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Bad	professionnal	prac8ce	is		
bad	news	for	everyone	
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Whistleblower	sues	Duke,	claims	
doctored	data	helped	win	$200	million	in	

grants	
	By	Alison	McCook,	Retrac8on	Watch	Sep.	1,	2016	,	On	a	Friday	in	March	2013,	a	

researcher	working	in	the	lab	of	a	prominent	pulmonary	scien8st	at	Duke	
University	in	Durham,	North	Carolina,	was	arrested	on	charges	of	embezzlement.	
The	researcher,	biologist	Erin	PoTs-Kant,	later	pled	guilty	to	siphoning	more	than	
$25,000	from	the	Duke	University	Health	System,	buying	merchandise	from	
Amazon,	Walmart,	and	Target—even	faking	receipts	to	legi8mize	her	purchases.	
A	state	judge	ul8mately	levied	a	fine,	and	sentenced	her	to	proba8on	and	
community	service.	
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A	few	examples	of	cost	

•  Dong-Pyou	Han	(2013,	University	of	Iowa)	
–  Fraudulently	obtained	19M	USD	for	research	on	a	
possible	HIV	Vaccine	

–  57	month	prison	and	7,2million	USD	sentence	
– Dismissed	from	University	appointment	
	

•  Eric	T	Poelman	(2006,	University	of	Vermont)	
– Obtained	2.9M	USD	in	grants	and	salary	for	obesity	
research	

–  Retrac8on	of	10	ar8cles	for	fraud		
– One	year	prison	sentence	
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Prevalence	of	Scien,fic	Misconduct	(SM)	and	
Ques,onable	Research	Prac,ce	(QRP)	

•  Mar8nson	et	al,	2005,	Nature	435	
•  Fanelli,	2009,	Plos	one	4	
•  John	et	al,	2012,	Psychological	Sciences	
•  ORI,2012,	Annual	report	(Science	Europe,	2015	Briefing	Paper)	
•  Ombudsman	für	die	Wissenschae,	2013,	(Science	Europe,	2015	

Briefing	Paper)	
•  Na8onal	Science	Founda8on,	2014,	(Science	Europe,	2015	

Briefing	Paper)	
	

•  FFP	:	2%,	10%,	20%	
•  QRP	:	10%,	«	majority	»	
•  >56%,	>73%	witnessed	misconduct	
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What	is	the	impact	of		
bad	Professional	Prac8ce?(1)	

•  Trust	in	science		
•  Obscuran8sm	
•  Refusal	to	comply	(vaccina8on)	
•  Danger	for	pa8ents	(lack	of	report	of	adverse	
events	in	clinical	studies	by	inves8gators	and	
pharmaceu8cal	industry)	
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What	is	the	impact	of		
bad	Professional	Prac8ce?(2)	

•  Late	retrac8on*	of	clinical	studies	
– Andrew	Wakefield,	Lancet	:	link	between	
vaccina8on	against	measles-mumps-rubella	and	
au8sm	(retracted		2010,	for	fraud)	

– Subsequent	enrolment	of	pa8ents	in	secondary	
studies	(2011	study	:	 	28	000	subjects	enrolled	
in	primary	studies	and	400	000	in	secondary	
studies	and	retrac8on	tail	*	31%	of	retracted	papers	
are	not	no8fied	(4Th	conf	on	SI),	(average	8me	before	
retrac8on	:	3	years)		
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What	is	the	impact	of		
bad	Professional	Prac8ce?	(3)	

•  Damage	career	of	co-workers	and	students	
(Diederick	Stapel,	Joachim	Boldt	etc.)	

