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Objectives
Examine the definitions of 

research misconduct to 
understand how differing cultural 
perspectives can influence 
research outcomes. 

Strategize ways to mitigate
cross-cultural misunderstanding 
to help administer global 
research projects more 
effectively. 



Overview
Research integrity and compliance issues are rarely 
simply a matter of right vs. wrong. Often there are 
subtleties of dubious practices that can mar a 
scientific project, a career, and an institution. Factor 
in global collaborators with different policies, 
guidelines, expectations, and/or accepted 
practices, and the situation becomes even more 
complicated and difficult to mitigate.

This discussion will look at case studies that involve 
multiple collaborators across the world to see how 
differences in research integrity perspectives may 
have influenced investigational procedures and 
outcomes. 



Responsible Conduct of Research (RCR)

NIH Definition: 
The practice of scientific investigation with 
integrity, which involves the awareness and 
application of established professional norms 
and ethical principles in the performance of 
activities related to scientific research.



Global Awareness – Singapore Statement
The Singapore Statement (2011) on Research Integrity 

represents the first international effort to encourage 
the development of unified policies, guidelines and 
codes of conduct, with the long-range goal of 
fostering greater integrity in research worldwide.
http://www.singaporestatement.org/

Principles:
 Honesty in all aspects of research
 Accountability in the conduct of research
 Professional courtesy and fairness in working with others
 Good stewardship of research on behalf of others

7th World Conference on Research Integrity (WCRI)
Cape Town, May 29-June 2, 2021

http://www.singaporestatement.org/


Montreal Statement 2013
Building on the Singapore Statement –
Fostering the integrity of collaborative research is the 
responsibility of all individual and institutional partners

Responsibilities in Cross-Boundary
Research Collaborations:
 General collaborative responsibilities
 Responsibilities in managing the 

collaborations
 Responsibilities in collaborative relationships
 Responsibilities for outcomes of research



Research Misconduct Defined
Research misconduct is defined in the US 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.



Making a Finding

A finding of research misconduct requires that:
• There be a significant departure from 

accepted practices of the relevant research 
community; and

• The misconduct be committed intentionally, 
or knowingly, or recklessly; and

• The allegation be proven by a 
preponderance of evidence.



The world is watching
https://retractionwatch.com/
YouTube – Anil Potti
Social Media – Twitter, 
Facebook, LinkedIN, Snap Chat
Clare Francis - PubPeer
Journals, federal agencies and 
others are increasingly using 
similarity detection software

https://retractionwatch.com/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=W5sZTNPMQRM


International RCR Policies

Are there common elements?
Look at structure of Codes and monitoring requirements

Many 
were 
published 
since 2007

Interactive videos 
developed in the US 
by ORI and OHRP

What elements should be contained in an institutional RCR culture?
What can be codified in policy, procedure and practice? 
What cannot?



Study on National Research Misconduct Policies
In a 2015 study (Resnik, et al), it was found:
 Twenty-two of forty countries (55%) had a national misconduct policy
 Four were in the process of developing one (France, Austria, Mexico, Qatar) and four had 

a national ethics code (Italy, Belgium, Czech Republic, Ukraine), but not a misconduct 
policy.

 There were considerable differences in definitions of research misconduct:
 All 22, included Fabrication, Falsification, and Plagiarism (FFP)
 54.6% included unethical authorship and 36.4% included unethical publication
 36.4 included conflict of interest mismanagement
 31.8% included unethical peer review
 27.3 % included misconduct related to misconduct investigations
 27.3% included poor record-keeping
 27.3% included other deception
 22.7% included serious deviations
 22.7% included violating confidentiality
 22.7% included human or animal research violations



International Differences
 Given the wide diversity of national approaches to research integrity 

in terms of policies and procedures, which standards do we follow 
when multi-national collaborators are involved?

 International collaborations, peer review by international scientists, or 
human subject research conducted in another country are common. 
Yet, differences between national policies create new challenges: 
 What happens when allegations of misconduct are raised against 

international collaborations? 
 Which country conducts the investigation, or should all? How far should 

countries go in assisting other countries’ investigations? 
 What happens when two relevant national policies are at odds with each 

other? 

 In the end, can rules effectively stop a “rogue” scientist?



Cases to consider



NIH and Foreign Influence

 International and inter-institutional collaboration are critical to the 
advancement of science and the translation of basic science discoveries 
into technology and tools to benefit society. 

 For federally funded research, several checks on international engagement 
are applied to ensure that US taxpayer dollars are expended appropriately 
and in accord with public policy priorities. These checks include duties of 
disclosure.

