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Personal motivation
on research misconduct
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Some participants doing a experiment.
15 April 2015
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Participants watching a video manipulation and using 
wipes (towels one use) (2º manipulation). April 2016
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● Around 4000 people impacted with 
pretests, pilots and experiments.

● Around 500 people participated in 
face-to-face experiments.

●4 experiments 2x2 between subjects
●4 studies
● 2 Congresses: 1 poster; 2 working papers
● several pretests + video productions + 
resources for manipulations + ...
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How many of 

How many of 

these is real tru
e?

these is real tru
e?
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Source:https://www.portalfruticola.com/noticias/2016/
05/05/como-hacer-pozos-profundos-consideraciones-
tecnicas-y-legales/

My bottomless pit...
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850 Km
40.000 m d+

20 days (one mountain 
marathon per day)

Without using shelters



14/84This presentation is downloadable from: http://bitly.com/CNIC22NOV19

I cried every day...
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Who really am I? :)
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But little by little

the SMILE
came back...
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1.Not to defend my thesis
2.Letters of resignation
3.Why do these things happen?     
   > Degree of Psychology
4.Don't forget > 1st book
5.Research about misconduct
6.To share the results >2nd book
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1.Not to defend my thesis
2.Letters of resignation
3.Why do these things happen?     
   > Degree of Psychology
4.Don't forget > 1st book
5.Research about misconduct
6.To share the results >2nd book

Both books are Creative Commons
and available for
free download
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Part 1:
Personal motivation

A breath... So far...

Part 2: Framework
What is what?

Part 3: Evidence
Some studies
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Syllogism (logic)
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1.A lot of people lie.

Syllogism (logic)
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1.A lot of people lie.
2.Scientists are people.

Syllogism (logic)
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1.A lot of people lie.
2.Scientists are people.
3.A lot of scientists lie.

Syllogism (logic)
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source: https://icono.fecyt.es/sites/default/files/filepublicaciones/18/epscyt2018_informe_0.pdf
source: https://www.desicomments.com/smileys/strange-smiley-pic/
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source: https://icono.fecyt.es/sites/default/files/filepublicaciones/18/epscyt2018_informe_0.pdf
source: https://www.desicomments.com/smileys/strange-smiley-pic/

Cognitive disonance
for people/society
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33% of the participants (scientists)
admited Questionable Research Practices

Surveys over 3247
US-NIH funded researchers
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«Some hard numbers on 
science’s leadership problems»,
Nature (2018)
DOI: 10.1038/d41586-018-05143-8
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And 70% of non-PI respondents 
said that in the past 12 months 
they had ‘often’ or ‘occasionally’ 

felt pressured to produce a 
particular result
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http://joaquinsevilla.blogspot.com/2017/03/ciencia-patologica-y-patologia-editorial.html

Joaquín Sevilla's metaphor
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http://joaquinsevilla.blogspot.com/2017/03/ciencia-patologica-y-patologia-editorial.html

Joaquín Sevilla's metaphor
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http://joaquinsevilla.blogspot.com/2017/03/ciencia-patologica-y-patologia-editorial.html

Joaquín Sevilla's metaphor

Number of people

Lie a lotDon't lie Lie a bit
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http://joaquinsevilla.blogspot.com/2017/03/ciencia-patologica-y-patologia-editorial.html

Joaquín Sevilla's metaphor

Number of people

Lie a lotDon't lie Lie a bit

The problem of 
the aggregated 

behaviour
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Adapted by Daniel Wessel. Available from: http://www.organizingcreativity.com/2014/08/using-the-
fraud-triangle-to-explain-scientific-misconduct/
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Adapted by Daniel Wessel. Available from: http://www.organizingcreativity.com/2014/08/using-the-
fraud-triangle-to-explain-scientific-misconduct/

Yes, scientists 
are human 
beings :)
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Research 
Integrity

Be careful: “integrity” is different to “ethics”
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Research 
misconduct
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Framework

FFP

● Fabrication
● Falsification
● Plagiarism

● Questionable 
Research 
Practices

RCR
RE + RI QRP

● Responsible 
Conduct of
Research

Research
Ethics

Research
Integrity
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Research misconduct is defined as fabrication, falsification, or 
plagiarism in proposing, performing, or reviewing research, or in 
reporting research results.
 
● Fabrication is making up data or results and recording or reporting 

them.
● Falsification is manipulating research materials, equipment, or 

processes, or changing or omitting data or results such that the 
research is not accurately represented in the research record.

● Plagiarism is the appropriation of another person's ideas, 
processes, results, or words without giving appropriate credit.

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

https://www.govinfo.gov/app/details/FR-2000-12-06/00-30852/summary

65 FR 76260
Executive Office of the President (OSTP)
Federal Policy on Research MisconductFFP
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1.In a paper, failing to report all of a study’s dependent measures.
2.Deciding whether to collect more data after looking to see whether the 

results were significant.
3.In a paper, failing to report all of a study’s conditions.
4.Stopping collecting data earlier than planned because one found the result that 

one had been looking for.
5.In a paper, “rounding off” a p value (e.g., reporting that a p value of .054 is less 

than .05).
6.In a paper, selectively reporting studies that “worked”.
7.Deciding whether to exclude data after looking at the impact of doing so on the 

results.
8.In a paper, reporting an unexpected finding as having been predicted from 

the start.
9.In a paper, claiming that results are unaffected by demographic variables (e.g., 

gender) when one is actually unsure (or knows that they do).
10.Falsifying data. <--- FFP!

