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Good Research Practices
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Research Procedures
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Data Practices and Management
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13

Sequence of ' ®

authorship agreement

e
y

’

Responsible for content

all contributors L.
of a publication
—

Researcher

¥ =M

Negative results as
Correct or retract . Y
. valid as positive results
work if necessary A
et

Share findings timely, openly,
transparently and accurately

TeamUp5G Workshop on Ethics and Inclusiveness for Telecommunications Engineers

2nd March 2021



Collaborative Working
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Violations of Research Integrity
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Research Misconduct

Falsification

Plagiarism
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Other Unacceptable °
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Dealing with Violations and Allegations
of Misconduct

INTEGRITY FAIRNESS

Fair and comprehensive investigations

Investigations are carried out with due process
and in fairness to all parties.

Investigated researchers are given full details of
the allegation(s).

Any conflict of interest must be declared.

Action is taken against persons for whom an
allegation of misconduct is upheld.

Publicly available and accessible general Restorative action is taken when researchers are

procedures and actions. exonerated of an allegation of misconduct.

Procedures are conducted confidentially.

Investigations must be carried through to a _ _ :
conclusion Innocence is presumed until proven otherwise.
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Dealing with Violations and Allegations
of Misconduct

But... Do you know to whom you should make an allegation of research
misconduct at your institution?
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Dealing with Violations and Allegations
of Misconduct

But... Do you know to whom you should make an allegation of research
misconduct at your institution?
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Report finds massive fraud
at Dutch universities

Investigation claims dozens of social-psychology papers contain faked data.

BY EWEN CALLAWAY

hen colleagues called the work
Wof Dutch psychologist Diederik

Stapel too good to be true, they
meant it as a compliment. But a preliminary
investigative report (go.nature.com/tqmp5c)
released on 31 October gives literal meaning
to the phrase, detailing years of data manipula-
tion and blatant fabrication by the prominent
Tilburg University researcher.

“We have some 30 papers in peer-reviewed
journals where we are actually sure that they
are fake, and there are more to come.” says Pim
Levelt, chair of the committee that investigated
Stapel’s work at the university.

Stapel’s eye-catching studies on aspects of
social behaviour such as power and stereo-
typing garnered wide press coverage. For
example, in a recent Science paper (which the
SR R e T P i NIRRT

that contain manipulated or fabricated data, g
pending the completion of the investigations.
Theinvestigators condude, though, that Stapel §
acted alone. "The co-authors, and in particular ;
the PhD students, were absolutely notinvolved, 5
they really didn't know what was going on in !
this data fabrication]” Levelt says.

Often, the report says, Stapel and a col- g
league or student came up with a hypothesis,
and then designed an experiment to test it.
Stapel took responsibility for collecting data
through what he said was a network of contacts
at other institutions, and several weeks later
produced a fictitious data file for his colleague
to write up into a paper. On other occasions,
Stapel received co-authorship after producing
data he claimed to have collected previously
that exactly matched the needs of a colleague

ki icular study.

at the universities of G

Stapel reported that untidy environments
encouraged discrimination (Science 332,
251-253;2011).

body used the word ‘wunderkind’”
says Miles Hewstone, a social psychologist
at the University of Oxford, UK. "He was one
of the bright thrusting young stars of Dutch
social psychology — highly published, highly
cited, prize-winning, worked with lots of peo-
ple, and very well thought of in the field”

In early September, however, Stapel was
suspended from his position as dean of the
Tilburg School of Social and Behavioral Sci-
ences over suspicions of research fraud. In late
August, three young researchers under Stapel’s
supervision had found irregularities in pub-
lished data and notified the head of the social-
psychology dep. Marcel Zeelenb.

and Amsterdam, where Stapel has also worked,
to produce the report. They are now combing
through his publications and their support-
ing data, and interviewing collaborators, to
map out the full extent of the misconduct.

