TDL's Research Integrity Working Group Kickoff Meeting

Transition to Breakout Discussions

Dr. Bruce Herbert, Director
Office of Scholarly Communications
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Responses to Poll Questions

DISCUSSION
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TEXAS ABM UNIVERSITY

Division of Research
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WORKSHOP INFORMATION

Organizing a TAMU Program:

Home rManage Research / Responsible Conduct of Research  Workshop Information

MANAGE RESEARCH

ADMINISTRATION OF RESEARCH

RULES AND REGULATIONS

PROJECT MANAGEMENT

COMMERCIALIZATION

RESPONSIBLE CONDUCT OF RESEARCH

RCR SAP

WORKSHOP INFORMATION

FAQS

COURSE EQUIVALENTS

FALL 2021 RESPONSIBLE CONDUCT OF RESEARCH
SESSIONS

University Needs and
Partners

We currently have the below RCR sessions scheduled for Fall 2021. Please note that the current
workshops will be virtual, and will meet the face-to-face requirement of University SAP 15.99.99.M0.04

Please note that you only need to take a total of 4 hours to meet the training requirement; however, you
are welcome to attend more than 4 hours. The 4 hours must consist of different topics (i.e., you may not
sign up for a D:

nagement session twice to equal 2 hours of your 4 hour requirement).

*non-emplo

es unable to register via the TrainTraq links below should email rer@tamu.edu for
registration information

THURSDAY, AUGUST 26 2021- FOUR HOURS OFFERED

Research Misconduct; Authorship; Peer Review - Complete
Collaborative Research; Conflict of Interest; Conflict of Commitment - Complete

Mentor/Mentee - Complete

Management - Complete

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 14TH, 2021 - 1 HOUR OFFERED
Biosafety - Complete

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 21ST, 2021 - 1 HOUR OFFERED

2:00-3:00 p.m.: Export Controls

Register here: https://apps1.system.tamus.edu/traintraq/web/SectionDetails.aspx?snum=8560
FRIDAY, OCTOBER 1ST, 2021 - 1 HOUR OFFERED

https://vpr.tamu.edu/manage-research/responsible-
conduct-of-research/workshop-information

T

9:00-10:00 a.m.: Animal Welfare

Register here: https:/apps1.system.tamu: traintrag/ tionDetail ?snum=8561

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 20TH, 2021 - 1 HOUR OFFERED

LIBRARIES

TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY

12:00-1:00 p.m.: Human Subjects

Register here: s 1.system.tamu traintrag, ectionDetail 2




Partner with Vice President of
Research Office

Workshops — Offered twice a
year

Schol comm and subject
librarians

Organizing a TAMU Program:

Possible Library Workshops

Topics

Authorship

Plagiarism/citation

Peer Review

Data Management

Research collaboration
Advising and mentoring
Communicating with the public

Conflict of Interest, Commitment &
Overlap
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JAAP JORIS VENS, SUPER FORMOSA PHOTOGRAPHY

A personal take on science and society

World view

By Jelte Wicherts

How misconduct helped

psychology to thrive

Grass-roots action against bad behaviour has
spurred reform — and should keep going.

en years ago this week, | was startled to see

ing that Dutch psy ist Diederik

Stapel, a former colleague, had admitted to

falsifying and fabricating data in dozens of

articles. My inbox filled with e-mails from fellow
methodologists, researchers who examine and refine
research techniques and statistical tools. They expressed
disbelief about the extent of the misconduct, butalso a
sense of inevitability. We all knew that sloppiness, low
ethical standards and competitiveness were widespread.

‘What happened next was inspiring: an open debate that
went far beyond misconduct and focused on improving
research. Numerous researchers, many early in their
careers, used social mediato call for bias-countering prac-
tices, suchas sharing dataand plans for analysis. It changed
the conversation. Before 2011, my applications for grants
to study statistical errors and biases in psychology were
repeatedly rejected as low priority. By 2012, Ihad received
funding and set up my current research group.

This August, another incident of data fraud came tolight,
this time ina 2012 publication from behavioural-science
superstar Dan Ariely, who agrees that the data are fabri-
cated, but says he did not fabricate them. This case, ironi-
callyin astudy assessing how to encourage honesty, is an
invitation to examine how expectations for research prac-
tice have changed, and how much further reform must go.

