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FAARAR-9F st E A, 2012). -2yl
A= 1980ty SlFhstelA Ssfe] 2ol JiAdE
o1F @Az Astetolut oFel, A= HAs SollA
A8k Al Qs Aol tig Al w0l F wiA
o]0 x| 3 3IeH(Choi, 2007). A% Q= A& ARAlE

o] A7 Ay Akl et AR o Hilshe
B9, = A @ A7 s neth(Kim, 2007). o
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A&l e, S aldo® g Aaela
Fo] A, AT-ael tist A7Ate] A (AT A
3} kg AT 37, = 8 3 35, AR
Ay 5588, AR 3 35, A He), 4 9
Q) A% 47, Avhw 359, AV)=E B8 35,
SEAA 3w oZ TSI kA 54w At
o] Bake WEATR A A} oA Ao By’
A A, A Y Likert's 478 HES Aga)
Aok w3 1 A A2 AP 7 152 Cronbach’s
a FE B 72 o) el Qi =Rl g, A 3
=W A BHEE 87 Cronbach’s o2 2H2 .75,
68, .70°]3tk

< 85%o] A
(32.9%), o17+= 577 (6
7} 56.5% % 74 o) ?151
A} 3378 (38.8%) ©] L
(65.9%)°1%1.°™ 51 o] 10

l, A= 287

Fom 7L 30T
& vk} 387 (44.7%),

54 mrte] 5673

o
Rto] 207 (23.5%),

109 oA+ 154 m]vhe] 99 (10.6%) ©]1 Atk (Table 1).

2. H+=elof Cfet

2y

AFAES e E AFagel g doly &
AT ARl ARk 5493 AWM 58 W) W o U3k QAR LS A B A (Table 2), ‘22 ok}’
T8, R SARA S dd7tolAly A& ol &-sto 2ha s g 629 (72.9%) & 78 moro
Atk AN el Arae] M T F A8 meAY 9 Sol® gl 104 (11.8%) 0]
ap of] whE A7k &2 AEE 3x4 wARHAE, 1 A}, 137 (15.3%) 5Ho] oq;LﬁTaoﬂ o8 AAE] ket
9] AEFH IS -, IRB AAF i, AaE sl a r:ﬂ% staich e WSS 479 (55.3%) 0] =7
oA, S Al wse] F el e At 91, 10 (11.8%) ko] 7]%91?_?1.3]/\1/\]34 3]
o] 012 FFEE 2X2 WAHEAS A E T EAEA (IRB).J ATAE A 9 A} ABlo] 9Tk STalAT).
< IBM SPSS Statistics 19.0= ©183I03 FE57E  grga] mao Barde] & 799 (92.9%) 0] .o
ot 055 g3t tha kol SHEE T o 7 & ATh] e 851
Table 1. General Characteristics of the Participants (N=85)
Variable Frequency (%) 7 (D)
Gender Male 28(32.9) 9.89(.002)
Female 57(67.1)
Age 20 years 10(11.8)
30 years 48(56.5) 11.32(.003)
40 years 26(30.6)
50 years 1 (1.2)
Degree Bachelor 14(16.5)
Master 33(38.8) 59.99(.000)
Doctor 38(44.7)
Teaching experience ~ 5 years 56(65.9)
5 ~ 10 vyears 20(23.5) 42.66(.000)
10 ~ 15 years 9(10.6)
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Table 2. Comparison of General ltems Regarding Research Ethics of the Participants

(N=85)

Item Frequency (%) a0
The degree to which the subjects I do not know or have heard the 10(11.8)
are aware of the concept or content term (low)
of research ethics I am slightly aware of it (middle) 62(72.9) 60-16(.000)
I know it in detail (high) 13(15.3)
Having attended or attending a Yes 38(44.7) 0.95(.329)
course for research ethics education No 47(55.3) U
Having undergone a review by an Yes 10(11.8)
institutional ethics review committee No 75(88.2) 49.71(.000)
of research on humans
The need for education on research Yes 79(92.9)
ethics No 6(7.1) 62.69(.000
The need for education on research Yes 85(100.0)
ethics for students No 0(0.0)
Table 3. Comparison of Researchers’ Consciousness by Each Iltem (N=85)
Absolutely ) Absolutely
. Disagree  Agree 9
Item disagree agree 7r° (p
Frequency (%)
In relation to establishment of a research plan and
data collection
I can combine data from already published research 25 34 25 1 27.27
with new data and use them for a paper. (29.4) (40.0) (29.4) 1.2) (.000)
When writing a research plan, I may include 28 37 19 1 33.35
expected values not researched yet. (32.9) (43.5) (22.4) 1.2) (.000)
I can disclose personal information about patients 62 22 1 0 67.79
obtained in the process of research. (72.9) (25.9) (1.2) 0.0) (.000)
With regard to citation of papers
e o e i s w ot 0 o w1
(34.2) (36.5) (28.1) (1.2) (.000)
commonsense.
If some data is mine, I may utilize it in my other 33 40 11 1 47.28
papers without specially mentioning it. (38.8) (47.1) (12.9) 1.2) (.000)
I may select good expressions from different papers 16 30 38 1 37.40
when referring to English sentences. (18.8) (35.3) (44.7) 1.2) (.000)
Plagiarism of one’ s own papers
It is not right to translate my papers published 4 17 38 26 29.12
overseas and contribute them domestically. 4.7 (20.0) (44.7) (30.6) (.000)
It is not right to translate my papers domestically 4 19 38 24 27.80
published and contribute them overseas. 4.7) (22.4) (44.7) (28.2) (.000)
It is not right to use my already posted papers in 0 10 59 16 50.42
other publications without specially mentioning it. (0.0 (11.8) (69.4) (18.8) (.000)
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Table 3. Comparison of Researchers’ Consciousness by Each Item (Cont.) (N=85)