Questionable Research 
PracticesQRPs

«Measuring the Prevalence of Questionable Research Practices With Incentives for Truth Telling». Leslie K. John et al. 
DOI: 10.1177/0956797611430953

Leslie K. John et al. (2012)
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1. Re-running a study that didn’t work, getting a significant result, and failing to report the study that didn’t work.
2. Failing to report all of a study's conditions in a write-up.
3. Failing to report dependent measure(s) that showed null effects or effects that contradicted one's hypothesis.
4. Deciding whether to collect more data after looking to see whether the results were significant.
5. Stopping collecting data earlier than planned because one found the result that one had been looking for.
6. Reporting an unexpected finding as having been predicted from the start.
7. Falsifying data.
8. Dropping cases based on unplanned criteria, after looking at the results.
9. Reporting that a marginally significant p-value was, in fact significant (e.g. reporting that an observed p value of 0.06 was actually 

0.049)
10.Failing to report condition(s) that showed null effects or effects that contradicted one's hypothesis.
11.Failing to get new IRB (i.e. research ethics) approval after having made significant changes to an initially-approved study.
12.Changing stimuli mid-way through running a study and failing to report this in a write-up.
13.Failing to keep data containing identifying information secure (e.g. failing to store them in a locked place).
14.Running a study without obtaining IRB (i.e. research ethics) approval.
15.Running a study without obtaining IRB (i.e. research ethics) approval, and reporting that one had, in fact, obtained it.
16.Preventing a person from participating in a study because one believed the person would not provide evidence in support of one's 

hypothesis.
17.Deciding which condition to assign a subject to in a 'randomized' study.
18.Excluding data (e.g., the last 10 subjects) just to make the results significant.
19.Reporting in a write-up that a research assistant was blind to the hypotheses when in fact, he or she was not.
20.Ignoring violations of model assumptions (e.g. of normality of distribution)  when the results were consistent with one's hypothesis.
21.Failing to debrief participants in a study where debriefing was warranted.
22.Letting data coders know the hypothesis prior to having them code the data.
23.Reporting an interpretation of the data that one doesn't really believe.
24.Using a research idea from someone (e.g. a colleague or student) and failing to properly acknowledge them.
25.Deciding whether to exclude outliers after seeing how their exclusion affects the hypothesized results.

Questionable Research 
PracticesQRPs

«Measuring the Prevalence of Questionable Research Practices With Incentives for Truth Telling». Leslie K. John et al. 
DOI: 10.1177/0956797611430953

Leslie K. John et al. (2012)
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HARKing
Hypotesizing After
Results are Known

Fudging, massaging,
cooking

More specifically

Cherry picking data

Salami or trivial 
publication,

salami slicing

p-hacking, data dredging,
data fishing, data snooping,

data butchery

Publication
Bias

Verification
Bias
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...and in Biology...

photoshoping

https://threadreaderapp.com/thread/1127260133015183360.html
https://twitter.com/MicrobiomDigest/status/1173107685593513984
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...and in Biology...photoshoping

The images from a total of 20,621 papers published in 40 scientific 
journals from 1995 to 2014 were visually screened. Overall, 3.8% of 
published papers contained problematic figures, with at least half 
exhibiting features suggestive of deliberate manipulation.
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...and in Biology...
photoshoping

https://twitter.com/MicrobiomDigest/status/1121796872794820610

Elisabeth 
Bik
@MicrobiomDigest
https://www.the-scientist.com/news-opinion/ey
e-for-manipulation--a-profile-of-elisabeth-bi
k-65839

https://twitter.com/MicrobiomDigest/status/1121796872794820610
https://www.the-scientist.com/news-opinion/eye-for-manipulation--a-profile-of-elisabeth-bik-65839
https://www.the-scientist.com/news-opinion/eye-for-manipulation--a-profile-of-elisabeth-bik-65839
https://www.the-scientist.com/news-opinion/eye-for-manipulation--a-profile-of-elisabeth-bik-65839
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Part 1:
Personal motivation

A breath... So far...

Part 2: Framework
What is what?

