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To cUyYXpPOVO TIPOCWTIO
NG ETLOTNMOVLKNG EPEUVOC
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MoAumAoko TepLBAANOV OXECEWV

Au€nuévn opatdtnTa TNG N 0pONC EPEVVNTIKAG

TIPOKTLKAG

Online énuootevoslc kat UPNAOTEPO TOGOOTO

odaApatwv
Whistle-blowing

AUEnon cuAhoyng, xprnong, enefepyaaiag Kat

puetapifacng dedopévwy kat BloAoykwyv



Nw¢ epdaviletal N AKEPALOTNTA OTNV EPEUVO KL TNV EMLOTNOVLKN
TIPOKTLKNA

Q¢ o anapaBlactog KAVoVIOTIKOG TUPAVAC TNG ETILOTNOVLKAG EPEUVOG

Q¢ pla apnpnuévn apetr, ouvdedepevn e TNV NBLKN WG cuvolo (Beauchamp and Childress)

Q¢ n untoypEwan cuppopdwong He ta uPnAotepa NBKA Wewdn (Kwdikeg Asovioloyiag)

Q¢ n ouvndeia (habit) kai n otaon (attitude) tou epguvnti va dle€dyel Epeuva cupudwva LE TA
avtiotolya NOLKA, VOULKA KOl ETTOYYEALATIKA TTAQLOLQ,

Q¢ n evduvn TWV EPELVNTWV YLa TN PepeyyuoTNTA TNG Epeuvag Toug (The Singapore Statement on

Research Integrity )

Ao pia dAAN OmTIKN:

QG N OKEPALOTNTA TOU UTIOKELUEVOU TNG EPELVAC N omola TPETEL va tpootatevetal (CIOMS 2002) —

physical/mental/bodily integrity



Mn ypoppkn €EALEN ...

=  1830: Charles Babbage: — “Reflections on the decline of science in England and on some of its causes”

= 1929: Ludwig Fleck: Zur Krise der Wirklichkeit

= 1930: Julius Moses (1868-1942) : The Liubeck case -1930 (EpBoAlacuog BCG)

= 1931: German Richthlinien

= 1947: Kwdikag tnc NupepuPBeépync (10 Baolkeg apxeC) — KoL LETAYEVEOTEPEC PATELS

= 1990: NIH Guide (1990): Requirements for Programs on the Responsible Conduct of Research in National

Research Service

Ludwig Fleck: “Genesis and development
of a scientific fact»




H akepaotnTo W ATOULKO (TN

a) n nOwn cUAANYN TNG akepALOTNTAG WG amnapaitntng npolnobeong
(BeTikn mpoaogyyion )...
- ylo TN dnuioupyla KoL TNV KATavonaon Kavovwy
-yl T dnuloupyia epyaleiwv pEtpnong Kat mpoAnng
- ylo TO oXedL0op0 peBOdWVY Kal 06NYLWV OVTLUETWITLONG TOU PaLVOUEVOU
B) n un opBn epeuvntikn mpaktikn ( research misconduct)

w¢ n oupnepipopa [mou mapaPialel tnv apxn (“apvntkn”npocéyylon)
H akepalotnta W¢ cUoTNULKO {ATNMA
Robert Merton (1910-2003) : 0 pOAOG TOU GUOTALOTOC OTNV ETILOTNLOVLKA CUUTIEPLPOPA KOL N EVVOLA TNG €AVOULG oTNV

ETUOTAUN

1947: Mertonian Norms (1942) CUDOS i.e.
Communalism, Universalism, Disinterestedness, Originality and Skepticism

John Ziman (P, L, A, C, E)



Ta edopéva:

Yrnopén onUaviikwy MPOKANCEWVY OTLG OTIOLEG EXEL VAL OTTAVTIOEL O OXESLAOOG KO N AVATTUEN TNG ETILOTNLOVIKAG EPEUVAG
AU&non meputtwoewv pN-opOnRg dte€aywyng Epeuvag
AgkamAaoloopog anocUposwv dnpooleVpEVWY apBpwv(retraction)

loxupPOG AVTAYWVLOHOG

KOLL OL CUVETIELEG ...

