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The Brazilian Meeting on Research Integrity, Science and Publication
Ethics (BRISPE) has been held every two years since 2010 in Brazil. The
BRISPE has been the major forum for discussion of research integrity in
the country. Although it is a national meeting, it has strengthened the
role Brazilian science has played in international conversations on the
responsible conduct of research. In 2010, the I BRISPE (www.ibrispe.coppe.ufrj.br) focused on research integrity issues related to research projects, to the submission and review process of manuscripts, and to
authorship. In 2012, the II BRISPE (www.iibrispe.coppe.ufrj.br) addressed
research integrity and leadership in science. The meeting looked at the
country’s responsibility to foster responsible research, considering its
scientific leadership in Latin America. The meeting led to the publication
of the Joint Statement on Research Integrity, (www.iibrispe.coppe.ufrj.br/
images/IIBRISPE/JoinStatement/JointStatementonResearchIntegrity_IIBRISPE_2012_English.pdf). In 2014, the III BRISPE (http://www.fapesp.br/8788)
focused on institutional policies to foster research integrity initiatives at
universities and research centers in Brazil. Locally, the III BRISPE was also
a preparatory meeting for the 4th World Conference on Research Integrity, which was held in Rio de Janeiro, in 2015 (www.wcri2015.org).
In 2016, the IV BRISPE (www.brispe2016.org) drew upon the role of
mentors, editors and funders to strengthen a research integrity culture in Brazilian science. The event was held at the Federal University
of Goiás (UFG), November 17-18, 2016, with 260 participants. For this
fourth edition of the meeting, there was a call for submissions for oral
and poster sessions on research and education and on science
policy. From 40 submissions, 34 were accepted.
The Proceedings of the IV BRISPE contain the abstracts of oral and
poster presentations of authors who agreed to have them published.
The V BRISPE will be held in 2018.
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Epidemiology and Health Services: Journal of the Brazilian National Health
System is a scientific quarterly journal published by the Brazilian
Ministry of Health. The journal publishes mainly original articles that
report research involving human subjects, in accordance with its mission: to disseminate epidemiological knowledge applicable to surveillance, prevention and disease control relevant to Public Health. This
report aims to describe the ethical considerations presented in the
original articles published from 2014 (v. 23, n. 1) to 2016 (v. 25, n. 1).
One hundred forty-seven original articles were published (10 issues), 8
were excluded because they did not report research involving human
subjects. We checked for the description of the following items in the
Methods section: Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC) approval,
date of approval, registry number, and informed consent. We reviewed
139 original articles. HREC approval was mentioned in 45/45 articles
that reported use of primary data, 16/16 that reported use of secondary
data from surveys, 30/62 that reported use of secondary data from
health information systems, 12/13 that reported use of medical records,
and 3/3 that reported studies conducted with both primary and secondary data. All 48 articles that reported studies with primary data described the HREC registry number, 34 mentioned obtaining of informed
consent, and 7 provided the date of HREC approval. Among the 91 articles that reported studies conducted exclusively with secondary data,
51 included HREC approval, 55 provided the registry number, and 29
the date of HREC approval. Thus, all articles that reported studies
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conducted with primary data and with secondary data from surveys
included information regarding HREC approval. The reporting of HREC
approval was less frequent in the articles that reported use of secondary data from health information systems, pointing to the need to
standardize the ethical review procedures and ethical considerations
reporting for those studies.
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The basic principle of drug testing comes from the need to provide
safe products to people, in order to improve health conditions when
aggravated by illness. The episode of phosphoethanolamine presents
us with an important task: to rethink how we see the rules and laws
in Brazil. Balancing the need to advance in scientific research and the
duty to follow the ethical research protocol was not a trivial matter
given the chaotic times at national institutions and their interest in
maintaining political power at all costs. The debate regarding synthetic phosphoethanolamine in Brazil is not entirely scientific. In the
midst of intense academic discussion about its biochemical and clinical aspects, there is another issue in the field of Justice about the
decisions that have been made for the release of phosphoethanolamine capsules to the general public. Ideally, the arguments should
rely mainly on ethical criteria, necessary for a large-scale application
of the results of any scientific experiment. However, the debate over
phosphoethanolamine is not only about the correct application of
ethical principia regulating Brazilian scientific research. These rules
are currently in use, and yet, they were not enough to prevent fabrication and distribution of the substance. Government agencies should
pay strong attention to this fact and become truly and responsibly
committed to stimulating research on new drugs, provided that it can
be carried out following ethical principia. Benefits of scientific research
are supposed to consider not only the financial expenditures but also
its social costs. To keep the integrity of the research on new drugs in
Brazil, it is mandatory to fill the gap between scientific and social
responsibilities.
