
56 
Advances in Environmental Biology, 7(1): 56-60, 2013 
ISSN 1995-0756 

     
 

This is a  refereed journal and all articles are professionally screened and reviewed                             ORIGINAL ARTICLE 
 

Corresponding Author: 
Soghra Fallahi, MSc in medical physiology, Research Center for Reproductive Health & 
Infertility, Department of Research and Technology, Hormozgan University of Medical Sciences, 
Bandar-e-Abbas, Iran.  
E-mail: fallahi_leila@yahoo.com,  

Researchers’ Attitude about Ethics in Research at Hormozgan University of Medical 
Sciences, Bandar-e-Abbas, Iran 
 
1Ahmad Heyat, 1Afsoon Piroozan, 2Abdolazim Nedjati Zade, 3Saleh Mohebi, 1Sakine 
Shekouhiyan, 1Morteza Salimi, 1Somaye Dehghan, 4Soghra Fallahi 

 
1Student Research Committee, Department of Research and Technology, Hormozgan University of Medical 
Sciences, Bandar-e-Abbas, Iran. 
2Associated professor, Research center for Stem cell therapy, Department of Research and Technology, 
Hormozgan University of Medical Sciences, Bandar-e-Abbas, Iran.  
3Associated professor, Clinical Research Center of Shahid Mohammadi Hospital , Department of Research and 
Technology, Hormozgan University of Medical Sciences, Bandar-e-Abbas, Iran. 
4MSc in medical physiology, Research Center for Reproductive Health & Infertility, Department of Research 
and Technology, Hormozgan University of Medical Sciences, Bandar-e-Abbas, Iran.  
 

Ahmad Heyat, Afsoon Piroozan, Abdolazim Nedjati Zade, Saleh Mohebi, Sakine Shekouhiyan, 
Morteza Salimi, Somaye Dehghan, Soghra Fallahi; Researchers’ Attitude about Ethics in Research at 
Hormozgan University of Medical Sciences, Bandar-e-Abbas, Iran. 

 

ABSTRACT 
 
 Due to violations in different aspects of research, every medical research center necessitates a medical 
ethics committee nowadays. Yet, carrying out research sometimes results in unsound competition and research 
misconduct in order to achieve the privileges earlier. This study aimed at determining researchers’ attitude about 
ethics in research at Hormozgan University of Medical Sciences (HUMS) in 2011. In this regard, a 
questionnaire was designed and handed out to faculty members and researcher students. Finally, the data was 
analyzed using SPSS program and chi square test. Participants’ attitude about some items such as poster 
presentation and lecturing was reported. Using raw data and omitting deviated data showed a significant 
relationship (P<0.05). There was no significant relationship regarding other items (P>0.05). The findings of this 
study detected that the participants’ attitude about ethics in research was relatively good. 
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Introduction 
 
 Research is one of the most primary conceptions 
in clinical medicine which necessitates observing the 
ethics. Unfortunately, history reveals a lot of misuses 
and violations which have led to formation of 
research supervisory committees. Observing ethics in 
studies conducted on humans has been a center of 
attention [1]. Etymologically, “ethics” comes from 
Greek as ancient Greeks had divided philosophy to 
three sciences of physics, ethics and logic. Ethics 
involves inner traits from which behaviors originate 
and have the deepest influence on human manner [2]. 
Observing ethics in research has found its place 
during the last half century due to terrible violations 
such as the experiments carried out at German Nazi 
camps [1-3].  
 Nuremberg declarations in 1947, Helsinki in 
1964 and 1975 are examples of human efforts in an 
attempt to make these principles practical [2]. There 
exists a medical ethics committee in almost every 

research center [3]. In Iran, faculty members have 
had an appropriate approach concerning thesis 
writing and scientific articles that has promoted 
Iran’s scientific stand. However, it sometimes results 
in unsound competition and research misconduct to 
achieve subsequent privileges earlier [4]. Not enough 
studies have been conducted for the determination of 
researchers’ attitude and awareness about ethics so 
far. This is the researchers’ duty to observe the 
participants’ rights and health. Ethics necessitates 
having appropriate knowledge in this regard. This 
study intended to determine the researchers’ attitude 
about observing ethics along with their ideas for 
confronting such cases. The findings will help 
researchers improve their practices through proper 
planning. 
  