•  Damage	reputa8on	of	lab	and	ins8tu8on	
(Exclusion	from	EU	funding	(5	or	10	years),	
retrac8on	of	patents	in	the	Hendrick	Schön/
BellLab	case)	
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What	is	the	impact	of		
bad	Professional	Prac8ce?	(4)	

•  Damage	to	career	and	life	of	whistle-blowers	

•  Damage	to	the	scien8fic	area	(cita8on	penalty	
and	decrease	of	available	funding	(Science	
Europe,	2015	Briefing	Paper))	

•  Waste	of	public	money:	500	000	USD/ar8cle	

10	16/2/2017	



What	research	needs	:	TRUST	

• Funding	bodies	
• Co-workers,	collaborators	
• Scien8fic	community	
(reputa8on)	

• Society	
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System	trust	:	grants	and	contracts	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 	 		
	 	 	Pierre	GRESSENS,		
	 	 	Directeur	UMR	1141,	
	 	 	Hôpital	R.	Debré,	Paris		

Pérenniser	mon	unité	et	
lever	des	fonds	
supplémentaires		

«	Why	do	our	industrial	partners	ask	for	an	ISO	9001	
cer,fica,on?	»	 12	16/2/2017	



How	do	you	develop	System	trust?	
•  Highest	standards		
•  Professionalism	
•  Honesty	
•  Rigour	
•  Ethically	robust	
•  Accuracy	
•  Truth	
•  Reliability	
•  Reproducibility,	…	
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«	Norms	of	Science	»	

•  Merton	(1942	)	Norms	of	Science	
•  Singapore	Statement	on	Research	Integrity	(2011)	
•  Montreal	Statement	(2013)	
•  ESF/ALLEA	European	Code	of	Conduct	for	
Research	Integrity	(2011)	

	
•  NFX	50-553	«	Management	des	Ac8vités	de	
Recherche	»,	Afnor	2015		
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Our	approach	at	Inserm	

Management	Ethique	et	Efficace	de	la	
Recherche	(MEER)	
	
Fair	and	Efficient	Management	of	Research	
(Ferm)	
	
Use	Best	Research	Standards	as	guidelines	and	
Management	(project,	quality,	….)	tools	to	
implement	SI.	
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Réseau	Inserm	Qualité	(Riq)	
Inserm	Quality	Network	
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Different	bad		
Professional	Prac8ces	(1)	

•  Sloppy	science	

•  Cherry	picking	of	data	
	
•  Poor	management	(low	quality	mentoring,	inadequate	

leadership,	low	quality	of	life)	

•  Claiming	undeserved	authorship/denying	authorship	to	
contributors	

	
•  Financial	misconduct	and	abuse	of	a	dominant	posi8on	

•  Fabrica8on,	falsifica8on,	plagiat	
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Ins8tu8onal	ac8ons		
against	bad	Professional	Prac8ce	(1)	

•  Pierre	Corvol’s	paper	for	Thierry	Mandon	
•  ORI		and	Office	Français	de	l’Intégrité	Scien8fique	
(OFIS)	

•  Workshops		
•  Déléga8on	à	l’Intégrité	scien8fique,	Inserm	

–  Ghislaine	Filiatreau	
–  Since	1999	
–  Inserm	personnel	or	Inserm	structures	
–  Recieve	complaints,	inquiry,	media8on,	report	
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Ins8tu8onal	ac8ons		
against	bad	Professional	Prac8ce	(2)	

•  In	the	ins8tu8on	
–  Inform,	explain,	teach	

•  Requirement	in	doctoral	teaching	(Arrêté	du	
25/5/2016,	ar8cle	3	NOR:MENS1611139A)	

– Organize,	survey	and	improve	
•  Ombudsman,	mediator,	whistle-blower	

20	16/2/2017	



Ins8tu8onal	ac8ons		
against	bad	Professional	Prac8ce	(3)	

•  4th	conference	on	Research	Integrity	(Rio,	2015)	
•  European	Network	of	Research	Integrity	Offices	
(ENRIO)	(Science	Europe,	2015	Briefing	Paper)	
– No	common	approach	
–  Epigenium	:	on-line	tutorials	
– No	standardised	training	for	research	integrity	
trainers	

–  	Some	na8onal	coordina8on	in	Canada,	Germany	and	
Austria	

•  Your	ini8a8ves	
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Ac8ons	at	the	level	of	the	Ins8tute/
laboratory	(1)	

•  Fair	and	efficient	Management-Policy	
Declara8on	
– State	your	commitment	
– Communicate	your	commitment	

•  Process	(ISO	9001)	«	Fair	and	efficient	
Management»	

•  Fix	your	aim,	objec8ve	
•  Conduct	ac8ons	and	measure	their	efficiency	
•  Check	for	defaults	
•  Improve	system	stepwise	
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Ac8ons	at	the	level	of	the	Ins8tute/
laboratory	(2)	

Possible	objec8ves/ac8ons	
	

–  Singapore	Statement	:	1.	Integrity:	Researchers	should	take	
responsibility	for	the	trustworthiness	of	their	research.	