Kpion a&lomiotiog

ATIEIAN YLO TNV OLKOVOLKN, TIOALTLKI) KOl KOLVWVLKI UTIOOTNPLEN TNG EMLOTNUOVLKAG EPEUVAC
ATEIAN YyLO TNV QLUTOVOLLO EPEUVNTWYV KAl aKASNUATKWV

ATEIAN Yl TOUG (8LOUC TOUG OUUETEXOVTEG

EpwtrApata yla tnv TUXn Twv (SLwv Twv EPELVNTWV

OLKOVOULKO KOOTOC TILBOVWV SIKOOTIKWY QyWVWV.



To evpwmaiko Beouiko mAaiolo

e ESF (European Science Foundation) kat n Evpwmnaiki Opoomnovdia Akadnuuwy tTng Emotiung Ko
KAaowwyv Zrmoudwv (European Federation of Academies of Sciences and Humanities - ALLEA)

European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity

e Science Europe Working Group on Research Integrity - Task Group «Knowledge Growth»
Seven reasons to care about integrity in research

e  ENERI European Network of Research Ethics and Research Integrity
Godecharle, S., Nemery, B., Dierickx, K. (2013) Guidance on
research integrity: no union in Europe. The Lancet 381: 1097-98.
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European Science Foundation (ESF) Report

TLULOTNTO OTNV ETUKOLVWVIA

depeyyuvotnta otn SlevEpyeLa TNG EPEUVAG

QVTLKELLEVLKOTNTA

apepoAnyia katl aveaptnoia

Sladpavela kal mpooBacipudtnta

kaBnkov ¢povtidag

Lootnta otnVv nmapoxn BBAloypadiag kal oTnv avayvwplon Tou £pyou TwV GAAwWY

€uBUVN Yyl TOUG EMLOTHLOVEC KOl TOUG EPEUVNTEC TOU PEAAOVTOG



European Science Foundation 2010:
“Fostering Research Integrity”
Mn opBn die€aywyn tng Epeuvag
Research misconduct-> FFP

1. Fabrication: XOAKEUON, KATAOKEUN TwV 6eSOUEVWY TNG EPEUVAC
- 6ebopéva €€ ohokArpou MAAOTA Ta omola mapouatalovial wg aAnbwva

& Falsification: nmapamnoinon twv anoteheoudtwy tng epevvntikig dtadikaociag n ahlayr f napalewdn dedopevwy n
QTMOTEAECUATWY
—> T0 TeAIKO £pELVNTIKO amoTEAeopa Sev elvat akpLBEG

3. Plagiarism: AoyokAomn, avtypadn: tdlomoinon WOewv, anoteAeopATwyY 1 ekPPACEWV AAAOU TTPOCoWTIOU XWwpPLg avadopd oto
OVOUQ TOU, CUUMEPLAAUBAVOUEVWY KAl QUTWV TIoU €xouv §00el ota mAaiola EUMIOTEUTIKAG OVOOKOTINONG
EPEUVNTIKWYV TIPOTACEWV 1) YPATITWY AAAWV EPELVNTWV.

4. AudLoPntoUpEeVEG EPELVNTLKEG TTPAKTIKEG (Questionable Research Practices).

Mkpila mepLOXn TIPOKTLKWYV OL OTtoleg SEV AAAOLWVOUV EUBEWG KAl TO EPEVUVNTLKO AToTEAEoUA aAAG cuBAaAouv otn duodnion
TWV EPEUVNTWV KOLL TNG EPEVVNTIKNG KOLVOTNTAG, HE APVNTLKO AVIIKTUTIO OTNV EUMLOTOCUVN TNG KOWWWVIAG 0TNV EPEUVA

T.X. Guest authorship
Gift authorship
‘salami slicing’” publication
failure to disclose conflicts of interest

Leslie K. John, George Loewenstein, and Drazen Prelec (2012) Measuring the Prevalence of Questionable Research Practices With
Incentives for Truth Telling Psychological Science 23(5) 524— 532 — Epeuva o€ 2,000 Y uxoAdyoug