Method: 
 
 A questionnaire was designed containing two 
sections based on Nuremberg Declarations, Helsinky 
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I and II and subjects protection codes. The first 
section contained demographic information of the 
participants and the second section involved items on 
researchers’ attitude at HUMS about ethics in 
research. There were 24 items.  
 Rating scale was applied for the items and the 
data was evaluated through census. SPSS program 
was used for data analysis. Frequency distribution 
table, percentage, ratio and chi square test were 
applied as well. Confidence level of reported results 
was 95%. 

 100 people made the sample population and α= 
0.05. the data was collected anonymously and kept 
confidentially. 
 
Results: 
 
 100 people who were researcher faculty 
members and students at HUMS participated in this 
study in 2011. Table 1 describes the participants’ 
demographic information: 

 
Table 1: Demographic information of the participants.93. 

Demographic Information Frequency 
SEX Woman 25 (25%) 

Man 75 (75%) 
Marital Status Married 86 (86%) 

Single 14 (14%) 
Occupation Faculty member 59 (59%) 

Non faculty member 21 (21%) 
Student 20 (20%) 

Specialty Basic sciences 9 (8.7%) 
Clinical sciences 86 (83.5%) 

 
 The frequency of participants’ based on the university they graduated from is as follows in table 2. 
 
Table 2: The frequency of participants’ based on the university they graduated from. 

University Frequency 
Tehran University of Medical Sciences 31 

Hormozgan University of Medical Sciences 27 
Shahid Beheshti (SBMU) 4 

Esfahan (IUMS) 6 
Iran University (IUMS) 1 

Shiraz (SUMS) 14 
Kerman (KMU) 3 

Ahwaz (AJUMS) 1 
Baghiayatellah (BMSU) 1 

Tabriz (TBZMED) 2 
Babol (MUbabol) 1 
Mashad (MUMS) 1 

Tarbiatmodares (Modares) 1 
Turkey (Turkey) 1 

Total 94 

 
 The frequency of participants’ based on the type of research they have carried out is as follows in table 3. 
 
Table 3: The frequency of participants’ based on the type of research they have carried out. 

Type of research Frequency 
Scientific paper Yes 67 (67%) 

No 33 (33%) 
Presentation in a congress Yes 46 (46%) 

No 54 (54%) 
Writing a book Yes 9 (9%) 

No 91 (91%) 
Research project Yes 58 (58%) 

No 42 (42%) 
Thesis Yes 96 (96%) 

No 4 (4%) 

 
 The attitude of participants based on the answers 
to the items of the questionnaire is described in table 
4. The relation between this index and the items is 
presented as well. It is worth mentioning that ethics 
were observed in four levels in this study. The 
participants checked the level, based on their 
personal attitude about ethics in research. 
 Level zero: This is not against ethical principles. 

 Level one: The ethical violation is little and can 
be ignored. 
 Level two: The ethical violation cannot be 
ignores, therefore revisions are required. 
 Level three: There is a significant ethical 
violation and statutory penalty is mandatory. 
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Table 4: The participants’ attitude based on the questionnaire items. 

    
 Items 

Faculty 
members 

Non faculty 
members  

Students P-value 

1.What do you think of including a person’s name who has only 
supported the project financially among the researchers? 

