
Research integrity in an increasingly 

competitive and complex world: issues, 

problems, solutions  

 

Irene Hames, PhD, FRSB    @irenehames 

Editorial and Publishing Consultant 

Council Member, COPE (Committee on Publication Ethics), 2010-13 

ORCID       :   http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3806-8786 
 

STM Seminar, London, 3 December 2015 

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3806-8786
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3806-8786
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3806-8786
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3806-8786
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3806-8786
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3806-8786
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3806-8786


. 

Integrity: 

 

The quality of being honest and having strong 

moral principles 

 

 
 

 

(Oxforddictionaries.com) 
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. 

Singapore Statement on 

Research Integrity (2010)  

Honesty 

 

   Accountability  

 

      Professional courtesy &           

 fairness 

 

           Good stewardship 
 

 

 

 

 

 

European Code of Conduct 

for Research Integrity (2011) 

 Honesty 

   

  Reliability 

   Objectivity 

     Impartiality & independence 

      Openness & accessibility 

        Duty of care 

          Fairness 

            Responsibility for         

 researchers of the future       
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Responsible conduct of research (RCR) 

 

 Can be a challenge to understand and put into practice 

 

 No universal way to carry out research, norms and 

practices can vary, from field to field, country to country 

 

 Basic principles not always known by researchers 

 

 Build a ‘culture of research integrity’ 
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. 

 

What is ‘research misconduct’? 
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. 

 
Research misconduct means fabrication, falsification, or 
plagiarism in proposing, performing, or reviewing research, 
or in reporting research results. 
 

Research misconduct does not include honest error or 
differences of opinion. 
 

(Office of Research Integrity, US: http://ori.hhs.gov/) 

 

 

 
 

 Research integrity/ethics problems and potential misconduct 
often only come to light after submission/publication  

 

 Range -  ‘questionable research practices’ to serious fraud 
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http://ori.hhs.gov/


Incidence? 

 Fanelli (2009), PLOS ONE, 4(5), e5738 

 

 

 Looked at fabrication, falsification, and ‘cooking’ of data (behaviours 
that ‘distort knowledge’) 

 

 Around 2% admitted to having done this at least once 

 

 Up to a third  admitted to other questionable research practices 

 

 14% knew of colleagues who had engaged in falsification, up to  
 

     72% for other questionable research practices 

 
 

“Considering that these surveys ask sensitive questions … it appears 
likely that this is a conservative estimate of the true prevalence of 
scientific misconduct” 
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Increasing pressures on researchers? 

 

 

“… and underlying these worries was yet another: that 

scientific articles have been hijacked away from their 

primary role of communicating scientific discovery to one of 

demonstrating academic activity.” 
 

 

 

 

Stephen Lock, ‘A Difficult Balance. Editorial peer review in medicine’, 

Introduction to third impression, BMJ,1991, p.xi. 
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Nuffield Council on Bioethics, 2014 

Science researchers in the UK 

 Tempted or under pressure to 

compromise on research 

integrity and standards:  26% 
 

 Aware of others feeling like this: 

58% 
 

 “A higher proportion of 

respondents aged under 35 

years (33 per cent) stated they 

had felt tempted or under 

pressure in comparison with 

those aged above 35 years (21 

per cent).” 
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“there should be no such thing as 

a ‘good result’ only a good 

scientific question that is worth 

knowing the answer to” 

 

Chris Chambers 

theguardian.com,  29 October 2015 
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. 

 

   US$50,000 
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Why we should be concerned about 

research misconduct 

 
 Fabricated/falsified work goes on being cited  
 

 Research is wrongly informed 
 

 Waste of resources, human and financial 
 

 Breaches in research integrity are damaging, to 

individuals, institutions, and public trust 
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. 

‘Rogue scientist faked AIDS research funded with $19M in 

taxpayer money by spiking rabbit blood’ 

Daily Mail, 26 December 2013 

 

‘Scientist falsified data for cancer research once described as 

‘holy grail,’ feds say’ 

Washington Post, 9 November 2015 

 

‘False positives: fraud and misconduct are threatening 

scientific research’ 

The Guardian, 13 September 2012 

 

‘Cancer study patients ‘made up’’ 

BBC News online, 16 January 2006 
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The personal tragedies 

 

‘Stem cell scientist Haruko Obokata found guilty of 

misconduct’ 

The Guardian, 1 April 2014 

 

‘Stem-cell scientists mourn loss of brain engineer: A famous 

name in regenerative medicine, Yoshiki Sasai was found dead 

on 5 August’ 

Nature News, 5 August 2014 
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. 

 

 

What sorts of problems are we seeing? 
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. 

 

 

 

● COPE: http://publicationethics.org/ 

 

● Cases database, analysis 

 

 
 

 

 

Classifications and Keywords indicate the topics discussed, not 

that a particular form of misconduct had occurred 
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COPE cases, 1997-2012, number per 

Classification (http://publicationethics.org/cope-case-taxonomy) 
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COPE cases, 1997-2012, number per 

Classification (http://publicationethics.org/cope-case-taxonomy) 

) 
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Authorship 

 Increasing numbers of authors  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Credit: Wellcome Library, London, CC BY 4.0 

           ATLAS Experiment © 2014 CERN 
 

    Who did what? Accountability? 