Fanelli 2009:

“How Many Scientists Fabricate and Falsify Research? A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis of Survey
Data?” A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis of Survey Data. PLoS ONE 4(5): e5738.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0005738

e 1.97% (N=7,95%Cl: 0.86—4.45) of scientists admitted to have fabricated, falsified or modified data or
results at least once..

e upto33.7% admitted other questionable research practices.
e  Paper retractions from the PubMed library due to misconduct
a frequency of 0.02% (=> 0.02 - 0.2%) fraudulent papers

8 of 800 papers submitted to The Journal of Cell Biology -—> had digital images that had been improperly
manipulated, suggesting a 1% frequency

Routine data audits (FDA) in 10—20% of studies, and led to 2% of clinical investigators being judged guilty
of serious scientific misconduct



Emotnuovikny Amatn

(Scientific Fraud)

Suampagn pe SOA0 EMLOTNMOVIKNAC ATTATNG
( T.x. Kataokeuny 6edoUEVWV)

EpmAokn mowvikou Sikaiou

Welbn bl mapaieipewg; (lying by omission)

ouveldntn amndrn ; (conscious fraud)
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PERSPECTIVE
The credibility crisis in research: Can
economics tools help?

Thomas Gall', John P. A. loannidis®, Zacharias Maniadis'*

1 Economics Department, School of Social Sciences, University of Southampton, Southampten, United
Kingdom, 2 Mata-Research Innovation Center at Stanford (METRICS), Stanford University, Stanford,
Califormia, United States of America

Abstract

The issue of nonreplicable evidence has attracted considerable attention across biomedical
and other sciences. This concem is accompanied by an increasing interest in reforming
research incentives and practices. How to optimally perform these reforms is a scientific
problem in itself, and economics has several scientific methods that can help evaluate
research reforms. Here, we review these methods and show their potential. Prominent
among them are mathematical modeling and laboratory experiments that constitute afford-
able ways to approximate the effects of policies with wide-ranging implications.

Introduction

Serious worries have been voiced concerning a “reproducibility crisis” in many biomedical as
well as social sciences; this crisis of confidence is fueled by the observation that numerous
established findings may correspond to false positives that cannot be reproduced [1-5]. In
response to the aforementioned concerns, several reforms have been put forward in various
disciplines, purported to increase reproducibility [6]. Special focus has been placed on reform-
ing researcher incentives [7,8,9], and some specific proposals have attracted considerable
attention [10,11,12). However, the study of behavioral responses to incentives is ty ly not
the main focus of biomedical disciplines.

Behavioral responses to incentives may be evaluated with some modeling approaches fol-
lowed in economics and related disciplines (e.g., political science). These disciplines have a
policy focus, supported by the systematic study of how behavior responds to incentives. For-
mal economic tools are continually evolving and can be usefully employed for any poli
analysis, but as yet they tend to be relatively unknown to the biomedical community. It is
important to better understand these tools, especially when so many critical reforms of aca-

demic structures and incentives are being proposed. In this paper, our objectives are, first, to

illustrate the possible benefits of economic analysis with concrete examples from existing
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OL eLlOIKEC oUVETIELEC Yia TN Anpoota Yyeia

1980s MaAAla: To okavdalio tou aipartog kat “the blood research community”

Peter D. Weinberg et al: Legal, Financial, and Public Health Consequences of HIV Contamination of Blood
and Blood Products in the 1980s and 1990s

UK mad cow disease — okavoaAa apLavtou

The SUPPORT trial mapoxn ouyovou ota veoyévvnta Kal Kivouvog tudAwong — Intripato aodpAAELOG
(safety) ko kaBrikov ppovtidag

KokkUtng (pertussis) HMA, Kavadag kat lanmwvia - Aoklpég og ItaAia kat Zoundia

Andrew Wakefield, The Lancet 1998

The Vaccine-Autism Connection: a public health crisis caused by unethical medical practices and
fraudulent science (2011)45 Annals of Pharmacotherapy

2010: Observations GMC Wakefield Verdict Why did the Lancet take so long?