N= 14 
(23.7%) 

n= 1 (4.8%) n= 4 (20%) 0.384 

2. What do you think of republishing a paper which had been 
published elsewhere with no revisions? 

N= 46 
(78%) 

n= 17 (81%) 
n= 11 
(55%) 

0.108 

3. What do you think of having no knowledge of the data analysis? N= 32 
(54.2%) 

n= 14 (66.7%) n= 7 (35%) 0.479 

4. What do you think of including peoples’ names who have not 
participated scientifically among the writers?  

N= 22 
(37.3%) 

n= 11 (54.2%) n= 9 (45%) 0.163 

5. What do you think of copying contents from published articles 
without citing their reference? 

N= 45 
(76.3%) 

n= 18 (85.7%) 
n= 14 
(70%) 

0.761 

6. What do you think of copying contents from articles that have not 
been published yet without citing their reference? 

N= 46 
(78%) 

n= 17 (81%) 
n= 13 
(65%) 

0.316 

7. What do you think of citing fake articles in ones CV? N= 55 
(93.2%) 

n= 16 (76.2%) 
n= 15 
(75%) 

0.087 

8. What do you think of presenting a poster or lecture in a conference 
with raw data? 

N= 32 
(54.2%) 

n= 10 (47.6%) 
n= 10 
(50%) 

0.041 

9. What do you think of publishing an article without an acute final 
check by the researchers? 

N= 32 
(54.9%) 

n= 10 (47.6%) 
n= 10 
(50%) 

0.575 

10. What do you think of taking advantage of an organization 
financially but not citing its name? 

n= 8 
(13.6%) 

n= 8 (38.1%) n= 4 (20%) 0.009 

11.  What do you think of making fake data in order to get the desired 
result from the research and publishing it in a journal? 
 

N= 
18(30.5%) 

n= 6 (26.8%) n= 8 (40%) 0.1 

12. What do you think of directing the analysis in a way to get the 
desired findings? 

N= 46 
(78%) 

n= 18 (85.7%) 
n= 11 
(55%) 

0.145 

13. What do you think of presenting the findings in a way that the 
quality of the research seems higher?  

N= 33 
(55.9%) 

n= 14 (66.7%) 
n= 10 
(50%) 

0.506 

14. What do you think of giving unreal answers to the questions 
asked in a conference by the jury? 

N= 30 
(50.8%) 

n= 16 (76.2%) 
n= 11 
(55%) 

0.606 

15. What do you think of lack of supervision on the scientific 
findings? 

N= 14 
(23.7%) 

n= 6 (28.6.8%) n= 8 (40%) 0.494 

16. What do you think of not citing the reference of the data taken 
from elsewhere intentionally or unintentionally? 

N= 14 
(23.7%) 

n= 4 (19%) n= 8 (40%) 0.305 

17. What do you think of reporting false number of sample cases in 
order to get the desired results? 

N= 15 
(25.4%) 

n= 5 (23.8%) 
n= 12 
(60%) 

0.04 

18. What do you think of deleting or not reporting deviated data in 
order to get the desired results? 

N= 37 
(62.7%) 

n= 12 (57.1%) 
n= 11 
(55%) 

0.405 

19. What do you think of not observing ethical codes either 
intentionally or unintentionally in researches on animals or human 
beings? 
 

N= 27 
(45.8%) 

n= 10 (47.6%) 
n= 10 
(50%) 

0.012 

20. What do you think of writing your name in others’ articles in 
which you have had no participation? 

N= 37 
(62.7%) 

n= 11 (52.4%) 
n= 11 
(55%) 

0.572 

21. What do you think of judging an article in a rush?  N= 33 
(55.9%) 

n= 9 (42.9%) 
n= 11 
(55%) 

0.468 

22. What do you think of exaggerating in presenting the data and 
analytical findings so that the research topic sounds more significant 
than it really is? 

N= 4 (6.8%) n= 4 (19%) n= 8 (40%) 0.031 

23. What do you think of submitting the same article to several 
foreign and national journals simultaneously? 

N= 20 
(33.9%) 

n= 8 (38.1%) 
n= 10 
(50%) 

0.45 

24. What do you think of using the research funding personally? N= 12 
(20.3%) 

n= 4 (19%) n= 8 (40%) 0.077 

 

Discussion and Results 
 
 Due to sanctity of medicine as a profession, 
impacts of research and thesis writing in this field, 
and since any findings would be the baseline for 
further studies that are published in international 
journals, the need to convey studies under such kind 

of topics as this one’s, remains clear to prevent any 
ethical violations. 
 One of the central aspects of research is 
observing ethics in every step. American national 
academy of sciences divides “misconduct on 
Campus” to three major groups: 
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1. Professional misconduct: such as problems in 
teaching. 

