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Context of Research Misconduct
• Research integrity - importance to sector and to
public – maintain confidence
• “Publish or perish” imperative
• The “Hall Affair” early 2000s
• in 2007 Minister Carr introduces Code (former
Code)
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Key Codes and policies
•

Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research (2018) (the Code);

•

Guide to Managing and Investigating Potential Breaches of the Australian Code for the
Responsible Conduct of Research, 2018 (‘Guide’).

•

National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research

•

Australian Code for the Care and Use of Animals for Scientific Purposes

•

Ethical conduct in research with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples and
communities

•

Research Integrity Policy – Australian Research Council (ARC) (reporting requirements
to ARC)

•

Individual University Procedures (follow Guide)

•

Codes of Conduct

•

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples and
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Key concepts
•
•
•
•
•

Authorship
Plagiarism and self plagiarism
Fabrication/Falsification and Misrepresentation
Ethics approval and consent
‘Breach’ of ‘the Code’
– failure to meet the principles and responsibilities of the
Code, may refer to a single breach or multiple breaches.

• ‘Research Misconduct’
– A serious breach of the Code which is also intentional or
reckless or negligent.
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Breaches occur on a spectrum

Examples of breaches
Not meeting required research standards


Conducting research without ethics approval as required by the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research and the
Australian Code for the Care and Use of Animals for Scientific Purposes



Failing to conduct research as approved by an appropriate ethics review body



Conducting research without the requisite approvals, permits or licences



Misuse of research funds



Concealment or facilitation of breaches (or potential breaches) by others

Fabrication, falsification, misrepresentation


Fabrication of research data or source material



Falsification of research data or source material



Misrepresentation of research data or source material



Falsification and/or misrepresentation to obtain funding

Plagiarism
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Plagiarism of someone else’s work, including theories, concepts, research data and source material



Duplicate publication (also known as redundant or multiple publication, or self‐plagiarism) without acknowledgment of the source
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Articulation with Serious/Misconduct
provisions of EAs

Research data management
–

Failure to appropriately maintain research records

–

Inappropriate destruction of research records, research data and/or source material

–

Inappropriate disclosure or access of research records, research data and/or source material

Supervision
–

•

The Guide provides a preferred model for institutions to manage potential
breaches of the Code

•

The processes recommended by the Guide are designed to ensure that
investigations of possible breaches of the Code are “proportional, fair,
impartial, timely, transparent and confidential”.

•

But, processes set out in the Guide are not mandatory

•

EA provisions prevail

•

Universities may need to depart from the Guide’s recommended
processes in order to comply with their EA

Failure to provide adequate guidance or mentorship on responsible research conduct to researchers or research
trainees under their supervision

Authorship
–

Failure to acknowledge the contributions of others fairly

–

Misleading ascription of authorship including failing to offer authorship to those who qualify or awarding
authorship to those who do not meet the requirements

Conflicts of interest
–

Failure to disclose and manage conflicts of interest

Peer review
–
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Failure to conduct peer review responsibly
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Challenges
• Similar challenges to all investigations
– Reluctant colleagues as witnesses/ possible corespondents
– Reluctant students
– Significant power imbalances
– Often inherently complex – reams of evidence/
highly specialised
– Scope creep – new allegations can emerge
• Alleged breaches may surface years later
• Managing multiple streams of allegations of
misconduct/research misconduct
• Special issues – whistleblowers/ corruption – get
legal advice
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Recommendations
•

P&C should establish agreed protocols proactively with other complaint
handling areas of University ie Research Integrity, Equity and Fairness,
Student Wellbeing etc

•

Create a shared understanding of hand off points and inputs especially re
preliminary assessment needed for EA process.

•

University representative on MIC for research misconduct should be a
researcher of standing ideally from the discipline or at least have a solid
understanding not previously involve (see Guide for detail)

•

Provide whole of institution research integrity training for all involved in
research.

Shared experiences (discussion)

“I strongly believe the overall quality of research in Australia would be
strengthened by research integrity training for all researchers”
- Alan Finkel, Australia’s Chief Scientist, 2019

13

14

Future Directions
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•

New code proposed by Australian Academy of Science

•

To address perceived lack of external oversight – potential institutional
conflict of interest in self investigating

•

New oversight body proposed – must be consulted with over all
allegations and they are involved in triage

•

Give increased confidence/assurance to Australian and International
community that there is external oversight

•

But may cause complexity especially with staging – managing multiple
allegations as well as Res Misc allegations – delays?

•

No decision has been made
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Questions
Thank you !
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