BMJ 2010; 340 doi: https://doi.orq/10.1136/bmj.c644 (Published 02 February 2010) Cite this as: BMJ
2010;340:c644

13


https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.c644

INFECTION AND IMMUNITY, Oct. 2011, p. 3855—-3859 Vol. 79, No. 10
0019-9567/11/512.00 doi:10.1128/1A1.05661-11
Copyright © 2011, American Society for Microbiology

EDITORIAL
Retracted Science and the Retraction Index

«Articles may be retracted when their findings are no longer considered trustworthy due to scientific
misconduct or error, they plagiarize previously published work, or they are found to violate ethical guidelines.
Using a novel measure that we call the “retraction index,” we found that the frequency of retraction varies
among journals and shows a strong correlation with the journal impact factor. Although retractions are
relatively rare, the retraction process is essential for correcting the literature and maintaining trust in the

scientific process.»

14
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EEEAIEN 81EOVOUC evdiapépovToC

2007: 1o Naykooulo Tuvedplo yla tnv Akepatotnta otnv Epeuva — Alcafova
European Science Foundation (ESF)
Office of Research Integrity — ORI, USA

2010: 2° Maykoéopio Zuvédplo yla tnv Akepatdtnta otnv Epeuva -Ziykamoupn
The Singapore Statement on Research Integrity >

2013: 3° Maykoéoulo Zuvédplo yia tnv Akepatdtnta otnv Epeuva — Movtpeal
The Montreal Statement on Research Integrity

2015: 4o NMaykooplo Zuvedplo yla tnv Akepatotnta otnv Epeuva -Pio vte
Tlavélpo

2017: 5° Maykoopio Zuvédplo yia tnv Akepatdtnta otnv Epeuva -Amsterdam
Amsterdam Agenda for Promoting Transparency and Accountability

2019: 6° Naykoouto Tuvedplo yla tnv Akepatotnta otnv Epsuva — Hong-Kong
Hong Kong Principles for assessing researchers

2022: 7° Naykoouto Tuvedplo yla tnv Akepatotnta otnv Epeuva —Cape Town

2024: 8° Maykooulo Zuvedplo yla tnv Akepatotnta otnv Epgsuva AGHNA 2-5 louviou



Cancer Research UK: eight types of relationships between investigators and sponsors that constitute a Col
(industrial conflict of interest?)

e Epyaocia, dtevBuvtikn B€on, nyetikn B€on
e  JUupPBouAeutikog pohog -Advisory role (paid or unpaid)
e  Katoxn petoxwv - Stock ownership or options

e  AA\O QUECO N EUUECO OLKOVOULKO cUupdEpov - Any other direct or indirect financial interest (e.g., via
rewards to inventors)

e ApolBéc yia SlaAé€elg , mapouolaosls n epdavioelg Honoraria-payments for specific speeches, seminar
presentations, or appearances

e  Xopnyia épeuvag -Research funding

e Katabéoelg eumnelpoyvwpovwy - Expert testimony

e AMN\eG popdec apolBnig (takidia, Swpa, MAnpwHEC £L¢ ldo¢ KAT) - Other remuneration (trips, gifts, in-kind
payments, etc.)

R.B.Ghooi Conflict of interest in clinical research
Perspect Clin Res. 2015 Jan-Mar; 6(1): 10-14.



https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4314841/

COPE Committee on Publication Ethics - 1997
Promoting integrity in research and its publication

Baolkec Spaoelc

loxuplopol pn opBn¢g Sle€aywyng tng Epeuvag
Juyypoaodn kat cupBoAn

Evotdoelg kal mapamova

JUyKpouGon cUUPEPOVTWY

Aebopéva kal emalnBevolpotnta

HBkOG EAeyyxog

Mveupatikn WBloktnola

Aloxeiplon meplodikou

O O

AtloAoynon

10. Zuilntnoelg kot SLopBwoaoelg peta tn dnuoacisuon



COPE...

