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Research Integrity / Responsible Conduct of 
Research

• In NZ, the largest portion of research funding comes from 

Government funders, and thus from tax payers

• Funders and public must be able to trust research and researchers

• Research studies do not always deliver the expected results

• Research Governance is important to ensure institutional integrity

• Embracing standards of excellence, trustworthiness and 
lawfulness

• Demonstrate commitment to creating an environment that 
promotes responsible conduct of research

• Codes of conduct assist in maintaining research integrity



Principles of Responsible Conduct of Research (RCR)

1. Honesty in all aspects of research cycle
2. Rigour in all aspects of research cycle
3. Transparency in declaring interests and reporting research
4. Fairness in the treatment of others
5. Respect for participants and wider community
6. Recognition of the rights of Indigenous people 
7. Accountability for all aspects of research cycle
8. Promotion of responsible research practices

Paraphrased from the Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research



Task 1: Rate the Principles – 5 mins

• Groups of three

• Discuss the principles 

• Indicate what these principles mean to you 

Use Slido: www.slido.com
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Task 1: Rate the Principles – 5 mins

• Groups of three

• Discuss the principles 

• Indicate which of these principles are most important



Responsibilities of researchers

• Support research integrity culture
• Provide guidance and mentorship
• Comply with the relevant laws and regulations
• Ensure the ethical principles are applied to human research. 
• Engage with Indigenous peoples and respect their legal rights, customs and 

protocols
• Adopt ppropriate methods and ensure that conclusions are justified 
• Retain clear, accurate, secure and complete records
• Disseminate research findings responsibly, accurately and broadly. 
• Disclose and manage conflicts of interest.
• Ensure correct authorship.
• Cite and acknowledge other relevant work appropriately and accurately.
• Participate in peer review in a fair and rigorous way.



Task 2: What are the responsibilities of institutions? –
5 mins

• Groups of three

• Discuss the specific responsibilities of 
institutions

• Add as many responsibilities as you can think 
of 
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Task 2: What are the responsibilities of institutions? –
5 mins

• Groups of three

• Discuss the specific responsibilities of institutions

• Add as many responsibilities as you can think of 



When things go wrong - Research Misconduct

Research Misconduct:

• Falsification

• Fabrication

• Plagiarism

• Other forms of misconduct:

• Conducting research without ethics approval

• Failure to declare and manage a serious conflict of 
interest

• Falsification or misrepresentation to obtain funding

• Wilful concealment or falsification of research misconduct 
by others

Questionable Research Practices (QRPs): 

Behaviour that does not live up to the standards for responsible 
conduct but is not considered serious enough to be research 
misconduct



Categories of issues managed by GO8 Research 
Integrity Offices in Australia: 2014-2017

R Halligan, University of Sydney, Presentation at 6th World Conference on Research Integrity, 4 June 2019 



QRPs: Ethical Shades of Gray

Research 

practice 

Data-related Publication-

related 

Personal behaviour Financial

Poor research 

design

Using 

inappropriate 

(harmful or 

dangerous) 

research 

methods

Experimental, 

analytical or 

computational 

errors

Not 

preserving 

primary data

Data dredging

Poor data 

management 

and/or 

storage

P-Hacking

Withholding 

data from the 

research 

community

Claiming 

undeserved 

authorship

Biased 

reviewing

Denying 

authorship to 

contributors

Artificially 

proliferating 

publications

Failure to 

correct the 

publication 

record

Inadequate 

leadership/

mentoring of next 

generation of 

researchers and 

scholars

Inappropriate 

personal behavior

Harassment

Insensitivity to 

social or cultural 

norms

Peer review abuse

Non-disclosure of 

a conflict of 

interest

Misrepresentation 

of credentials

Misuse of research 

funds for 

unauthorised

purchase or for 

personal gain

From:  Science Europe Briefing Paper “Research Integrity: What it means, why it is important and how we might protect it” 
2015; and J Schneider, Aarhus University, Denmark, presentation at 6th WCRI, June 2019



Task 3: Which of these do you think are the most 
common QRPs? – 5 mins

• Groups of three

• Discuss the QRPs

• Rate the 3 most common via Slido:

www.slido.com

Meeting no: # URONZ

http://www.slido.com/


Task 3: Which of these do you think are the most 
common QRPs? – 5 mins

• Groups of three

• Discuss the QRPs

• Rate the 3 most common via Slido:



QRPs

(J Schneider, Aarhus University, Denmark, presentation at 6th WCRI, June 2019)



Current research environment

• Pressure to publish

• Pressure to obtain funding

• Open science (open access, open data)

• Predatory journals

• Predatory conferences



Dr S knows the best fluorescence images of her protein often have an 

unexplained bright blob of material that looks like junk and will be 
distracting to readers. She debates what to do ….



Providing support to researchers

• Principle vs action
– Transparency – Open Science

– Rigour – Electronic lab books

– Honesty – Data reporting

– Fairness – Authorship agreements

– Respect – Human/animal ethics processes

– Recognition – Engaging with Mātauranga Māori

– Accountability – Financial management

– Promoting RCR – Mentoring 



Providing support to researchers

Resources

– Embassy of Good Science:
• to promote research integrity

• open to anyone willing to learn or support others in 

fostering understanding and awareness around 

Good Science.

• community of researchers can gather to discuss 

‘hot topics’, share knowledge, and find guidance 

and support to perform science responsibly and 

with integrity

• collaboratively map the laws, policies and 

guidelines informing good practices and highlight 

relevant cases

• support educators to develop training on research 

integrity and ethics



Providing support to researchers

• Dr M says “I get so many invitations to attend 
conferences – which ones do I choose?”

• Predatory conferences:

– Exist to make money from unsuspecting researchers

– Money comes from registration fees and hotel accommodation 
kickbacks

– Healthy profit by running a number of conferences at the same 
time (share hotel, registration desks, etc.)

– No quality control

– Give themselves grand names : “Global” and “International”

– Pretend to be a scientific society: American Academy of Sciences 
(American Academy of Arts and Science is real)



Providing support for researchers: Predatory 
conferences

• https://thinkcheckattend.org

Think. Check. Attend. is an international 
initiative that aims to guide and assist 
researchers and scholars when choosing 
trusted conferences to attend and to 
present their research at. The initiative 
has been introduced by Knowledge E

https://thinkcheckattend.org/


Providing support for researchers

• Dr K says “There is an invitation in my Inbox to 
publish – it looks so easy to get in”

• Predatory publishers - Predatory publishers abuse the 

open access author-pays model for their own profit.

• Excessive publication fees, but may hide their fees or 
charges until after they received the manuscript

• Provide little or no peer review or editorial oversight

• Fake impact factors

• Publication process not made clear



Providing support for researchers: Predatory 
publications

•

https://thinkchecksubmit.org – coalition of scholarly communications in 
response to discussions about deceptive publishing