Absolutely Disagree Agree Absolutely ,
Ttem disagree agree 77 (D
Frequency (%)

Multiple posting

It is not right to contribute my own papers published in 3 25 41 16 35.99
an academic journal to another journal. (3.5 (29.4) (48.2) (18.8) (.000)
It is not right to slightly revise my thesis for a degree 10 37 30 8 29.45
and contribute it to an academic journal. (11.8) (43.5) (35.3) 9.4) (.000)
I can post each page of my thesis for a degree 7 35 38 5 44.08
separately in an academic journal. (8.2 (41.2) (44.7) (5.9 (.000)

Data (statistical) processing method
I may select satisfactory data from experimental 39 29 16 1 38.25
(statistically processed) data. (45.9) (34.1) (18.8) (1.2) (.000)
If some data is too inconsistent, I may exclude it prior 17 29 38 1 36.18
to statistical processing. (20.0) (34.1) (44.7) 1.2 (.000)
If a desired result is not produced, I may change the 13 31 40 1 43.52
statistical processing method. (15.3) (36.5) (47.1) (1.2) (.000)
When a result is inconsistent with prior study results, I 43 38 3 1 70.44
may change the result values. (50.6) (44.7) (3.5 (1.2) (.000)
It is desirable to include all collected data without 4 36 34 11 36.84
screening out them for data processing. 4.7 (42.4) (40.0) (12.9) (.000)

Data sharing

If other researcher requests my data to reproduce my 8 22 50 5 59.61
research, I may provide the information. (9.4) (25.9) (58.8) (5.9) (.000)
Provision of data qualifies me as a co—author. (3:.35) (2%&7) (6%(.39) (5?9) (8 36903)

If 1 provide my data to other researcher and he (she) 3 93 55 A 83 49
publishes the research result, the paper and the final (3.5) (27.1) (64.7) 4.7 (ObO)
data are jointly owned. ’ ’ ' ' ’

The scope, order, and responsibility of authors

If other researcher has been collaborating with me but
has not made considerable contribution, the researcher 5 29 42 9 42.58
. ’ (5.9 (34.1) (49.4) (10.6) (.000)
may not be registered as a co—author.

In case I revise the part contributed by my supervising

professor alone and submit the paper after I performed 5 30 43 7 47.85
research together with the professor and posting the (5.9 (35.3) (50.6) (8.2) (.000)

paper was rejected, I cannot become the first author.
The researcher who spent the longest time and made 3 5 50 27 68.56
the most efforts may become the first author. (3.5 (5.9 (58.8) (31.8) (.000)
[ b e pocess of s e e 1y w1 s
.. (21.2) (56.5) (21.2) (1.2 (.000)

supervising professor.
Regarding the publication of research outcomes
If errors are detected in a paper, they can be corrected 3 21 50 11 59.52
even if the paper has already been published. (3.5) (24.7) (58.8) (12.9) (.000)
desiranle by saport it o the tress carien than nn (A7 56 2 0 4097
. (20.0) (65.9) (14.1) 0.0 (.000)
academic journal.