MISTAKES MADE
& Jent publications, but
stopped because he said he was not physically
or emotionally able to continue, says Levelt.
In a statement, translated from Dutch, thatis
appended to the report, Stapel says: "I have
made mistakes, but I was and am honestly
concerned with the field of social psychol-
ogy. I therefore regret the pain that I have
caused. others” Nature was unable to contact

Levelt’s committee joined up with sister

)
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The report does not identify specific papers
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The data were also suspicious, the report
says: effects were large; missing data and out-
liers were rare; and hypotheses were rarely
refuted. Journals publishing Stapel's papers
did not question the omission of details about
where the data came from. “We see that the
scientific checks and balances process has
failed at several levels” Levelt says.

At a press conference, Tilburg University’s
rector, Philip Eijlander, said that he would pur-
sue criminal prosecution of Stapel. The com-
mittee is also producing a list of tainted papers
to guide co-authors and journal publishers in
what will probably be a long list of retractions.

Joris Lammers, a psychologist at Tilburg
who did his PhD under Stapel's supervision,
says he is “shocked” by the findings. Lammers
says he worked independently of Stapel and
collected all the data in his PhD himself — the
report notes that his dissertation is not under
suspicion. Several other former collaborators
contacted by Nature declined to comment.

Hewstone, who has never worked with
Stapel, had initially fretted that Stapel’s fraudu-
lent oeuvre would undermine other findings in
the field of social psychology. While editing a
new edition of a social-psychology textbook,
however, Hewstone turned up no references
to Stapel’s work in 15 chapters, suggesting that
Stapel’s work was not as influential as he had
thought. "I think the impact is going to be

Jarly devastating for the young people
psychology assuch,” hesays.m
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Faked Research Results on Rise? .o rme

Stery location: by ' www wived comsews modiecti @ | 28668353, 00 Mumd
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Alleganons of msconduct by LS. rescarchers reached recond highs Bast sear as the
Department of Health and Human Scrvices recenved 274 complaints - S0 percent |
than 2003 and the most simce 1989 when the foderal gosernment established a prog
deal with scxenttic mescondact

Chris Pascal, director of the faderal Office of Rescarch Integrity. sand its 28 saaffen
millvon annual budget haven't keps pace with the allcganons. The result: Only 23
were Closed hast year Of those, cight imdivaduals were found guily of research mis
In the past 15 yoars, the office has conficmed abous 185 cases of scionti Nic miscond

Rescurch sugpests this ks but 3 semadl fraction of all the incidents of (shrcanon, sl
and plagiarism. In o survey published Jave % in the jourmal Nature, about 1.5 perce
3,237 pescarchers who responded sdmated 1o falsification or plagiarism. (One in th
admatied 1o some type of professional misbehavior.)

On the mighe of hus 121h wedding anmmversary, Dre. Andrew Friodman was ermified

Thies brsllhaint surgoon and researcher at Bragham and Women's Hospatal and Harvs
Maodecal School feared that he was aboet 10 lose everythmng ~ has carcer, hes famnily
he'd built — bocsuse his boss was coming closer and closer 1o the truth: For the pas
yvears, Focdman had boen faking — actually making up — data in some of the respa
peerreviewed stulios he had publashod in top medscal jourmals.

"I e difficui for me o describe the degree of panic and irrasonal thoughs thas | wy
through.™ he would lster tell an inguiry pasel ot Harvard

On thes sighe, March 13 1995 he had beon ordered i writing by his departunent <f
clear up what uppeared 10 be suspicions data. But Friedosn Jdicda’s clear things up

“1 did somcthing whach was the worst possable thing | could have done." he 1ostific
wenst to the modical recond room, and for the next theee or fowr bours he pulled owm
permancst medical files of a handfl of paticnts. Then, coveresd up bas lics, scribbh
mformation he neaded to support s study. "1 areated data. | made it up. | also mac
patents that were fouioes,” e testified.

Fredman's wifc met him at the door when he came home thar naght. He wept
uncontrollably. The sext moming ko hed 2o cmergency spposnteent wilth his psvel

But he dadn't 108l 1he therapist the sruth, and his lics coptmued for 10 more days, du
whoch time bhe delivered a letier, and copees of the doctored files, 1o bas boss. Evem

To start with why
we are stressing
more on good and
ethical research
practices now more
than ever....

for so long?