	
–  Singapore	Statement	:	3.	Research	Methods:	Researchers	should	

employ	appropriate	research	methods,	base	conclusions	on	cri,cal	
analysis	of	the	evidence	and	report	findings	and	interpreta8ons	fully	
and	objec8vely	

•  Metrology/Methodology/Sta.s.cs	
	
–  Singapore	Statement	:	4.	Research	Records:	Researchers	should	keep	

clear,	accurate	records	of	all	research	in	ways	that	will	allow	
verifica,on	and	replica,on	of	their	work	by	others.	

•  Documenta.on,	lab	log	book,	publi-box	
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Added	value	by	Ferm	(1)	

•  Metrology:	
–  Iden8fy	cri8cal	equipments	
– Check	at	appropriate	8me	intervals	
– «	Qualify	»	equipment	
–  Inform	co-workers		

25	16/2/2017	



Added	value	by	Ferm	(2)	

•  Documenta8on	:	Transparency	and	traceability	
	

– Collect	data	and	related	informa8on	
– Organize	informa8on		
suitable	for	proof	(publi-box)	
– Protect	informa8on	from	

loss	and	unavailability	
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6.	Singapore	Statement	:	Authorship:	Researchers	should	take	responsibility	for	their	
contribu,ons	to	all	publica8ons,	funding	applica8ons,	reports	and	other	
representa8ons	of	their	research.	Lists	of	authors	should	include	all	those	and	only	
those	who	meet	applicable	authorship	criteria	
7.	Singapore	Statement	:	Publica.on	Acknowledgement:	Researchers	should	
acknowledge	in	publica8ons	the	names	and	roles	of	those	who	made	significant	
contribu8ons	to	the	research,	including	writers,	funders,	sponsors,	and	others,	but	do	
not	meet	authorship	criteria.	

•  Laboratory	log	book	
	

–  Quality	of	proof	
–  Keep	in	the	lab	
–  Make	copy	for	user	
–  Explain	ownership	of		
					data,	of	thesis	report,	…	
–  Use	as	proof	when	needed		

•  Ques8onning	by	scien8sts	
•  Request	of	journal	
•  Patent	issues	
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Avoid	retrac8on	

•  Loss	of	trust	
•  Reputa8on	
•  Financial	loss	
•  Unethical	behavior	

Retrac8ons	of	ar8cles	and	their	causes	(van	
Noorden,	Nature	478,	2011)	
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Inform,	explain	:	Flow	chart	(1)	
2.	Adherence	to	Regula.ons:	Researchers	should	be	aware	of	and	adhere	to	regula,ons	
and	policies	related	to	research.	
5.	Research	Findings:	Researchers	should	share	data	and	findings	openly	and	promptly,	as	
soon	as	they	have	had	an	opportunity	to	establish	priority	and	ownership	claims.	
9.	Conflict	of	Interest:	Researchers	should	disclose	financial	and	other	conflicts	of	interest	
that	could	compromise	the	trustworthiness	of	their	work	in	research	proposals,	
publica8ons	and	public	communica8ons	as	well	as	in	all	review	ac8vi8es.	
10.	Public	Communica.on:	Researchers	should	limit	professional	comments	to	their	
recognized	exper8se	when	engaged	in	public	discussions	about	the	applica8on	and	
importance	of	research	findings	and	clearly	dis8nguish	professional	comments	from	
opinions	based	on	personal	views.	
11.	Repor.ng	Irresponsible	Research	Prac.ces:	
Researchers	should	report	to	the	appropriate	authori8es	any	suspected	research	
misconduct,	including	fabrica8on,	falsifica8on	or	plagiarism,	and	other	irresponsible	
research	prac8ces	that	undermine	the	trustworthiness	of	research,	such	as	carelessness,	
improperly	lis8ng	authors,	failing	to	report	conflic8ng	data,	or	the	use	of	misleading	
analy8cal	methods.	
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Inform,	explain	:	Flow	chart	(2)	
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Why	do	people	behave	badly?	
•  Research	funding	

