results (10.6%), problems with following a “com-
mon” idea (9.1%), ignoring the comments of re-
viewers by co-authors (7.3%), contradictory mo-
tives when publishing articles (6.9%), personal
conflicts between authors, mutual criticism (6.1%),
language problems (6.1%), signs of plagiarism in
co-authors’ contributions (4.5%), non-transparent
financial relations in the case of co-paid articles
(3.0%) (Figure 7).

o
N
(@)
o
(@)

60

Figure 6. Motives and stimulus for publishing co-authored articles
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Non-transparent financial relations in the case of co-paid articles
Plagiarism in co-authors' contributions

Language problems

Personal conflicts, mutual criticism

Contradictory motives when publishing articles
Ignoring the comments of reviewers by co-authors
Problems with following a "common" idea
Conflicting views on research results

Different scientific and methodological approaches
Unequal scientific contribution

"False" co-authorship

Deadlines violated by coauthors

o

10 20 30 40

Figure 7. Conflicts or other issues related to co-authored publishing

3.3. Reviewing

567 respondents answered that at least once their
articles were blindly reviewed, and noted that the
main comments of reviewers in the case of a pos-
itive review were as follows (respondents had the
opportunity to choose several answers or add their
own opinions): language and style (43.1%), struc-
ture (27.7%), bibliography (26.2%), research meth-
odology (23.1%), inappropriate volume (12.3%),
relevance of the study (9.2%), clarification of the
details about the experiments (9.0%), remarks to
the conclusions (7.5%), lack of scientific novelty
(6.2%), graphic design (6.1%), abstract (3.1%), pla-
giarism (1.5%), errors in data description (1.5%).
122 of 567 (21.5%) respondents never had any
comments from reviewers (Figure 8).

In the case of a negative blind review (342 respond-
ents shared such experience), the main comments

No comments from reviewers
Errors in data description
Plagiarism

Abstract

Graphic design

Lack of scientific novelty
Remarks to the conclusions
Clarification of the details about the experiments
Relevance

Inappropriate volume
Research methodology
Bibliography

Structure

Language and style

o
w

=
o

of the reviewers were as follows (respondents had
the opportunity to choose several answers or add
their own opinions): abstract (75.5%), clarification
of the details about the experiments (40.0%), rel-
evance of the research (38.9%), research method-
ology (38.3%), remarks to the conclusions (35.4%),
language and style (33.6%), bibliography (26.3%),
lack of scientific novelty (24.6%), graphic design
(21.1%), errors in data description (20.8%), struc-
ture (19,0%), inappropriate volume (9.1%), plagia-
rism (6.9%). 20.9% of the respondents noted that
their articles were rejected without comments at
all. 74.6% noted inconsistency with the journals’
aim and scope, and 2.3% of authors had an experi-
ence when editors could not find the reviewers for
their papers (Figure 9).

The survey showed the pros and cons of commu-
nication between authors and reviewers (respond-
ents could have chosen several answers or offered

—
w
N
(@)
N
w
w
(@)
w
w
N
o
~
[$]
w
o

Figure 8. Reviewers’ comments in the case of a positive review
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Inconsistency with the journals' aim and SCo e

Rejection without any comments
Errors in data description
Plagiarism

Abstract

Graphic design

Lack of scientific novelty ——— —————

Remarks to the conclusions
Clarification of the details about the experiments

Relevance

Inappropriate volume  n—

Research methodology e ——

Bibliography m——

Structure T

Language and style

0 10

20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Figure 9. Reviewers’ comments in the case of a negative review

their own). The study received answers from 611
respondents. The positives of reviewing were the
following: significant improvement of the article
(61.4%), scientific dialogue, understanding the ex-
pectations of reviewers (51.3%), understanding the
review process itself (35.7%). But from time to time
most of the authors had a negative experience: un-
derstanding that review is not an objective assess-
ment of scientific work (52.8%), understanding
that reviewers are biased and prone to make deci-
sions based on the author’s country of origin, in-
stitution, or authority (41.4%), the impression that
the reviewer has not even read the article (19.0%),
frustration of aggressive, contradictory, or incom-
prehensible comments (12.6%), the reviewer asked
to cite his or her articles (7.4%), the reviewer re-
jected the article as irrelevant, and later wrote an
article on this topic in the same journal (4.3%), ig-
noring new ideas (3.9%). 22.9% of the respondents

Lack of opportunity to refute the comments

Ignoring new ideas

The reviewer rejected the article but used the results in his or her article
The reviewer asked to cite his or her articles

Frustration of aggressive, contradictory comments

The impression that the reviewer has not read an article

Understanding that reviewers are biased

Understanding that review is not an objective assessment
Understanding the review process

Scientific dialogue

Significant improving of the article

noted the lack of opportunity to refute the review-
ers’ comments (Figure 10).

52.9% of the respondents (333) have performed
the role of a reviewer at least once, the rest 47.1%
have not reviewed scientific articles. The authors
who have been reviewers at least once answered
who invited them to review (respondents had the
opportunity to choose several answers or suggest
their own): invitations from the editor of the jour-
nal after publication in this journal (51.2%), invi-
tations from the journal after publishing an article
in other journals (41.5%), invitation (recommen-
dation) of the scientific supervisor or the chief of
scientific school (scientific group) (22.0%).