Increasing interdisciplinary collaborations 
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Authorship 

 Authorship for sale 

 

“ uncovered a flourishing academic black market involving 

shady agencies, corrupt scientists, and compromised 

editors” 

 

 (‘China’s publication Bazaar’, Science, Nov 2013, 342, 1035-39) 

 

… and papers (catalogue), and data (real or faked) 
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Plagiarism   

 CrossCheck – when, how, by whom? 

 Differences in what thought to be acceptable  

 Confusion about: ‘self-plagiarism’(recycling); what is 

considered ‘prior publication’ 

 Editor/journal actions 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 New types of plagiarism and detection avoidance 
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Data 

  Image manipulation 
 

 Digital image processing software available and widely used 
 

 Ignorance of permitted manipulation 
 

 Intentional inappropriate manipulation 
 

 Basic rules: 

 Any digital effect must be applied to the whole image, selective 

enhancement, movement, removal or introduction not allowed 

 Brightness and contrast adjustment shouldn’t obscure, remove or 

misrepresent information in the original 

 Must be clear when data come from different sources  
 

 Image checking 
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‘What's in a picture? The temptation of image manipulation’  
Rossner M , and Yamada K M J Cell Biol 2004;166:11-15 

© 2004 Rockefeller University Press 
24 



Data 

Unauthorised use 

 Who owns the data? Any conditions imposed by funders, 

institutions, data sources? Publication rights? 
 

 Obligations associated with data collection? 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 ‘Personal communications’ 

 

 

 

 

Irene Hames, STM, December 2015 25 

16. Data, Intellectual Property and Research Records.  

Collaborating partners should come to agreement, at the outset and later as 

needed, on the use, management, sharing and ownership of data, intellectual 

property, and research records.  



Peer review 

 
‘Fake reviewer’ cases  
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. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

‘COPE’s new Ethical Guidelines for Peer Reviewers: background, issues, and evolution’, 

ISMTE, EON May 2013, Vol6, issue4, 

http://c.ymcdn.com/sites/www.ismte.org/resource/resmgr/files/hames_article.pdf 
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Open Researcher and Contributor iD 

(http://about.orcid.org/about) 

 
 

 a permanent identifier for researchers and scholars 
 

 links research activities and 

    outputs to identifiers 
 

 automates linkages to ‘research 

    objects’   
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Since 2012 … 

 More cases of authors submitting fake reviewer emails 

 

 Editors creating fake reviewer accounts (to submit 

favourable reports) 

 

 Third-party services suggesting fake reviewers 

 

 October 2015, ~260 retractions because of fake peer 

review (see Retraction Watch ‘faked emails’ category) 
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The pyramid of research integrity 

World 

Nations 

Institutions 

Research group leaders 

Individual researchers 

 

 

 

Funders 
 

Journals 
 

Learned societies 
 

Publishers 
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. 
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China taking steps 
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“I think the most important thing is the lack of education. 

Many times students don’t even realize that they did 

something unethical or illegitimate ... For instance, I had 

such a student in my lab. He used the same graphs and text 

from a submitted article in another article. He didn’t know 

that this is not allowed”        PI, age 45-54, Beijing 

 

Recommendation: ethics training needs to be 

improved and the importance of scientific ethics 

needs to be emphasized. 

 

 



The UK: Concordat to Support Research Integrity  

 Published July 2012 
 

 References the European 

Code of Conduct for 

Research Integrity (2011) 

- a “clear and useful 

framework”  
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Research integrity video project 
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Scientific ethics discussions  

in research groups 
 

A good example of how one group leader approached this 

– Dynamic Ecology blog, 1 April 2014 
 

 

 “ … there was such a palpable hunger for talking about the subject 

that it made me very happy we had taken the time and I plan to 

repeat this” 
 

 “So even if you think your lab has no problems – no especially if you 

think your lab has no problems – just do it. Go ahead and schedule 

a discussion of scientific ethics in your lab. You’ll be glad you did. I 

certainly was!” 
 

 

http://dynamicecology.wordpress.com/2014/04/01/scientific-ethics-

discussions-in-labs/ 
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Reducing the problems at publication stage 

– what can journals & publishers do? 

 Guidance – clear and concise information/instructions 
 

 

 Policies – general and discipline-specific 
 

 Keeping up-to-date – on new issues, on evolving areas 
 

 Filtering information, top-down and bottom-up, 

translating into policies and actions 
 

 Don’t assume even the most basic knowledge about 

research integrity and ethics issues 
 

 Reporting guidelines – effective implementation 
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What can be done with peer reviews? 
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      Thank you  

 

Dr Irene Hames 

irene.hames@gmail.com 

@irenehames 
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