» What we can learn from the Stapel case?
* What allowed Stapel to continue his misconduct




research misconduct

Experts Call for National Research Integrity Advisory Board
February 11, 2019 by University of Illinois

Leaders in academia have formalized a proposal to assemble an official advisory
board to support ethical behavior in research institutions

The STAP stem cell scandal at Japan's RIKEN research institute officially came to a close on Friday where it was announced at an Osaka
news conference that Haruko Obokata, the stem cell scientist behind the research, was unable to replicate her results in a recent set of
experiments.

University Investigates Claims of Image Tampering in Nanotech Paper

Tied NEe. DM
ust 20, 2013
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Another University of Utah researcher is in the hot seat not long after a fellow researcher was punished for tampering with data from 11
papers.

Report Slams University of Utah Medical Lab for Misconduct

AW ) o+ = 297012
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An internal review has discovered that, over five years, a medicine lab at the University of Utah "recklessly” fiddled with data in 11 papers.




How we think we do research

Idealized
(textbook)

Generate and
specify hypothesis

Publish and/or
conduct next experiment

Interpret results Design study

Conduct study and
collect data

Analyse data and
lest hypothesis

More realistic

Literature
review
Identify

research
Analyze

data

Collect
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Formulate
RQs

Report
and
evaluate
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Good research practice

2. Good Research Practices

Publish and/or Generate and ide

conduct next experiment specify hypothesis

We describe good research practices in the
following contexts:

« Research Environment

« Training, Supervision and Mentoring

Interpret results Design study

« Research Procedures

« Safeguards

« Data Practices and Management

« Collaborative Working
Publication and Dissemination
Reviewing, Evaluating and Editing

Analyse data and
test hypothesis

Conduct study and
collect data

This is just one way of idealizing the research process

For example:

Be honest and open about your research

Consciously review and report the basic

premises of your studies

Openly account for all your methods and

results

Openly account for your commercial

interests and other associations

Properly acknowledge others’ work as

well as collaborators

Keep your research organized, for

example through documentation and

filing

Strive to conduct your research without
{"doing harm to people, animals or the

environment

Be fair in your judgement of others’

research



Brief history

* 2010s — International codes of conducts, further legislation
* EU requirements of national codes of conduct

* But also emerging research areas focussing on these issues, World Congress of
Research Integrity (2010 - Singapore Statement on Research Integrity)

* 2014 - Danish Code of Conduct

* 2016 — Call for research in research integrity by Danish Ministry of Research & Education

2017 — The new revised Danish Law on scientific “uredelighed” (malpractice, misconduct,
dishonesty?)

Codes of Conduct

The Eviopean
~ = P = Code of Condect for
= S P Research Integrity

2010 2013 & 2017 permanent working group 2014




Continuum of research behaviors

Research misconduct
(RM)

- The black zone,
fraudulent practices and

misbehaviours
Marrowly defined by law in Denmark as:
= Fabrication, Falsification and Plagiarism
= N Schalarly products
5-|-'.'-||rll:l.l

Research behaviours: ‘shades of gray’
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“Failure” of responsible conduct of research
(breaches of research integrity) =
research misconduct or
questionable research practices

Questionable research practices

Kapitel 1

Formal og anvendelsesomrade

8§ 1. Formalet med loven er at styrke trovasrdighed og in-
tegnitet 1 dansk forskning.

Stic. 2. Loven fastlaagger rammeme for handtering af-
1) "idens 1 igched.
2) Travlsom forskningspraksis.

I

O,
Between the clear-cut cases of responsible conduct, on the one side, and research
misconduct, on the other, there is a grey zone within which “questionable research practices”

remain a problem, and this zone has vague boundaries

It is therefore necessary for researchers to understand the concepts which lie on either side of,
and delineate, this grey zone, and to reflect on the implications for their personal practice




Questionable research practices in a lega

Vedtaget af Folketinget ved 3. behandling den 20. apnil 2017

context

QRP: breach of generally accepted
standards of responsible research
practice including the standards outlined
in the Danish Code of Conduct and other
valid institutional, national and
international practices and guidelines for
research integrity

This will not be an easy task!

