Navigating Open Science and Research Ethics
in the Basic Sciences: Insights from a

Qualitative Study
WCRI 2024: Panel Oral Presentations 36

Alejandra Manco
PhD Student
Elico, Université Claude Bernard - Lyon I
alejandra.manco-vega@univ-lyoni.fr



https://wcri2024.org/
https://elico-recherche.msh-lse.fr/
https://www.univ-lyon1.fr/
mailto:alejandra.manco-vega@univ-lyon1.fr

Introduction

Research misconduct and questionable practices in academia

Research misconduct and questionable research practices have been prevalent in academia even before the Open Science movement
and their policies. These practices include -among others- data fabrication, data falsification, idea stealing from supervisors or
colleagues, scooping, data stealing due to competition, and various forms of authorship conflicts and disputes.

This issue has been largely researched, as documented in the literature:
General Literature reviews (Aubert Bonn & Pinxten, 2019) (Hosseini & Gordijn, 2020) (Armond, et al., 2021)
Country specific

FR (Combes, 2022) (Leclerc & Klausser, 2024), BR (Armond & Kakuk, 2023), PE (Munoz del Carpio Toia et al., 2023)




Introduction

By using open science practices, research can become transparent and accountable
(Bouter, 2023) (Haven et al., 2022)

Openness helps to support the self-regulation of research integrity (Laine, 2017)



Introduction

The aim is to document the transformations of research misconduct and
questionable research behaviours under an open science environment.

RQ: Which is the role of open science to prevent questionable research practices?



—

Method

This project is built on a qualitative approach using semi-directed interviews as a research method. We conducted
29 interviews, each of which lasted around one hour.

Data collection for the interviews corpus was made in different stages:
1) Using the QS World University Rankings 2022 as a guide, the top 5 universities in Brazil, France and Peru.

2) After this identification process, basic science researchers - Biology, Chemistry and Physics- were contacted
and interviewed if they agreed.

3) Interview transcriptions were analyzed using the Nvivo software.

4) The coding process used a thematic analysis with an inductive category development approach.
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Final Code Title AgeRange Countryofwork Gender

PLAPF Associate professor 30-35 France M
BLAP.F Associate professor 5O-55 France M
M ethOd C1.D.F PhD Student 20-25 France F
P2.D.F PhD Student 20-25 France M
B2.PD.F Post Doc 30-35 France F
C2.R5.P Research scientist LO-45 Peru
. P3.AP.P Associate professor 45-50 Peru L
Diverse pool of P PhD Student 20 25 Peru F
CL.PD.F Post Doc 30-35 France
researCherS’ from a” B3.R5.P Research scientist 30-35 Peru il
Career Stag eS CL.R5.P Research scientist 45-50 Peru M
PS.APB Associate professor 5O-55 Brasil M
C7.D.B PhD Student 25-30 Brasil M
P4.FP.P Full professor LO-L45 Peru M
CO d e reﬂ e CtS BLFP.P Full professor LO-L45 Peru M
discip”ne, career P6.FP.P Full professor 55-60 Peru M
C8.D.B PhD Student 20-25 Brasil F
stage and country BOLPD.B Post-Doc 35-40 Brasil F
Co.PD.B Post-Doc 25-30 Brasil M
Po.PD.B Post-Doc 35-40 Brasil M
F10.PD.F Post-Doc 30-35 France M
Ci10.D.F PhD Student 25-30 France F
P12.FP.F Full professor 55-60 France L
P11.FP.F Full professor 45-50 France M
B5.AS.B Associate professor 35-40 Brasil| Peru il
B&.D.P PhD Student 35-40 Peru|France F
E7.PD.B PhD Student 35-40 Brasil F
Fi13.PD.B Post-Doc 30-35 Brasil M
BQO2.FP.B Full professor 4L5-50 Brasil F




Results




Micro-environment Misconduct and QRP
- Evidence found within interviews

Mainly related to:
Authorship issues: between researchers, between supervisee and supervisor
Data stealing

Idea stealing, scooping in conferences

Trust is essential to open science implementation, unfortunately these practices promote a lack of
trust (+ competition)



Misconduct and questionable research practices - Evidence

found within interviews

“I don't know if it's a theft of ideas, but sometimes it's the
students who have the ideas. Basic, and obviously they
don't have the background, there's more to it, right?  So
it could be that and if | know of people who have had a
good basic idea that they have lacked, uh, more breadth, |
mean, like going a little bit further and that little bit further

(...)