References
1. Alpert JS. Doctors and the drug industry: How can we handle potential
conflicts of interest?. (editorial) Am J Med. 2005; 118:99-100.
2. Angell M. The truth about the drug companies. How they deceive us
and what to do about it. New York: Random House; 2004. 305 p.
3. Lei n° 13.269, de 13 de abril de 2016. Autoriza o uso da fosfoetanolamina
sintética por pacientes diagnosticados com neoplasia maligna. Diário Oficial
da União - Seção 1 - 14/4/2016, P.1. Available at: http://www2.camara.leg.br/
legin/fed/lei/2016/lei-13269-13-abril-2016-782885-publicacaooriginal-150083pl.html.
4. Paumgartten F. On the alleged anticancer efficacy of the
phosphoethanolamine pill, weakness of scientific evidence and ethical
concerns. Vigil Sanit Debate 2016; 4: 4-12. Available at: http://www.scilit.
net/article/10.22239/2317-269x.00822en.
5. Spece RG Jr, Shimm DS, Buchanan AE, editors. Conflicts of interest
in clinical practice and research. New York: Oxford University Press;
1996. 453 p.
6. Thompson DF. Understanding financial conflicts of interest. N Eng J Med.
1993;329:573-576.
7. Viana MH. Liberação da ‘Pílula do Câncer’ expõe atropelo da ciência pela
política. Available at:http://www.sbq.org.br/noticia/libera%C3%A7%C3%
A3o-da-p%C3%ADlula-do-c%C3%A2ncer-exp%C3%B5e-atropelo-daci%C3%AAncia-pela-pol%C3%ADtica.

Page 2 of 12

PT.06
Characterization of the research protocols evaluated by a research
ethics committee: The experience in a teaching hospital
G. A. Fófano1,2,3, H. S. Pinheiro4, A. M. Gollner4
1
Human Research Ethics Committee, University Hospital of Juiz de Fora
(HU-UJFJ), Juiz de Fora, Minas Gerais, Brazil; 2Faculty of Southeastern
Minas Gerais (FACSUM), Juiz de Fora, Minas Gerais, Brazil; 3São Pedro
Educational Institute (IESPe), Juiz de Fora, Minas Gerais, Brazil; 4University
Hospital of Juiz de Fora (HU-UJFJ), Juiz de Fora, Minas Gerais, Brazil
Correspondence: G. A. Fófano (giselefofano@gmail.com)
Research Integrity and Peer Review 2017, 2(Suppl 1):PT.06
The Research Ethics Committee (CEP) of the University Hospital (HU)
of the Federal University of Juiz de Fora (UFJF/EBSERH) is composed
of representatives of UFJF and of members of the public. It is a multidisciplinary and multiprofessional body with representatives of
various areas of knowledge. It serves the scientific community of HUUJFJ/EBSERH with the aim of preserving ethical principles in all
aspects of the research endeavor. The CEP also helps to protect the
researcher, whose study, via CEP. is recognized as one that fulfills the
ethical principles defined by Resolution 466/12 of the National Health
Council (CNS) [1] and its complementary bodies. Here the objective
was to analyze the prevalence of projects approved by the CEP and
the principal reasons for delaying approval according to the norms
of Res. 466/12, between January 2015 and July 2016. Among the 333
protocols analyzed, 72.9% were approved, 20.5% were held for
resolution of pending issues, 4.8% were rejected and 1.8% were
withdrawn. With regard to the reasons for delay in the 68 protocols
with pending issues, 32 failed to describe the minimum risks, 17
presented inadequate terms of consent as defined by Res. 466/12,
13 required modification of the chronogram for execution, and 7
did not describe the criteria for inclusion and exclusion of participants. In some cases, more than one issue arose. These data indicate a need for a continuing process of education designed to
show professors, researchers and graduate students how to define
projects that meet not only bioethical principles but also the expectations for responsible research. We believe that these topics should
be taught in responsible conduct of research courses in Brazil’s institutions of higher education as a guarantee of respect for the rights and
dignity of our human participants.