e  Guidelines for Editors
e Guidelines for Peer Reviewers
e  Guidelines for Authors

2014 : Principles of Transparency and Best Practice in Scholarly
Publishing (COPE, http://publicationethics.org/)

Peer review process

Governing Body

Editorial team/contact information

Author fees

Copyright

D N N NI N NN

Process for identification of and dealing with allegations of
research misconduct

<

Ownership and management ......
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PERSPECTIVE/OPINION
Quality Uncertainty Erodes Trust in Science

Simine Vazire

When consumers of science (readers and reviewers) lack relevant details about the study design, data,
and analyses, they cannot adequately evaluate the strength of a scientific study. Lack of transparency
is common in science, and is encouraged by journals that place more emphasis on the aesthetic appeal of
a manuscript than the robustness of its scientific claims. In doing this, journals are implicitly encourag-
ing authors to do whatever it takes to obtain eye-catching results. To achieve this, researchers can use
common research practices that beautify results at the expense of the robustness of those results (e.g.,
p-hacking). The problem is not engaging in these practices, but failing to disclose them. A car whose
carburetor is duct-taped to the rest of the car might work perfectly fine, but the buyer has a right to
know about the duct-taping. Without high levels of transparency in scientific publications, consumers of
scientific manuscripts are in a similar position as buyers of used cars - they cannot reliably tell the differ-
ence between lemons and high quality findings. This phenomenon - quality uncertainty — has been shown
to erode trust in economic markets, such as the used car market. The same problem threatens to erode
trust in science. The solution is to increase transparency and give consumers of scientific research the
information they need to accurately evaluate research. Transparency would also encourage researchers
to be more careful in how they conduct their studies and write up their results. To make this happen,
we must tie journals® reputations to their practices regarding transparency. Reviewers hold a great deal
of power to make this happen, by demanding the transparency needed to rigorously evaluate scientific
manuscripts. The public expects transparency from science, and appropriately so — we should be held to a
higher standard than used car salespeople.

Keywords: transparency; open science; replicability; scientific integrity

In any market, consumers must evaluate the quality of
products and decide their willingness to pay based on
their evaluation. In science, consumers of new scientific
findings must likewise evaluate the strength of the find-
ings and decide their willingness to put stock in them. In
both kinds of markets, the inability to make informed and
accurate evaluations of quality (i.e., quality uncertainty)
leads to a lower and lower willingness to put stock in any
product — a lack of trust in the market itself. When there
are asymmetries in the information that the seller and the
buyer have, the buyers cannot be certain about the quality
of the products, leading to quality uncertainty.

In science, quality uncertainty threatens people’s ability
to have confidence in findings and build on them. Here 1
argue that the lack of transparency in science has led to
quality uncertainty, and that this threatens to erode trust

In his paper, “The Market for “Lemons”: Quality Uncertainty
and the Market Mechanism” (1970), Nobel-Prize-winning
economist George Akerlof illustrates this dynamic with the
used car market. In this market, the seller has much more
information than the buyer, making the buyer uncertain
about the quality of any individual car, and thus unwill-
ing to pay much for used cars. At extreme levels of quality
uncertainty, the result is that no one is willing to buy a used
car at any price — people lose all trust in the market.

There is a parallel with scientific products. In this case,
the product is the manuscript or journal article, the seller
is the author, and the buyer can be the journal editor,
reviewers, or readers of the article — anyone who is choos-
ing whether or not to buy the findings. The source of qual-
ity uncertainty in this market is that the authors know
much more about what went into the article than do the

19
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@ CrossMark

Criminalization of scientific misconduct

William Biilow' © - Gert Helgesson®

© The Author(s) 2018

Abstract

This paper discusses the criminalization of scientific misconduct, as discussed and defended in the bioethics literature. In
doing so it argues against the claim that fabrication, falsification and plagiarism (FFP) together identify the most serious
forms of misconduct, which hence ought to be criminalized, whereas other forms of misconduct should not. Drawing the line
strictly at FFP is problematic both in terms of what is included and what is excluded. It is also argued that the criminaliza-
tion of scientific misconduct, despite its anticipated benefits, is at risk of giving the false impression that dubious practices
falling outside the legal regulation “do not count”. Some doubts are also raised concerning whether criminalization of the
most serious forms of misconduct will lower the burdens for universities or successfully increase research integrity. Rather,
with or without criminalization, other measures must be taken and are probably more important in order to foster a more

healthy research environment.