Publicationbias — the tendency for findi confirm
hypoth I hanarenullresults
—wasdocumented clearly inthe 1950s. The1960s and 1970s
brought warnings that decisions about how data were ana-
lysed could cause bias, such as the identification of spurious
orover Tl i i
chology data for verification purposes was also declaimed
inthe 19605 and 1970s. (My group documented it in 2006.)

By the1990s, methodologists had raised the alarm that
moststudies had unacceptably low statistical power — the
probability that actual effects are being detected — and
that researchers often misrepresented a study as being
designed to testaspecific hypothesis, whenin fact they had
spottedatrendii hpi
statistical errors was not news, atleast to methodologists.
Nor was the practice of tweaking and repeating analyses
untilastatistical threshold (such as P < 0.05) was reached.
In2005,amodelling paper showed that, combined, these
biases could mean that most published results were false
(J.P.A.loannidis PLoS Med. 2, €124;2005). This provocative
message generated attention, butlittle practical change.

Despite this history, before Stapel, researchers were

ywork. The hi e of

A4

Weneed to
strengthen
aculturein
whichtop
researchis
rigorous and
trustworthy,
aswellas
creativeand
exciting.”

Jelte Wicherts

is chair of the
Department of
Methodology and
Statistics at the
Tilburg School of
Social and Behavioral
Sciences in the
Netherlands.

e-mail: j.mwicherts@
tilburguniversity.edu

broadly unaware of these problems or dismissed them as
inconsequential. Some months before the case became
public,aconcerned colleague and I proposed to create an
archive thatwould preserve the data collected by research-
ersinour department, to ensure reproducibility and reuse.
Acouncil of prominent colleagues dismissed our proposal
on the basis that competing departments had no similar
plans. Reasonable suggestions that we made to promote
data sharing were dismissed on the unfounded grounds
that psychology d: can never be safely i
and would be misused out of jealousy, to attack well-mean-
ing researchers. And I learnt about at least one serious
attempt by senior researchers to have me disinvited from
holding aworkshop for young researchers because it was
too critical of suboptimal practices.

Around the time that the Stapel case broke, a trio of
researchers coined the term Phacking and demonstrated
how the practice could produce statistical evidence for
absurd premises (J. P.Simmons et al. Psychol. Sci. 22,1359~
1366; 2011). Since then, others have tirelessly promoted
study preregistration and organized large collaborative
projectsto assess the replicability of published findings.

Much of the advocacy and awareness has been driven by
early-career researchers. Recent cases show how prereg-
istering studies, replication, publishing negative results,
and sharing code, materials and data can both empower
theself-corrective i fsci ddeter ques-
tionable research practices and misconduct.

For these changes tostick and spread, they must become
systemic. We need tenure committees to reward practices
suchas sharing dataand publishing rigorous studies that
have less-than-exciting outcomes. Grant committees and
Jjournals should require preregistration or explanations
of why it is not warranted. Grant-programme officers
should be charged with checking that data are made avail-
ablein accordance with mandates, and PhD committees

Idd dthat erifiable. And we need to
strengthena culturein which top researchis rigorous and
trustworthy, as well as creative and exciting.

The Netherlands is showing the way. In 2016, the Dutch
Research Council allocated funds for replication research
and ch aimed at improving met ical
rigour. This year, all universities and major funders in the
country are discussing how toinclude openresearch prac-
tices when they assess the track records of candidates for
tenure, promotion and funding.

Grass-roots enthusiasm has created a fleet of research-
ers who want to improve practices. Now the system must
assure them that they can build successful careers by fol-
lowing these methods. Never again can research integrity
becomeataboo topic: that would only create more untrust-
worthy research and, ultimately, misconduct.
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Breakout Discussions (23 Minutes)

Research Data Management

Introducing Research Integrity concepts into
Instruction

Campus partnerships around Rl initiatives
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion

What would a project around this topic look like?
What would be a useful deliverable for you? For

the consortium?
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Reports from Breakout Discussions (23
Minutes)

* Research Data Management

" Introducing Research Integrity concepts into
Instruction

= Campus partnerships around Rl initiatives

= Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion

What would a project around this topic look like?
What would be a useful deliverable for you? For the consortium?
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