So their supervisor saw it and it ended up being the
supervisor's idea. No?” (B6.D.P)
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Scooping from conferences

“The only bad thing which can happen, and it happens. |
don't say it doesn't for example, you discover something, you
go for a conference, you make a small poster and then you
present to other people and somebody sees it and say, oh,
okay ...You know, like, and then [he, she] repeats. similar
thing and publishes immediately. Like, it's like a crappy
paper, but still you are screwed because they just took your
story, you know? And, so they can steal your story, but they
cannot steal your data. So they can, because you might lead
them to something, which is very interesting (...) Usually
when you discover something very interesting, scientists, like
don't like to speak about immediately cause of that, they're
afraid that somebody will just repeat that and then scooping,
(B2.PD.F)



Misconduct and questionable research practices - Evidence

found within interviews
Authorship issues

“So there are people who come and give you some tips and they want
their name in the paper. So they're investing on you like, it's like dropping
a coin and getting back a thousand. So, there are people who do that and
then they are stuck in this ethical loop (...) because we cannot ignore them

because they gave a tip. At the same time we had to do the most part of the
work. | respective said that they gave a tip, so they might have had it one
sentence, which might be useful. Yeah. So there is this, control in the sense
it's a kind of, knowledge control, as | said | mentioned earlier, it's a huge
lobby to be frank.” (P10.PD.F)
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"Most of the time what they do, because if the paper has a lot of authors.
They start to cut off like different authors, and most of the time it could be
like the first person that will be out will be the immigrant..So be certified.
Your name will be for that, so you have proof that you perform the

experiments and you are going to be an author as well....well, that is pretty
sad. Like because, for example, as a student, of course, | am here to perform
my experiments, learn new techniques, and share information. And so, when
these things happen, it will affect my career. Like, because I am here to
improve my career. So when | come back and, for example, they cut me off
of the paper. Like not only the paper but, we know that the system we have
0 publish" (C7.D.B)




Micro-environment Misconduct, Open Science as a Potential
Solution

1. Monitoring function of research misconduct and QRP by the scientific
community, transparency and surveillance capacity

2. Open research data and preprints as safeguards against misconduct by
providing proof of authorship and enabling verification of research claims



Micro-environment Misconduct, Open Science as a Potential
Solution

“I would like my data to be deposited in a very safe place
s . that anybody can pick it up if needed. Both, so | have the
possibility of [checking] the flows of researchers safety and if anybody one day says, | don't know, this data
open science, for instance, publications see the looks fishy. You know, there are problems with honesty
from journals that are not peer- and science. It's there so it can be checked and all that. So

reviewed or, you know, for instance, potentia] | think that's really important for my data (...) Open data
scientists that are going to publish 12 also is very useful for that. So as | said before, if you have

: this depository with your data there, if there's any doubt
papers in one year. And all the aspects one day, you know, any question or whatever, you can go to
of ethics in open science that might have that data and check it. And, you know, if there is a problem,
to deal with scientific integrity.” you fix it....And if there isn't a problem, you can prove
5 .. that there isn't a problem, that it's all over there. So |

iz e a_re SENEE . M SC? U think it helps a lot with the whole ethical problem also, in
someone publish something that is a addition to being a safeguard for us, and in addition to
little bit out of the standard, I think it depending on the research field, opening data to other

“Something that explains eventually the Some

be denunciated very fast.” | interpretations and other uses.” (BQ2.FP.B)

2024
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Open science potential + hierarchical and
prestige-based nature of academia

Due to academic organizations that are hierarchical and dependent on status, open science may not deter
wrongdoing even when it promotes openness

Some researchers see the potential, others do not see any relation: Nuanced approach
Open science is very useful in research outputs misconduct, not the behaviours

Effectivity of open science practices in research environments with a lot of competition for funding (challenging
circumstances) should be noted too (Manco, 2023).



Open science potential + hierarchical and
prestige-based nature of academia

Other researchers do not see any relation

“If the collaboration is between different groups, because then the group can publish the data first and

say, it's their data. But if the unethical thing happens inside the group, if the supervisor, for example, says an
idea is here, uh, his or hers and not from the students, that will not help...it happened to me, yeah.. I have to
change my PhD supervisor. Because | had an idea, | was analysing the data and then they publish, the

paper was published before I knew...without my name. | issued a complaint in the university, but
apparently it was my fault in the end. So, because of the hierarchy, complaints don't go far. (...) I don't know
why they have this fetish to publish alone, without a student, but it happens. For them, it doesn't make, uh,
doesn't cause any problem. Publish in a paper with the students. It should, it should even be good. But some

people doesn't think this way ...and open science will not solve this.” (P13.PD.B)
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“So | think in a way, research has, as | mentioned, boiled
down to this, uh, uh, productivity game where you Yes.
Produce a lot of things which are really wanted us to go. So |
think, 1 don't know how to remove it, but I think it has to
change. | don't know how to change it politics to, you know,
win something, produce something, or doing this race to get
their publications in places, which is, even if it is of no use to
the public or to the wellbeing of the planet. Mm-hmm. . So |
think we, we should remove all the hierarchy of. Prestigious.
You know, if you want to do research, you can do it.”