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The literature on plagiarism has addressed topics that mostly focus
on academic integrity. Some studies look at the frequency of cases,
reasons alleged by students, and cultural factors that may explain
the practice [1-4]. However, students surveyed allege that the type of
assignment can stimulate plagiarism [5]. All over the globe, trying to
understand the reasons behind this practice has driven much research, which includes ours [5], but we have investigated plagiarism
practices in Brazil considering our school culture. Using a nonprobabilistic purposeful sample, we surveyed 143 science teachers
(n = 42 valid responses) and 427 (n = 419 valid responses) students at
one of the most highly regarded federal schools in the country. Our
results suggest links between teachers’ perceptions of plagiarism and
the development of students’ creativity. For almost all teachers,
plagiarism undermines the creativity of students. Concerning pedagogical
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practices in Brazil, teachers’ responses suggest that the way biology,
physics and chemistry are taught stimulate more repetition than creativity [6]. Among high-school students, there was a clear lack of consensus.
When asked whether the teaching of biology, physics and chemistry at
school stimulates more creativity than repetition, about 42% agree and
47% disagree. Their views on the extent to which they themselves
plagiarize are also diverse. Although we cannot make general claims, our
results lead us to consider that plagiarism among students involves subtle pedagogical factors not always considered by educators. It also suggests that the perceptions of these teachers and students about
plagiarism are not harmonized in the school environment. This result calls
for a broader approach to the questions we address in this ongoing project. Also, as respondents are from one of the most traditional federal
schools in Brazil, it is worth investigating whether their views are shared
in other similar education centers. This is the next step of the study.
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The process of establishing and improving policies for research, and
scientific activities and technological development within the scope of
Pontifical Catholic University of Rio Grande do Sul (PUCRS) has ethics as
a foundation. Ethical issues are articulated by various institutional
bodies, such as Humanities and Ethics Office (EHE), Research Ethics
Committee (CEP), the Ethics Committee for the Use of Animals (CEUA),
Clinical Bioethics Committee (CBC), Laboratory Practice Monitoring
Committee (CAPLAB) and Scientific Committees (CCs) within the different units. They act according to national and international regulations
and initiatives, to ensure integrity in scientific research; developing educational activities to foment good scientific practices among researchers (teachers and students); promoting events (conferences,
seminars, meetings, lectures, and conferences), training, publications
and institutional guidelines, in addition to specific organs that ensure
ethics and research integrity. Created on May 17, 1990, and currently
tied to the Dean of Research, Innovation, and Development (PROPESQ),
the CEP-PUCRS is part of the national system called CEP-CONEP, and is
a pioneer in the country with regard to Brazilian norms and guidelines
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that evaluate and approve research projects and protocols involving
human subjects. It is an interdisciplinary and independent body, with
“munus publico”, with advisory, deliberative or educational nature,
composed of members representing the various university units. The
CEP-PUCRS aims to care for the interest of research participants, their
integrity and dignity, contributing to the advancement of knowledge
and research within ethically correct standards in the scientific and
technological development pursuing quality and excellence in education. Several students, personnel, and professors have attended the
training courses offered by the Laboratory Practice Monitoring Committee (CAPLAB) and Research Ethics Committee (CEP) aiming to educate
and instruct practitioners of scientific research according to the ethical
and integrity doctrines. The CEP is composed of 39 members representing all areas of exact, human, social and biomedical sciences, and up to
date, has evaluated around 3,000 research projects and trained all
researchers and scientific committees from units where the research
involves human beings. The CAPLAB is composed of 15 members,
representing all units where there are laboratory activities. CAPLAB has
already trained 1,534 individuals on biological safety over a two-year
period, as well as 78 on ethics and animal care, 66 on physical risks,
and 63 on chemical risks.