Keywords Criminalization - Fabrication - Falsification - Plagiarism - Scientific misconduct

Introduction

Scientific misconduct and fraud is a prevailing problem in
science and threatens to undermine integrity, credibility
and objectivity in research (Fanelli 2009; Pickett and Roche
2018). It also risks undermining trust, both among research-
ers and the general public (Shamoo and Resnik 2009; Hans-
son 2011; Resnik 2014). It is therefore important to consider
the possible means of countering fraud and misconduct in
research. The perhaps most drastic suggestion is that at least
the most serious forms of frand and misconduct, such as
fabrication and falsification, should be criminalized and,
when it has occurred, punished (Redman and Caplan 2005,
2015; Sovacool 2005; Bhutta and Crane 2014; Pickett and
Roche 2018). By criminalization we here mean the decision
of making some action a criminal offense for which one may
merit criminal punishment, such as fines, community service
or even incarceration.

=] Gent Helgesson
gerthelgesson@ki.se

! Department of Philosophy, Stockholm University,
Stockholm, Sweden

The need for criminalization of scientific misconduct has
been defended in the bioethics literature (see e.g., Bhutta
and Crane 2014; Redman and Caplan 2005, 2015; Sovacool
2005; Pickett and Roche 2018). However, from a philosophi-
cal point of view, the decision to criminalize a particular
action stands in need of a moral justification. Criminal
punishment, such as imprisonment, involves either inten-
tional harm or the intentional deprivation of some good,
such as liberty. It also has negative consequences for fam-
ily members and those socially, economically and emotion-
ally dependent on the person being punished. Granted that
there is a prima facie duty not to intentionally harm others,
a moral justification for criminalizing a certain behavior,
and thereby allowing for the imposition of punishment, is
therefore required.

Among those who defend the need of criminalizing seri-
ous scientific misconduct, the assumption is often made
that fabrication, falsification and plagiarism (FFP) are the
most serious forms of misconduct (Bhutta and Crane 2014;
Sovacool 2005). In line with this assumption, it has been
argued that these are the types of misconduct that should be
criminalized, whereas other forms of misconduct, such as
selective presentation of results, sloppiness and inappropri-
ate use of statistics, are explicitly excluded (Sovacool 2003).
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EAANVIKN MpwTtoBouAia

EARTHnet
Ethical Aspects in Research and Technology for Human Network
= eAAnVIKN Tipwtofoulia EMIM

—> €ualoOnTOmMOiNGCN EMIOTNUOVLKAG KOLVOTNTOG
- 6IKTUO EMIKOWVWVLAC
- npowbOnon mAawsiov EA otnv EAAGSa



N'vwoteg neputtwoelg research misconduct

Hwang Woo-Suk: Evidence of a Pluripotent Human Embryonic Stem Cell Line derived from a Cloned
Blastocyst, Science 2004, 2005

Milena Penkowa (yev, 1973) veuposemniotiun
P. Macchiarini — Karolinska Institute - petapooxeUoelg Tpaxeiog

Vuorinen et al : shifts in the Enjoyment of Healthy and Unhealthy Behaviors Affect Short- and Long-Term
Postbariatric Weight Loss

Bariatric Surgical Practice and Patient Care 2017 ;12(1): 35—42

Herndon JM (2016) Human and Environmental Dangers Posed by Ongoing Global Tropospheric
Aerosolized Particulates for Weather Modification.
Front. Public Health 4:139. doi: 10.3389/fpubh.2016.00139

Andrew Wakefield, The Lancet 1998

The Vaccine-Autism Connection: a public health crisis caused by unethical medical practices and
fraudulent science (2011)45 Annals of Pharmacotherapy
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