Forslag

ul

Lov om videnskabelig uredelighed m.v.

Kapatel 1

Formal og anvendelsesomrade

§ 1. Formdlet med loven er at styrke trovaerdighed og m-
tegritet 1 dansk forskmng.

Stk. 2. Loven fastlegger rammeme for hindtermg af
1) Videnskabelig uredelighed.
2)  Twwvlsom forskningspraksss.

§ 2. Loven finder anvendelse pd folgende sager

1) Sager. der vedrover forskning udfort med hel eller del-
vis offentlig dansk stotte.

2)  Sager, der vedrorer forskmng udfort ved en offenthig
dansk forskningsmstitution.

Srk. 2. Loven finder endvidere amvendelse pd sager om vi-
denskabehig wredelighed 1 pnvatfinansieret forskning. som
tkke er omfattet af stk. 1. hvis den pnvate viksomhed
ellign , der har udfort forskmngen, giver samtykke til be-
handlingen af sagen.

Kapatel 2
Defimitioner

§ 3. I denne lov forstis ved:

1) Videnskabelig uredehighed: Fabrikenng. forfalshmng
og plagiening. som er begiet forsaethgt eller groft wagt-
somt ved planlegmng gennemforelse eller rapporte-
nng af forskmung

2) Fabnkering: Uoplyst konstruktion af data eller substitu-
tion med fiktive data

3) Forfalskning Mampulation af forsknmgsnsteriale, ud-
styr eller processer samt andnng eller udeladelse af da-
ta eller resultater, hvorved forskmng fremstir nusvisen.
de

4) Plagienng: Tilegnelse af andses ideer. processer, resul-
tater, tekst eller sprli eber uden retmasssig kreds-

Tvrvlsom forskmngspraksss: Brud pd alment aner-
kendte standarder for ansvarhg forskmngspraksis, her-
under standarderne 1 den danske kodeks for integntet 1

Uddannelses- og Fordmmngsmn . jxr. 169023509

forsknng og andre gweldend lle, nationalk
og intemationale praksisser og retmngslnger for nte-
goitet 1 forsknng

" 1 an-

vendelse af widenskabehige metoder som led 1 forsk

ning by ® ser om forskning Al

7) Forsker: En person, der er phd-studerende, har en
ph.d -grad eller har ulsvarende kvalifikationer.

8) Forsd i En offenthg dansk
der udover forskning

Stk. 2. Videnskabelig uredelighed. if stk I, nr. 1, omfat-

ter tkke

1) nlfelde af fabnkenng. forfalskning og plagiering, som
kun har haft nnge betydnng ved planlegnngen, gen-
nemforelsen elier rapporteningen af forskningen.

2)  spergsmil om videnskabelige teoners holdbarhed og

3)  spergsmal om forskningskvaliteten af et videnskabeligt

produkt.

Kapatel 3
Videnskabelig wredelighed

Naowiet for Videnskabelig Uredelighed

§ 4. Neevner for Videnskabelig Uredelighed behandler
sager om videnskabehg delighed 1 videnskabelige pro-
dukter.

Stk. 2. Sager efter stk 1 skal vedsore forskere, som har br-
draget il at afgive det videnskabelige produkt 1 sagen

§ 5. Nevnet for Videnskabelig Uredelighed bestar af |
formand og 8-10 faghge medlemmer. For hvert fagligt med-
lem skal der viere en suppleant. Faglige medlenuner og sup-
pleanter skal reprassentere forskellige videnskabelige forsk-
ningsomrider.

Srk. 2. Formanden skal vaere landsdomumer og udpeges af

ddannelses- og forsk ren efter indstilling fra
xstolene
. 3. De faghge medlemmer og suppleanter skal vaere
endte forskere og udpeges af uddannelses- og forsk-

AX019942




EXERCISE

* Think by yourself: Who is involved in
each step of the process?

* What are their responsibilities?
* What are my responsibilities?
* Are they clear to all involved?

* Discuss your thoughts in the groups




