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Outline

Research that involves human subjects, create ethical, legal, political and social issues and obligations for
researchers. In the context of new methods of conducting research, such as digital ethnography, research
integrity, which traditionally focused on issues in biomedical research, has become a major concern in
humanities and social science research. For example - as explored later in the seminar, research that
involves vulnerable persons, such as political or economic at risk children.

Relevance of research integrity

How do you conduct research in such a way that it allows others to have trust and confidence in the
methods used and your findings?
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Codes of Conduct

Focussing on principles, values and virtues, codes of conduct explain what is the right thing to do, not what
can be prevented. Whilst normative codes guides the do’s and don’ts, standard operating procedures
describe concrete steps to be taken.
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Research Misconduct and Questionable Research Practices

Three important spectrums of research practices:

1. Responsible Conduct of Research (RCR) the practice of scientific investigation with integrity
2. Questionable Research Practices (QRP) sloppy science

3. Research misconduct (RM) falsification, fabrication and plagiarism
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A former anthropologist at the
Free University in Amsterdam
appears to have made up data
for at least 61 papers, and ‘m“)

invented awards and other parts 2 o
) - vrije Universiteit amsterdam
of his CV, according to a

university investigation.

The news was first reported by NRC Handelsblad and the Volkskrant
newspaper.

This is just the tip of the iceberg

As illustrated in: Ranking major and minor research misbehaviours: results from a survey among
participants of four World Conferences on Research Integrity, by Lex M. Bouter, Joeri Tijdink, Nils Axelsen,
Brian C. Martinson and Gerben ter Riet in Research Integrity and Peer Review 2016 1:17
https://researchintegrityjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s41073-016-0024-5

The article also lists research misbehaviours in all disciplinary fields, and identifies research behaviours that
were perceived to be major problems. Sloppy science is the biggest concern, and the top five contributing
factors for this, being:
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1. Insufficiently supervise or mentor junior coworkers

fficiently report study flaws and limitations
inadequate notes of the research process

1 a blind eye to putative breaches of research integrity by othe



Subjectivity

All research results are subjective. It is essential that opinions are challenged.
. Knowledge is interpretation . Enlarged by broadening one’s perspective
. Understanding is based on experience e  Dialogue results in a merger of perspectives

. Research is dependent on perspective

Learning is a result of intersubjective processes of mutual understanding

http://eloquentscience.com/2013/04/a-subjective-discussion-of-the-meanings-of-subjective-and-objective/

Replication

The main reason for replication is to test if the same research in a different culture, geographical location,
etc. would have a similar outcome. It is also used to test over time, if the findings have changed due to
changing social, economic, political, etc conditions. A huge problem is that in reality even in the exact
sciences 90% is not replicable.
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Transparency

In principle all researchers should make the essential components of their work visible to fellow scholars.

Prospectively Retrospectively
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Informed Consent

Informed Consent is a voluntary agreement to participate in research. It is not merely a form that is signed
but a process in which the person(s) involved have an understanding of their rights, the purpose of the
study, the procedures to be undergone, and the potential risks and benefits of participation.
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In Conclusion: What else can we do?

o Take RCR, QRP and RM serious

o Take good care of data storage
o Set a good example
. Promote an open research culture

Moral Case Deliberation as Ethics Support for Practitioners

In Moral Case Deliberation (MCD), a group of participants reflects on a moral dilemma in daily practice. The
group is guided through a structural process of investigation of the dilemma by a trained facilitator. The
focus is not on advice by experts trained in ethics and law, or by professionals knowledgeable about rules
and regulations, but on fostering reflection and dialogue on the moral experience of participants. MCD is
action oriented: what is the right action in a specific situation?

Ethical Dilemma Case Study
Facilitator: Dr. Jonna Both
Leiden University Institute for History



Although the identity of children is anonymous, can we share this documentary online?

Moral Case Deliberation
Panel: 7 MAAS students
Leiden University African Studies Centre

Steps:

1. Discuss dilemma

2. Ask Questions

3. Analyse Situation from different
perspectives

4, Decision & recommendations
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