References
Barth WL. Células-tronco e bioética: O progresso biomédico e os desafios
éticos. Porto Alegre: EDIPUCRS; 2006. 321 p.
Centers for Disease Control & National Institutes of Health. Richmond JY,
McKinney RW, editors. Biosafety in microbiological and biomedical
laboratories. 4th edition. Washington D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office; 1999. 258 p.
Feijó AGS, Braga LMGM, Pitrez PMC. Animais na pesquisa e no ensino:
Aspectos éticos e técnicos. Porto Alegre: EDIPUCRS; 2010. 421 p.
Pithan L, Barcellos M. Integridade na pesquisa e propriedade intelectual na
universidade. Porto Alegre: EDIPUCRS; 2016. 170 p.
Pontifical Catholic University of Rio Grande do Sul (PUCRS). Plano estratégico
2016-2022. Available at: http://conteudo.pucrs.br/wp-content/uploads/
2016/01/plano-estrategico-2016-2022.pdf 26 p. Accessed on 2016 Sep 9.
Pró-Reitoria de Pesquisa e Pós-graduação (PUCRS). Guia do mestrando e do
doutorando da PUCRS. 2009.
Pró-Reitoria de Pesquisa e Pós-graduação (PUCRS). Ética e integridade na
pesquisa. Available at: http://www.pucrs.br/pesquisa/etica-e-integridadeem-pesquisa/#etica-em-pesquisa. Accessed on 2016 Aug 4.

PT.11
Retractions and scientific production of individual countries: Is
there a correlation?
M. D Ribeiro, S. M. R. Vasconcelos
Science Education Program, Institute of Medical Biochemistry Leopoldo
de Meis, Federal University of Rio de Janeiro (IBqM/UFRJ), Rio de Janeiro,
Brazil
Correspondence: M. D Ribeiro (mariana.ribeiro@bioqmed.ufrj.br)
Research Integrity and Peer Review 2017, 2(Suppl 1):PT.11
The retraction of scientific articles is usually associated with honest mistakes or practices considered unethical in the scientific community [1].
In the biomedical sciences, “retractions for fraud or suspected fraud as
a percentage of total articles have increased nearly 10-fold since 1975”
[1]. This increase may be attributed to multiple factors, and publication
rates are only one among those influencing the rates of retractions in
the literature [1-4]. Here, we explored a scientific indicator, the research
output of countries, as one possible factor. To explore the relationship
between retractions and number of publications, we selected the first
15 countries listed in the Scimago Scientific Journal Rankings (SJR), led
by the US and China [5]. We collected retraction notes (n = 676) for the
whole year 2015, from Retraction Watch [6]. The retractions were classified according to criteria established by the present authors. Retractions
for the US (n = 195) and China (n = 194) made up the greatest fraction together accounting for the largest number of retractions for misconduct (plagiarism; falsification; fabrication): 81 and 124, respectively. We
also investigated the prevalence of error and misconduct in the retractions included in our study. The percentage was higher for misconduct,
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40% (n = 269), followed by error, 6% (n = 42), and unclear reasons, 2%
(n = 15). The remaining documents were categorized into “other”,
which included duplication and authorship disputes. So far, we have
not found a correlation between number of retractions and countries’
research output. For the US and the UK, for example, it may be that
greater engagement in discussions about research integrity and prevalence of journals with better-established editorial policies may be the
major factors affecting retraction rates. Here we offer a snapshot of our
attempt to look at retractions and their possible association with the research output of countries.