 Incomplete disclosure by investigators and their institutions of parts of 
research conducted outside the US—referred to as “foreign components”—
can, the NIH asserts, distort its funding decisions, by implication depriving 
NIH of the ability to deny or reduce the scope of funding to projects of 
investigators receiving other support from foreign sites or adding 
undisclosed foreign components for the performance of the federal award. 

(Source: Bonham, et al, July 2019)



NIH and Foreign Influence - China
Letters to Institutions went out in August 2018 citing these concerns:

1. Diversion of intellectual property (IP) in grant
applications or produced by NIH supported
biomedical research to other entities, 
including other countries;

2.  Sharing of confidential information on grant
applications by NIH peer reviewers with others,
including foreign entities, or otherwise attempting to influence funding 
decisions; and

3. Failure by some researchers working at NIH-funded institutions in the US 
to disclose substantial resources from other organizations, including 
foreign governments, which threatens to distort decisions about the 
appropriate use of NIH funds. 

MD Anderson Case:
https://www.sciencemag.org/news/2019/04/exclusive-major-us-cancer-
center-ousts-asian-researchers-after-nih-flags-their-foreign

https://www.sciencemag.org/news/2019/04/exclusive-major-us-cancer-center-ousts-asian-researchers-after-nih-flags-their-foreign


Jiankui He
 Jiankui He, a Chinese researcher, used CRISPR-Cas9 on 

human embryos to disable the CCR5 gene. He claims that 
the two embryos were subsequently implanted, and infant 
twin girls have been born. According to the NIH, his work 
represents a deeply disturbing willingness to flout 
international ethical norms. The project was largely carried 
out in secret, the medical necessity for inactivation of CCR5 
in these infants is utterly unconvincing, the informed consent 
process appears highly questionable, no supporting data 
was shared/published, and the possibility of damaging off-
target effects has not been satisfactorily explored. 

 Stanford and Rice University colleagues were aware of his 
research and intent



Haruko Obokata
 Dr. Haruko Obokata, a 30-year-old Japanese stem cell scientist, 

led a research unit at the Riken Center for Developmental Biology 
in Kobe. Riken is Japan’s largest comprehensive research 
institution renowned for high-quality research in a diverse range of 
scientific disciplines. Obokata published supposedly 
groundbreaking research in Nature showing stem cells could be 
made quickly and cheaply.

 It was soon discovered that there were irregularities in data, no 
other group in the world could repeat her findings, and her own 
institution concluded it could not be done. She claimed that stem 
cells could be produced from normal adult cells by dipping them 
into acid for a 30-minute shock period. The announcement of the 
creation of these “STAP” cells (stimulus-triggered acquisition of 
pluripotency) sent shockwaves around the world.



Resources
 Associated Press (8 Feb 2019). Stanford probes faculty ties to ‘China’s Frankenstein’ He Jiankui and his gene-

edited baby work. https://www.scmp.com/news/china/article/2185355/stanford-probes-faculty-ties-china-
gene-edited-baby-work-and-scientist-he

 Cyranoski, D. (26 Oct 2009). Woo Suk Hwang convicted, but not of fraud. Nature 461, 1181 
http://www.nature.com/news/2009/091026/full/4611181a.html 

 Godlee F., Smith J., Marcovitch H. (6 Jan 2011). Wakefield's article linking MMR vaccine and autism was 
fraudulent. BMJ. 2011;(Jan. 5):342. http://www.bmj.com/content/342/bmj.c7452 

 Hilts, P.J. (13 Nov 1993). US Drops Misconduct Case Against an AIDS Researcher. New York Times 
https://www.nytimes.com/1993/11/13/us/us-drops-misconduct-case-against-an-aids-researcher.html 

 National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine; Policy and Global Affairs; Committee on 
Science, Engineering, Medicine, and Public Policy; Committee on Responsible Science. 2017 Apr 11. 
Fostering Research Integrity – Appendix D Detailed Case Histories. Washington (DC): National Academies 
Press (US);  https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK475955/#sec_167

 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. (2009 April). Global Science Forum Investigating 
Research Misconduct Allegations in International Collaborative Research Projects. 
http://www.oecd.org/science/inno/42770261.pdf

 Resnik, D.B., Rasmussen, L.M., and Kissling, G.E.. (2015) An International Study of Research Misconduct 
Policies, Accountability in Research, 22:5, 249-266, DOI: 10.1080/08989621.2014.958218

 Steneck, N., et al. (2015). Integrity in the Global Research Arena. World Scientific Publishing Co. Pte. Ltd. 
 Wee, S. (21 Feb 2019). China Uses DNA to Track Its People, with the Help of American Expertise. NYT. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2019/02/21/business/china-xinjiang-uighur-dna-thermo-fisher.html



Questions? Contact:
Debra Schaller-Demers
schalled@mskcc.org
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