–  Success	rates	for	public	funding	<	20%,	EU	Horizon	2020	:	14%	
•  Career	development	

–  Publish	or	perish	
•  Fraudulent	authors	target	high	impact-factor	journals	
•  Check	quality	of	peer	review	
•  Replica8on	studies	
•  Nega8ve	results	
•  Predatory	journals	

–  Financial	incen8ves	(por8ons	of	salary)	
–  Evalua8on	criteria	for	scien8sts	

•  Strive	for	fame	
–  Innova8ve,	important	research,	«	glamour	»	of	topic	
–  ‘Titelsucht’	
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Quality	management	helps	create	a	
culture	of	Integrity	

•  Suppor8ve	environment	(Fanelli,	2009)	:	
promote	research	integrity	policies,	improve	
mentoring,	encourage	transparency)	

•  Quality	management	(don’t	pin	down	the	
wrong-doer,	but	improve	collec8vely	and	step	
by	step)	

•  Process	“Best	Professional	Prac8ce”	
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Is	it	possible	to	influence	the		
behavior	of	scien8sts?		

– Seentashore	et	al	(2007)	:	organiza8onal	climate	
– Mumford	et	al	(2007)	:	environmental	influences	
on	ethical	decision	making	

– Mar8nson	et	al	(2010)	:	organiza8onal	jus8ce	and	
posi8ve	behaviors	

– European	commission(2015)	:	8	criteria	
governance,	public	engagement,	gender	equality,	
science	educa8on,	open	access/open	science,	
ethics,	sustainability,	social	jus8ce	
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Is	it	possible	to	change	the		
evalua8on	of	scien8sts?		
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Is	it	possible	to	change	the	funding	
structure	of	research?	
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Some	readings	from	the	Riq	
•  Boulanger	V,	Brémard	S,	Descombes	S,	Mura	AM,	Giesen	E	(2011)	Le	management	qualité	en	animalerie.	Sci	

Tech	Anim	Lab	37/4,	15-90	
		
•  Alvarez	M,	Arnaud	JD,	Chevalier	C,	Lohn	Y,	Philippe	A,	Giesen	E	2014,	Management	qualité	en	recherche.	

Ges,on	électronique	de	la	documenta,on	dans	un	laboratoire	ou	service,	Stal	40/3,	31-45	

•  Mar,n	L,	Moreau	E,	Giesen	E	2014,	Conserva,on	et	stockage	de	données	et	de	documents	scien,fiques	afin	de	
faciliter	la	sauvegarde	et	l’accessibilité	aux	laboratoires	et	dans	les	services	de	zootechnie.	Stal	40/2,	33-54	

•  Giesen	E	et	al	Ethical	and	efficient	research	management:	a	new	challenge	for	an	old	problem.	Int.J.	Qual.	Eng.	
2015,	6,	460-471	

		
•  Giesen	E	Quality	management	for	robust	and	reliable	research,	Int.	J.	Metrol.	Qual.	Eng.	2016,	6,	407-417	
•  Mura	AM,	Lohn	Y.,	Arnaud	JD,	Gall	V,	et	Giesen	E.	(2016)	L’animalerie	prise	en	tenaille.	Stal,	42/1,	27-36	
		
•  Arnaud	JD,	Chauffeton,	V.,	Gall	V.,	Mura	AM.,	Giesen	E.	(2016)	Manager	un	service	de	zootechnie	pour	favoriser	

la	qualité	de	vie	au	travail,	Stal	42/2,	1-9	
		
•  Lohn	Y	et	al,	(soumis	à	Stal2017)	Manquons-nous	de	qualité	de	vie	en	zootechnie?	
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Do	you	have	any	ques8ons	?	
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