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Commitment to honest reporting and reliability of research results is
critical to the success of the scientific endeavor. Not only teachers
and mentors, but also students are responsible for this success. The
responsibility of the researchers goes from the conception of a
project to the communication of its results - and the integrity in
research in this communication process goes beyond the publication
of results. If a researcher produces questionable data, then what kind
of knowledge is generated? In the last decades, ethical deviations,
problems of reproducibility related to questionable practices in research and misconduct have threatened the reliability of research
knowledge [1-4]. In this sense, students and supervisors should be
exposed to the theme “research integrity” or, as widely used,
“responsible conduct in research” [5, 6]. The Institute of Medical
Biochemistry Leopoldo de Meis, UFRJ, has offered the discipline
“Responsible Conduct in Research”. The aim is to discuss research
integrity, good scientific practices, misconduct and questionable
practices in science. The discipline also stimulates debate over these
topics in the context of the publication system and of the day-to-day
graduate work. After completing the course in 2016, the present
authors sought to verify the perceptions of participants: Exploring
the central idea “now we know” (post-course feedback), a small
survey was designed using the Survey Monkey platform, with five assertions. Of the 45 students who took the course (2015-2016), we got
17 answers. Respondents (n = 17) agreed with the idea that “research
integrity can strengthen reproducibility in science”. Of these respondents, 15 agreed that their day-to-day research attitudes would
change from the knowledge they acquired. In this poster, we aim to
present the scope of the course through the results of the survey
and share our perception of the discipline as students and authors of
this work.
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Plagiarism has been receiving growing attention in academia and at
school. In basic education, this problem poses a challenge for both
educators and students, leading to actions for combating and preventing cases [1, 2]. In the last decades, with the increase of Internet
access, students in basic education, in addition to copying/pasting,
have sought ghostwriters [3, 4]. In Brazil, although there is still a
shortage of research data on the extent of plagiarism at schools, plagiarism practices among students have been increasingly debated.
These practices raise ethical and pedagogical issues that need further
attention of educators [5, 6]. In Brazil, ethical aspects involved in plagiarism may be addressed through the Political Pedagogical Project
of schools, for example. However, there are cultural and legal factors
that are not well understood among teachers themselves and other
professionals at schools. In this project, we established a partnership
with the Municipal Bureau of Education in Búzios to develop educational activities that address different facets of plagiarism in the
classroom. Teachers of science, biology, mathematics, physics, chemistry and Portuguese (n = 38) participated in workshops focused on
plagiarism, exploring cultural and educational aspects (Workshop 1,
May 2016) as well as ethical and legal issues (Workshop 2, June
2016). Participants were invited to collaborate in designing a “Booklet
on Plagiarism at School”. The Booklet, in its initial stage of production, takes an unusual approach to plagiarism: not only the specialists
who taught the workshops, but also teachers who attended and
even some of the local students are expected to influence the design
of the material. We will present an overview of the project and the
activities developed in the workshops. This educational material will
include, in addition to formal guidelines on plagiarism, a little bit of
culture and literature, harmonized with the current environment of
public schools in the region.
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5. Mullane K,Williams M. Bias in research: The rule rather than the exception?
Discussing some of the causes and prevalence of bias in the fields of
biomedical research. 2013. Available at: https://www.elsevier.com/editorsupdate/story/publishing-ethics/bias-in-research-the-rule-rather-than-theexception.
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Scientific production is an indicator of economic growth that has
been gaining prominence in recent decades [1]. With the growth of
scientific production, attention has also been paid to the theme
“ethics and integrity in science”, gaining growing attention from research institutions and research agencies. In Brazil, the Code of Good
Scientific Practices of São Paulo Research Foundation (FAPESP) [2],
the Directives on Research Integrity of the National Council for
Scientific and Technological Development (CNPq) [3], and the
Brazilian Meeting on Research Integrity, Science and Publication
Ethics (BRISPE) [4] are among the initiatives. Increasingly, research
integrity has proved to play an important role in current discussions
about reproducibility in science. Current concerns over the irreproducible data and cases of misconduct have posed clear ethical challenges for authors in basic and applied sciences [5, 6]. In this project,
our hypothesis is that the research culture in the labs favors a
climate of trust and confidence between students and supervisors rather than a climate focussed on crosschecking the data. This hypothesis will be investigated through a collaborative exploratory study
involving Brazilians and two American researchers - one from Virginia
Tech and another from St. John’s University. This qualitative research
in its initial phase seeks to understand how young and experienced
scientists (biomedical sciences and engineering) perceive editorial
policies implemented in the last decade to foster responsible research and publication ethics. The aim of the study is to help promote the incorporation of good research practices, including good
data management, among research groups in Brazil. In this contribution, we will share the initial ideas of the project, exploring the relationship between historical and social aspects in the scientific
endeavor and their interaction with the problem investigated.