Part 3: Evidence
Some studies
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● Claxton, L. D. (2005). Scientific authorship: Part 1. A window into 
scientific fraud? Mutation Research/Reviews in Mutation Research, 
589(1), 17-30. DOI: 10.1016/j.mrrev.2004.07.003Martinson, B., 
Anderson, M. & de Vries, R. Scientists behaving badly. Nature 435, 
737–738 (2005) DOI:10.1038/435737

● Steneck, N. H. (2006). Fostering integrity in research: Definitions, 
current knowledge, and future directions. Science and 
Engineering Ethics, 12(1), 53-74. DOI: 10.1007/PL00022268

● Fanelli, D. (2009). How Many Scientists Fabricate and Falsify 
Research? A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis of Survey 
Data.
PLOS ONE, 4(5), e5738. DOI: 10.1371/journal.pone.0005738

● John, L. K., Loewenstein, G., & Prelec, D. (2012). Measuring the 
Prevalence of Questionable Research Practices With Incentives 
for Truth Telling. Psychological Science, 23(5), 524-532. DOI: 
10.1177/0956797611430953
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● Carlisle, J. B. (2017). Data fabrication and other reasons for non-
random sampling in 5087 randomised, controlled trials in 
anaesthetic and general medical journals. Anaesthesia, 72(8), 
944-952. DOI: 10.1111/anae.13938

● Brown, «Nicholas J. L.», & Heathers, «James A. J.» (2017). The 
GRIM Test: A Simple Technique Detects Numerous Anomalies in 
the Reporting of Results in Psychology. Social Psychological and 
Personality Science, 8(4), 363-369. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550616673876

● Brainard, J., & You, J. (2018, octubre 18). What a massive database 
of retracted papers reveals about science publishing’s ‘death 
penalty’. Science | AAAS. Recuperado de 
https://www.sciencemag.org/news/2018/10/what-massive-database-
retracted-papers-reveals-about-science-publishing-s-death-penalty

● Grieneisen, M. L., & Zhang, M. (2012). A comprehensive survey of 
retracted articles from the scholarly literature. PloS one, 7(10), 
e44118. DOI: DOI: 10.1371/journal.pone.0044118
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● Banks, G. C., Rogelberg, S. G., Woznyj, H. M., Landis, R. S., & Rupp, D. E. 
(2016). Editorial: Evidence on Questionable Research Practices: The 
Good, the Bad, and the Ugly. Journal of Business and Psychology, 31(3), 
323-338. DOI: 10.1007/s10869-016-9456-7

● Bik, E. M., Casadevall, A., & Fang, F. C. (2016). The Prevalence of 
Inappropriate Image Duplication in Biomedical Research Publications. 
MBio, 7(3), e00809-16. DOI: 10.1128/mBio.00809-16Ioannidis, J. P. A. 
(2005). Why Most Published Research Findings Are False. PLOS 
Medicine, 2(8), e124. DOI: 10.1371/journal.pmed.0020124

● Baker, M. (2016). 1,500 scientists lift the lid on reproducibility. Nature 
News, 533(7604), 452. DOI: 10.1038/533452

● Baker, M. (2016, abril 22). Problematic images found in 4% of 
biomedical papers. Nature News. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature.2016.19802

● Open Science Collaboration. (2015). Estimating the reproducibility of 
psychological science. Science, 349(6251). DOI: 
10.1126/science.aac4716
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1) Surveys

How to estimate?

2) Big data

3) Number of retractions
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Martinson, B., Anderson, M. & de Vries, R.
Scientists behaving badly. Nature 435, 737–738 (2005) 
DOI:10.1038/435737a

FFP: < 2%

QRP: < 33%
at least once in the last 

3 years.

Seniors vs 
Juniors

Seniors lie more
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Fanelli's Meta-Analysis
of 2009

Self-reports: 2% Non Self-reports: 14%

for FF(P)s!
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Fanelli's Meta-Analysis
of 2009

2%            14%FF(P)s

33,7%QRPs 72%

self-report     non self-report

self-report     non self-report
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Source: https://www.sciencemag.org/news/2018/10/what-massive-database-retracted-papers-
reveals-about-science-publishing-s-death-penalty

Number of retractions
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Source:
https://retractionwatch.com/2019/04/25/how-one-journal-became-a-major-retraction-engine/



61/84This presentation is downloadable from: http://bitly.com/CNIC22NOV19

Source:
https://retractionwatch.com/2019/04/25/how-one-journal-became-a-major-retraction-engine/

Thanks Elie!
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1.Yoshitaka Fujii (total retractions: 183)
2.Joachim Boldt (97)
3.Yoshihiro Sato (87)
4.Jun Iwamoto (67)

5.Diederik Stapel (58)
6.Yuhji Saitoh (53)

7.Adrian Maxim (48)
8.Chen-Yuan (Peter) Chen (43)

9.Fazlul Sarkar (41)
10.Hua Zhong (41)

Leaderboard
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In short...

Few people lie a lotFew people lie a lot
a lot of people lie a fewa lot of people lie a fewº
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And finally

Part 4: Someone 
worried?
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source: https://www.orp.pitt.edu/sites/default/files/landing-images/RI_6.2.jpg

https://www.orp.pitt.edu/sites/default/files/landing-images/RI_6.2.jpg
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Research
Integrity
Offices
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1) Scientists are people

Summarizing
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1) Scientists are people

Summarizing

2) People lie
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1) Scientists are people

Summarizing

2) People lie
3) Change is possible:

new generations + new education = new culture
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I encourage you :)
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video: https://youtu.be/fNMWd-AX42o
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Thanks!
aabrilru@gmail.com
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