The question was asked whether the respond-
ents faced difficulties when reviewing the manu-
scripts. It was found that only 5% of the respond-

o

20 40 60 80

Figure 10. Pros and cons of communication between authors and reviewers
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ents who were reviewers had not faced difficulties.
Meanwhile, the rest noted the following problems
(respondents could have chosen several options):
providing obviously poor quality articles for re-
view, which should be rejected immediately, with-
out even involving reviewers (47.5%), lack of time
(42.5%), the request to review an article that does
not match reviewer’s qualifications (32.5%), no
access to data to check dubious results and integ-
rity of the authors (25.6%), it was uncomfortable
to criticize other people’s mistakes (20.4%), lack
of instructions for reviewers (17.1%), ignoring sig-
nificant remarks by authors (13.5%), a conflict of
interests (5.3%), the reviewer had to do author’s
work (5.0%).

Performing the role of a reviewer gave respondents
the following advantages (respondents could have
chosen several answers): acquaintance with new
trends in the industry (75.5%), writing skills im-
provement (51%), mastering new research meth-
ods and theories (40.8%), proposals for coopera-
tion (co-authorship, involvement in projects, etc.)
(24.3%), recognition among colleagues (16.3%), ca-
reer promotion (16.3%). But 20.7% of the reviewers
were interested in this activity only for reporting,
and 4% did not see any benefits for themselves in
the reviewing.

Regarding the types of reviewing that the respond-
ents prefer as authors, the answers were distribut-
ed as follows: double-blind peer review (41.4%),
triple-blind review (24.3%), open review (12.9%),
single-blind peer review (8.6%), preference to ask
someone to sign a ready-made review (4.3%). 8.5%
of the respondents said that they would like the
reviews to be publicly available.

Meanwhile, as a reviewer, respondents would pre-
fer the types of reviewing in the following per-
centage: double-blind peer review (40.0%), tri-
ple-blind review (28.6%), open review (15.7%),
single-blind peer review (11.6%), sign a ready-
made review (4.1%).

3.4.Academic integrity and
engagement in scientific work

The survey revealed the problem of academic in-
tegrity violation (a set of ethical principles and
rules that ensure confidence in the results of sci-

46

entific achievements) by the scientists. In one form
or another, 32.9% of the respondents admit using
text borrowings in a scientific article without ref-
erence to the author, in particular: 23.1% of all re-
spondents practice self-plagiarism (insert pieces
from their previous publications), 22.3% used to
publish the results of subordinates (for example,
student projects) as their own, 19.7% take research
methods from other scientists’ articles, substitut-
ing the results, 18.7% always refer to quotations,
but sometimes can present borrowed ideas as their
own, 9.9% use the method of “meat-chocolate”,
for example, take an article about the meat mar-
ket and rewrite it about the chocolate market with
modified data, 8.2% pay for ready articles, 7.5%
do not refer to literal text borrowings, 6.5% of the
respondents rewrite other scientists’ materials in
other words. Meanwhile, 67.1% of the respond-
ents respect the principles of academic integrity.
However, 5.1% noted that plagiarism can be un-
conscious when a scientist works on a certain top-
ic for a long time and does not accidentally refer to
the source of a certain idea.

5.6% of all respondents admitted that they wrote
articles where they substituted the results without
conducting experiments, deliberately distorted
the results of the study, and forged experimental
data. Meanwhile, 7.1% noted that they rejected re-
sults that did not correspond to the proposed hy-
pothesis, and 4.1% of the respondents put forward
a different hypothesis depending on the results
obtained.

When asked about the attitudes to citations, re-
spondents answered as follows (they could have
chosen several answers): “I quote only articles,
which correspond to the purpose and objectives
of my article, mainly from international journals
indexed by scientometric databases” (62.9%), “I
quote only publications that meet the purpose and
objectives of my article, mainly from Ukrainian
journals” (37.1%), “I try to quote myself” (22.8%),
“I quote managers or supervisors without scientific
need for the article” (10.3%), “I agree on mutual
citations” (8.6%).

38.5% of the respondents believe that a universi-
ty lecturer should be engaged in scientific work.
Some positive answers were accompanied by argu-
ments, such as: “yes, because it is a development”,
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“yes, because if you do not do scientific work, you
can lose touch with new scientific results and give
students obsolete data”, “yes, because teachers who
are not engaged in scientific work are conservative
and do not use modern methods”, “yes, but only

for some bonuses from the university”, etc.

