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Good Science III – Chair: Dr. Willem Halffman
1. Scientists’ Views and Understanding of Research Integrity and Research
Misconduct
Vassiliki Petousi (University of Crete)
Eirini Sifaki (University of Crete)
Tina Garani-Papadatos (University of Crete)
The emergence of a new type of research that is characterized by its practical relevance, project-like
nature and transdisciplinarity, which is the inclusion of the knowledge spread across a range of very
different actors, marks a new relationship between science, politics and the general public. To
respond to this epistemological challenge, in our project (https://www.deform-h2020.eu/) we first
attempted to fully describe the phenomenon through quantitative, descriptive accounts of the
extent and characteristics of scientific articles published in peer reviewed journals, through discourse
analysis of selected scholarly journals and expert interviews.
Although a rapidly increasing volume of research addresses the phenomenon, limited attention is
given in the ways scientists themselves understand, interpret and assess research misconduct. The
main objective of this communication is to present dynamic and up to date qualitative data, involving
experts from multiple research areas and disciplines in order to further investigate the different
perceptions and attitudes of various stakeholders (e.g. researchers, academics, administrators in
research funding and overseeing organization, ethics consultants, journal editors etc) who in one way
or another may be aware of such cases or even be involved as arbitrators or decision makers. The
methodology implemented is based on in-depth semi structured interviews with experts from
different countries and scientific disciplines on the subject, in order to tap into their perceptions,
understandings and experiences of Research Misconduct and Research Integrity.
Interviews focused on participants’ views of research misconduct and integrity in research, broadly
defined, the extent of the phenomenon, its impact, significance and suggestions for potential
solutions. The different dimensions, analyses and interpretations of scientific misconduct also
represent conflicting visions between disciplines but also between science and society. Experts’
perceptions about what lies behind research misconduct, concurs with other studies (Sovacool 2008,
Davis, 2003) in which the etiology of Research Misconduct is linked to structural, institutional, and
personal factors. Institutional hierarchies, pressure to publish, assessment and promotion criteria,
personal aspirations are only few of the factors identified in the literature and by our experts.
Nonetheless, while institutional reputation built on individual quantifiable production has the
negative potential to indirectly foster RM, in juxtaposition, it holds the positive potential of
encouraging, promoting and supporting research integrity mainly through proactive measures.
All in all, scientists discourse reflect on one hand their personal views and perspectives impregnated
in the specific research culture, professional experience and institutional practices but are also
inscribed into historical and ideological realms of different countries. This research is part of the
HORIZON2020 funded research program DEFORM: Determine the global and financial impact of
research misconduct.
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2. What is Research Integrity to Researchers? Key Issues from Conversations with
Natural Scientists
Sarah Davies (University of Copenhagen)
Recent discussions of research integrity have included concerns that there are increasing divergences
between policy discourse and the language and practices of scientists. Horbach and Halfmann (n.d.),
for instance, use scientometric analysis to suggest that “the discourses of scientists and policymakers
are diverging increasingly … scientists may come to see integrity policy initiatives as increasingly
alien, not addressing their key concerns” (p.20-21). Salwén (2015) similarly argues for an ‘ordinary
language condition’ in policy documents on integrity, such that these documents are meaningful to
scientific practice. Meanwhile, previous research has indicated that researchers often remain
unaware of developments such as Codes of Conduct or related policy statements (Davies & Horst
2015; Kjølberg & Strand 2011). With these dynamics in mind, there is a continued need to
understand how the lived experiences of academic practice relate to formal discussion of research
integrity.
This paper is grounded in a qualitative interview study, carried out in Denmark in 2017, that explored
natural scientists’ experiences of enculturation into scientific practice, their career histories, and
their ideas about research integrity and ethical research more generally. One focal point was
international mobility, in order to explore whether enculturation happens differently in different
national locations: interviewees (n=40) therefore all had experience of mobility (one year or more
working in a country other than that where they had taken their PhD) but were now working in
Denmark. Ethnographic in orientation, the study sought to explore scientists’ experiences and views
of research integrity in their own terms and according to their own systems of meaning (Hammersley
& Atkinson 1995).
As has been suggested elsewhere (Glerup et al in press; Horbach & Halfmann n.d.), interviewees
framed the practice of good or robust – as opposed to unethical or fraudulent – research rather
differently to the discourse of policy guidance and discussion. Two issues were particularly key to
their conceptions of research integrity and of the ethics of scientific practice. First, though most
suggested that ‘malicious’, deliberate misconduct such as outright falsification was rare, and that
such conduct would eventually be discovered, many scientists depicted themselves as walking a
delicate ‘balance’ in the quest for good, truthful and ethical science. Sloppiness, laziness or ignorance
could all play a role. In a competitive environment, ‘unconscious bias’ was cited as a concern, while
the need to ‘tell a good story’ without over-extrapolating or overselling was similarly understood as a
complex but necessary practice if one were to survive in academia. Second, scientists repeatedly
shifted the focus away from individual responsibility to what we might call the ethics of the scientific
system. Intense competition, the treatment of junior researchers, insecurity of employment, the
scientific reward system and gender inequity were all cited as dynamics that nurtured poor research,
deliberate or otherwise, while simultaneously being ethically problematic in and of themselves.
References
Davies SR and Horst M (2015) Crafting the group: Care in research management. Social Studies of Science
45(3): 371–393.
Glerup C, Davies SR and Horst M (In press) ‘Nothing really responsible goes on here’: scientists’ experience and
practice of responsibility. Journal of Responsible Innovation.
Hammersley M and Atkinson P (1995) Ethnography. Routledge. Kjølberg KL and Strand R (2011) Conversations
About Responsible Nanoresearch. NanoEthics 5(1): 99– 113.
Salwén H (2015) The Swedish Research Council’s Definition of ‘Scientific Misconduct’: A Critique.
Science and Engineering Ethics 21(1): 115–126.
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3. Mapping Normative Frameworks for Ethics and Integrity of Research (EnTIRE):
Stakeholder Consultation
Natalie Evans (EnTIRE)
de Vries, R. Valenti, E. Marusic, A. Veldkamp, C. Widdershoven, G.
The areas of Research Ethics and Research Integrity (RE+RI) are rapidly evolving. In the EU and
internationally, new legislation, codes of conduct and good practices are constantly being developed.
New technologies (e.g. gene editing), complex statistical methods (e.g. biostatistics), pressure to
publish and obtain grants, and growing emphasis on stakeholder driven science (e.g. public-private
partnerships) increase the complexity of conducting science. In this complex and dynamic
environment, researchers and other parties involved in the research process cannot easily identify
the correct rules and best tools for responsible conduct of research.
What are the views of researchers, publishers, funding organisations, RE+RI experts and other
stakeholders about relevant normative frameworks, and what are their needs for information? The
H2020 funded EnTIRE project entails a stakeholder consultation in all European countries in order to
identify experiences in practice. The results of the stakeholder consultation will be used to create a
dynamic online Wiki-platform, owned by the RE+RI community, that will make the normative
frameworks governing RE+RI accessible. The platform development takes an iterative, ‘bottom up’
participatory approach, focusing on the RE+RI issues of most concern to stakeholders, practical
experience with norms, regulations and guidelines, available resources, and existing best practices.
In this presentation, the preliminary results from the stakeholder consultation in Spain, Croatia, and
the Netherlands are described. In particular, participants’ informational support needs, identified
from an exploration of their experiences in practice, are defined. Also, first evaluations of the EnTIRE
platform are presented. Similarities and differences between countries and how these will be
reflected on the platform are also discussed.
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