2. General misconduct: Such as embezzlement or 
sexual harassment. 

3. Research misconduct 
 
 There are different definitions of research 
misconduct the most creditable of them would be: 
researchers’ intentional or unintentional behavior 
beyond ethical and scientific principles. Experts 
acknowledge that research fraud is endemic in many 
fields of study and research. Therefore, its about time 
immediate steps were taken [4].  
 It’s become common nowadays to use contents 
from others’ articles, research projects, thesis and … 
without reference citing, especially unintentionally, 
which lead to ethical violations. Hence, observing 
and evaluating every aspect of medical research must 
be done by research committees to avoid ethical 
violations especially in medical fields which are of 
great importance. This is why conducting research 
projects to assess and observe researchers’ attitude 
about ethics in research remains necessary. 
Moreover, based on the results from various studies, 
some guidelines would be available for researchers to 
avoid or decline ethical mistakes and violations. N 
Nakhaee et al. in 2005 conducted a study on medical 
students’ ideas about research fraud in thesis writing 
which revealed that false data and manipulating the 
data were 37% and 40% respectively according to 
them. Plagiarism was estimated 25% to 50% by the 
participants. 71% of the students rejected violating 
ethics regarding patients’ rights and copying contents 
from other projects were considered fraud by 58%. 
The present study’s findings were also in accordance 
with theirs in a way that deleting, manipulating or 
false data presentation was 45% according to 
participants [4]. 
 The primary reason for violating ethics is lack of 
information from various aspects of research by the 
conductors as Bushara et al. stated in 2011 that most 
of the violations regarding plagiarism was due to 
insufficient information and lack of knowledge [5]. 
The findings of the present study confirm this fact as 
well. Surveys from Kathryn et al. in 2003, and also 
Mellisa R in 2007, on student, non student, faculty 
members and non faculty members involved in 
research, reassure that unfamiliarity with the issues 
and items of plagiarism results in research fraud. For 
instance, repeating the same data in different projects 
is a common issue which is getting wider due to lack 
of monitoring in research [6, 7]. According to the 
participants of this study, breaking the findings of 
one research project into different parts in order to 
achieve various articles is considered a serious 
research fraud and therefore statutory penalty is 
mandatory. Maureen et al. in 2006 suggested that 
researchers’ level of education or even years of 
experience can influence violations in ethics [8]. As 
senior medical students and faculty members with 

more experience committed fewer violations. The 
data from the present study however did not detect 
such a link. There was no significant relationship 
between ethical violations in research and the level 
of education or experience of the participants. 
 Moreover, Maureen et al. concluded that using 
contents from others’ projects intentionally or 
unintentionally results from lack of knowledge about 
plagiarism. The participants also considered it 
contrary to moral values and ethics. The results from 
this study were also in compliance with Maureen’s I 
a way that there was a significant relationship 
between the attitude of faculty members, non faculty 
members or students involved in research and not 
citing the reference of the contents taken from 
elsewhere. 
 This study concluded that the researchers at 
HUMS had a relatively acceptable attitude about 
ethics in research except for issues which will be 
discussed. The participants consider presenting a 
poster or lecture in a scientific conference based on 
raw or incomplete data as research fraud which is not 
to be neglected and violations are necessary to be 
eliminated. Some other issues such as not citing the 
reference, omitting data to achieve the desired 
conclusion, adjudication of articles in a rush and 
using research funds for personal expenses were 
considered ethical violations as well. Still, the results 
suggest that the researchers are not familiar enough 
with every aspect of medical ethics which is an issue 
that deserves great consideration. In this regard, the 
need for more instructions and guidelines in order to 
make a turnover about ethics in research is crystal 
clear. 
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