(P10.PD.E) Although open science has promise in tackling
ethical misbehaviour, its efficacy may be
impeded by the prevailing academic culture

that prioritises productivity and publication
metrics.

Open science potential + hierarchical and
prestige-based nature of academia

“I think these are very important things. One research work
is made by someone or by your team. And, there are some
rights for the team. Like they, they build this, the results. So at
least we have to cite them everywhere. Um, yeah, we have to
cite them everywhere something that cares about. Ethically,
it's important for me, that's a tough question. In the same way,
I don't know much, much about the law that exists already in
terms of rights and replication. Yeah, but it is important. Yeah.
Like there are some questions of ethics, at least behind, that
should be, that we should pay your attention to. So, yeah, much
work on that.” (P2.D.F)



Science education to tackle research misconduct
alongside Open Science practices
Science education, promoting scientific literacy, and having field-specific ethical

committees are proposed by different interviewed researchers as complementary
measures to tackle research misconduct alongside Open Science practices.

“Without education, explaining the knowledge of how a research career works or how a research is done, not the classic, this materials, objectives,
this methodology, results, discussion, that is, not this, but what a research career really consists of having this knowledge gives you... It gives you

the strength or the certainty to be able to claim what you consider to be a right. So a right, for example, or a right or a fault, not to claim for a
Sfault not a right to claim for a fault, it gives you that power to be able to claim for a fault.” (B6.D.P)

| CRI




Micro-environment Misconduct - Preprints

Preprints as a preventive measure against authorship stealing. Yet, preprints can be used to claim authorship, thus
legitimating stolen research data, creating competition among former collaborators.

1. These infrastructures can serve as proof of authorship, so mitigating the potential for senior academics to unjustly
exclude authors from a publication.

“I was in a lab before and there was a fight between one of the students and the boss and he deleted her from the article, he just took
her name of the article; she found the preprint with her article and showed me the two this one with my name and this one without my
name’, and she wrote to the editor of the journal and they had to put her name on it. But then they were living together in the same

department, she changed labs, but to the lab, located in front, to the front corridor. The bosses sometimes do any kind of scam and
nothing happens to them, it's always the lowest [echelon] that loses.” (C5.RS.P)
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Micro-environment Misconduct - Preprints

2. Nevertheless, preprints can also be utilized as a means of legitimizing cases of questionable research practices between research teams, as a way to
claim first authorship. Competing research groups might strategically utilise preprints to assert priority over findings, even if they engage in
unethical practices.

“We sent the manuscript beginning of November, and we got the final acceptation. And once we had the Acceptation, We couldn't even publish on Bioarxiv. It was
too late.

So we were, we were stuck. Meanwhile, our competitors, former collaborators, which turned into competitors, Released their own paper on January 31st. The
very day we received the acceptation.

I was giving a seminar that day saying, we had the final acceptance and then, it was the day after or the day before, whatever.

When A PhD student in my lab said, but they published it on Bioarxiv...so we had to wait until May Ist, so that our own version of the work was publicly
released. Meanwhile, in between January 31st and May 1st, , there was an open access version of the work without our name. (...)

And, it turned out that their version of the work had lower quality than ours. So we were better. So even if we were published after, Yes. If our version of the work
was released after their own, Since it has been published and internationally recognized, acknowledged paper, Uh, | don't know, maybe...until now, we have like
500 quotations on this paper, whereas their own version of the paper is never quoted...then after they published, after they released it on Bioarxiv, they published it
in a journal with a lower impact factor than the one we published.

So it has an impact. But they used Bioarxiv as a weapon against us. It was obvious. Pretending that they, that whatever the journal we publish, they would be the
first. But that's, I mean, | would have done the same if I were them, if | were at their, in their position, | would have done the same. ” (B1.AP.F)

Athens



Conclusions, Recommendations

Potential for Open Science to contribute to research integrity is there

Relation between open science and research ethics is not so direct but rather nuanced, there is a complex interplay between
Open Science, ethical concerns, and academic culture and its organization in the different countries

Need for a multifaceted approach, f.i. Focus on the integration of research integrity issues (especially behavioural
misconduct) in open science policies and ethical guidelines

Need for a focus on research integrity education, for supervisors and junior researchers




Thank you!

Questions?
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