26.0% of the respondents believe that a uni-
versity lecturer should have a choice whether
to engage in scientific activities. In particular,
respondents noted that “teachers do not al-
ways have time to teach and conduct quality re-
search”, “teachers need to have a different dis-
tribution of pedagogical and scientific workload
depending on the relevant abilities”, “the right
to choose increases motivation”, “it cannot be
quality science, if articles are needed only for
reporting, such activities only discredit science”,
“if the management requires too many articles,
then the quality of both publications and teach-
ing decreases”, “science on demand does not
correspond to creating something new, when
in experiments unexpected results are obtained,
that requires time to rethink, search for expla-
nations, errors, reworking, and so on”. 16.0% of
the respondents stated that the requirement to
engage in research should depend on the spe-
cialty, because “for some specialties we do not
have sufficient resources for research, but it is
enough that the teacher simply gets acquaint-
ed with modern achievements to be able to pass
knowledge about them to students”, “there is al-
most nothing new in geometry or higher math-
ematics, but chemists and biologists have to do
research”, “practice teachers, people who come
to universities, for example, from business,
modern marketers, business leaders, account-
ants may not be interested in scientific activities,
but this should not diminish the importance of
their experience and prevent opportunities to
develop students’ practical skills that are valued
by employers”, “every teacher should be a prac-
titioner in his or her field”, “teachers who work
with senior students and coordinate students’
scientific work should be engaged in researches”.

19.5% of the respondents answered that a univer-
sity lecturer should not be engaged in science, in
particular, they wrote the following comments:
“science is creativity, and creativity is difficult
to engage in coercion, in addition, it is difficult
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to assess formally”, “a talented teacher is not al-
ways a talented scientist, and vice versa”, “skills
and desire to learn throughout life are the main
characteristics”, “there are scientific institu-
tions with the responsibilities of employees to
conduct research”, “education is about scientific
activities”, “requirement to write articles gener-
ates academic dishonesty”.

4. DISCUSSION

By all indicators, the criteria for evaluating scien-
tific articles by the editors of international jour-
nals are higher than Ukrainian ones. This is al-
so evidenced by the comparative rate of articles’
rejection (25.7% vs 95.7%). The negative trend is
that compliance with formal requirements, for
the sake of career advancement, still dominates
among the motives for publishing articles.

The study fully agrees with Sonnenwald (2007),
who determined the following benefits of co-au-
thorship: intensification of research, improve-
ment of the quality of obtained results, better
design, etc. The survey confirms previous results
that, through co-authorship, researchers can
improve their results by sharing responsibilities
and receiving feedback from colleagues. Co-
authorship also helps to avoid zero publishing
activity caused by long data collection or review-
ing (Henriksen, 2018). At the same time, negative
effects of co-authorship were found: deadlines
violated by authors, unequal scientific contribu-
tion, “false” co-authorship, different scientific
and methodological approaches that are diffi-
cult to agree with each other, the need to include
as co-authors people who do not participate in
the research and writing of the article, conflict-
ing views on research results, difficulties with
following a “common” idea, personal conflicts
between authors, rejection of mutual criticism,
plagiarism, non-transparent financial relations
in the case of co-paid publications, contradictory
motives when writing articles, etc. When co-au-
thors share information, it also may cause it to
be distorted or lost (Kulkarni, 2015). In addition,
there is a danger that no one will be willing to
be responsible for the work, and groups of in-
fluence can be formed that determine research
policies and make financial decisions in their fa-
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vor (Aragon et al., 2009). Moreover, co-authors’
teams need coordination (Powell, 1998).

At first sight, the article reviewing is a thankless
task because reviews are usually not paid, cited,
or published. But a reviewer helps other scientists
improve their papers or save readers’ time, pre-
venting them from reading poor-quality articles
(Garcia et al., 2019; Tennant, 2018). The findings
are consistent with Breuning et al. (2015), who in-
terviewed reviewers for reasons why they refused
to review the manuscripts. Similar results regard-
ing the problems in reviewing the papers were ob-
tained: lack of time, incompetence on the topic of

the article being reviewed, a conflict of interests,
etc. But early career scientists encounter some
additional problems such as lack of instructions
for reviewing, ignoring significant remarks by
authors, difficulties while criticizing other peo-
ple’s mistakes. Meanwhile, in the world publish-
ing practice, the main reason for the refusal is lack
of time (Willis, 2016). It was also found that more
relevant to reviewers are the criteria for evaluat-
ing a publication, such as consistency with the
journals’ aim and scope, abstract, relevance of the
study, research methodology. With less frequency,
reviewers reject articles on such indicators as lan-
guage and style, and structure.

CONCLUSION

This study investigated the involvement of early career scientists in authorship and co-authorship prac-
tices, engagement in the peer review process, as well as their science communication attitudes. The
results of the survey show that in general early career scientists are aware of the need to achieve world
standards of research publishing. The system of professional communication sets the conditions of
communicative behavior and determines the boundaries of communicative interaction. As a result of
a survey, it was found that co-authorship has a positive effect on the publishing activity and the quality
of publications. However, ethical problems that arise because of co-authorship were also revealed: dis-
tribution of scientific contribution, authorship of the chief, etc. The survey also showed that reviewing
helps early career scientists to improve their articles, understand the expectations of the reviewers and
the review process. Performing the role of a reviewer gives early career scientists some advantages, such
as acquaintance with new trends in the industry, writing skills improvement, mastering new research

methods and theories, proposals for cooperation, etc.
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