It is desirable to record result values in a paper even if 1 18 55 11 78.34
they are not statistically significant. (1.1 (21.2) (64.7) (12.9) (.000)
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Table 4. Researcher’s Consciousness of Each Item According to the Level of Perception of Research Ethics  (AV=85)

Level of perception of research ethics

I do not know I am I know it
Item or have heard slightly i detail P
the term aware of it ! Total 7 (D
Low Middle High
It is possible to Absolutely 0 18 7 25
combine already disagree (0.0) (21.2) (8.2) (29.4)
published data with . 5 26 3 34
newly obtained data, ~ Disagree (5.9) (30.6) (3.5) (40.0)
Agree 5 17 3 25 5.60
& (5.9) (20.0) (3.5) (29.4) (018)
Absolutely 0 1 0 1
agree (0.0) 1.2) 0.0) 1.2)
Total 10 62 13 85
o (11.8) (72.9) (15.3)  (100.0)
I can disclose Absolutely 5 45 12 62
personal information disagree (5.9) (52.9) (14.1) (72.9)
about patients ) 5 16 1 29
obtained in the Disagree (5.9) (18.8) (1.2) (25.9)
process of research. 0 1 0 1 445
Agree .
(0.0) 1.2) 0.0) (1.2) (.034)
Absolutely 0(0.0) 0000 000  0(0.0)
agree
Total 10 62 13 85
o (11.8) (72.9) (15.3)  (100.0)
If some data is mine, Absolutely 2 23 8 33
[ may utilize it in my  disagree (2.4) (27.1) 9.4) (38.3)
other papers without ) 4 31 5 40
specially mentioning Disagree 4.7 (36.5) (5.9 (47.1)
it A 4 7 0 11 7.32
sree 4.7 (8.2) (0.0) (12.9) (.007)
Absolutely 0 1 0 1
agree (0.0) 1.2) 0.0) 1.2)
Total 10 62 13 85
o (11.8) (72.9) (15.3)  (100.0)
I can select Absolutely 3 26 10 39
satisfactory data from  disagree (3.5) (30.6) (11.8) (45.9)
experimental data and ) 4 29 3 29
use it in my paper. Disagree 4.7 (25.9) (3.5) (34.1)
Agree 3 13 0 16 5.85
& (3.5) (15.3) (0.0) (18.8) (.016)
Absolutely 0 1 0 1
agree 0.0 1.2) 0.0 1.2)
Total 10 62 13 85
(11.8) (72.9) (15.3) (100.0)
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Table 4. Researcher’s Consciousness of Each ltem According to the Level of Perception of Research Ethics (Cont.)

(N=85)
Level of perception of research ethics
I do not know I am L
. I know it in
Item or have heard slightly detal Total 2 ()
the term aware of it ota 4P
Low Middle High
If other researcher Absolutely 0 5 0 5
has been collaborating disagree 0.0) (5.9) (0.0) (5.9)
with me but has not Disagree 5 23 1 29
made considerable & (5.9) 27.1) (1.2) (34.1)
contribution, Agree 5 28 9 42 5.03
the researcher may (5.9) (32.9) (10.6) (49.4) (.025)
not be registered as a Absolutely 0 6 3 9
Co—author. agree (OO) (71) (35) (106)
Total 10 62 13 85
(11.8) (72.9) (15.3) (100.0)
It is not right to Absolutely 1 3 0 4
translate my papers disagree (12) (35) (OO) (47)
published overseas Disagree 2 13 2 17
and contribute them & 2.4) (15.3) 2.4 (20.0)
domestically. Aaree 5 30 3 38 3.95
& (5.9) (35.3) (3.5) (44.7) (047)
Absolutely 2 16 8 26
agree 2.4) (18.8) 9.4) (30.6)
Total 10 62 13 85
(11.8) (72.9) (15.3) (100.0)
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Abstract

A Study on the Research Ethics of Occupational Therapy Researchers

Park, So-Yeon, Ph.D., O.T., Kim, Jin-Kyung, Ph.D., O.T.
Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Hanseo University

Objective : The purpose of this study was to understand the perception of researchers about research ethics.

Methods : This study used a previous study on research ethics performed by Seong et al. (2011). The survey’s
contents largely consist of the general characteristics of the subjects, the general categories of the research
ethics, and the perceptions of the researchers. Among the 150 survey copies that were finally distributed, 85
were collected, which is a collection rate of 56.0%. The variables of frequency and percentage, along with a
chi-square test, were used to identify the subjects’ general characteristics and whether they received ethics
education. In addition, a cross—tabulation analysis was performed to measure the level of research ethics among
the researchers.

Results : The researchers showed a high level of perception regarding research ethics at a rate of 98.2%. However,
their experience with education on research ethics remained at 44.7%. The researchers exhibited a high level of
agreement regarding the opening of information on the subjects of their experiments. However, their level of
correspondence was low among the questions for each category.

Conclusion : Researchers having a higher awareness of research ethics have stricter criteria. In the future, this
research on occupational therapeutic ethics will be used as basic data for additional studies.

Key words : Falsification, Forging, Occupational therapy, Plagiarism, Research ethics
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