Science prizes are important tools in the effort to popularize science
[1]. In 1981, the Brazilian National Council for Scientific and Technological Development (CNPq) – pioneer in awarding science prizes in
Brazil – created the Young Scientist Prize (PJC) and, in 1982, the
Roberto Marinho Foundation (FRM) became a partner in this initiative. The objectives of the PJC are to stimulate research and instil scientific culture in Brazil [2]. Until the end of the 1990’s, the prize was
awarded to university undergraduates and graduate students. In the
2000’s, however, the award was extended to include primary- and
secondary-school students [3]. This addition led to new challenges in
the area of ethics and scientific integrity. In its selection process, the
PJC adopts practices designed to eliminate proposals that violate
ethical/moral principles and/or commit plagiarism. Here we cite an
unpublished case directly related to ethics in the social realm [4]. A
project submitted by an adolescent, with guidance from his teacher,
proposed a way of reducing costs in the budgets of the Brazilian
prison system. The text revealed a logic in ideas and a “technical-scientific” approach that were unexpected for a child of that age: he
suggested adopting a system of combat among prisoners convicted
of heinous crimes, along the lines of the public spectacles between
gladiators in Ancient Rome. The loser woul be put to death and the
winner set free. Over the long term there would be a reduction in
costs, and evidently an economic gain for the government. The proposal was eliminated during the preliminary screening by the prize
committee. The proposal appears to reveal an important gap with respect to ethics and scientific integrity in the conceptualizing of projects by primary and secondary school students, a requirement
already recognized at the II BRISPE meeting [5]. In this poster, the
aim is to present the role of the PJC in fostering scientific culture in
Brazil, but also to use this case to point out the role of the classroom
in creating an interface between this culture and scientific integrity.
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In December 2015, the Scientific Integrity Committee of the Oswaldo
Cruz Institute, Cruz Foundation (IOC, FIOCRUZ) was established. The
Committee is a multidisciplinary group of researchers from different
areas. Their basic knowledge of research integrity (RI) has been
gained through the study of the related literature and their participation in national and international events [1, 2, 3, 4]. In 2011 the Brazilian National Council for Scientific and Technological Development
(CNPq) created a scientific integrity committee and established 21 directives for RI in Brazil [3]. The Committee at FIOCRUZ has used CNPq
guidelines and others, including “Research Integrity: What it Means,
Why it is Important and How we Might Protect it” from Science
Europe [5], which illustrates the impact that research misconduct
brings to scientific development, researchers, institutions and society.
According to Fanelli [6], almost 2% of scientists admitted to having
“fabricated, falsified or modified data or results at least once – a
serious form of misconduct by any standard – and up to 33.7% admitted other questionable research practices.” In the publication
realm, miscondtct explains a large fraction of retractions, which have
increased 10-fold whereas the growth in the number of publications
has increased only by about 44%, in the last decade [7]. However,
questionable research practices have also been a major concern in
publications, although they do not necessarily lead to retractions. For
example, in recent decades, the dialogue between science and
society has reflected concerns about the conflicts of interest and
management of such conflicts in publications [8]. Undisclosed
conflicts, as widely acknowledged by editors, undermine society’s
trust in research results [8]. The Committe at FIOCRUZ has discussed
these questionable practices, and not only misconduct. The goal is to
adopt a comprehensive approach to research integrity at the
institution to foster society’s trust in research and ethical research
with social responsibility.
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Information and communication technologies have changed the way
in which scientific information is produced, published and communicated. Routine scholarly work means that information is produced
predominantly in digital formats, and shared, repurposed and consumed via online media. This modus operandi is today known as
digital scholarship. Despite the distribution of electronic documents
being easy, simple and cheap, because there are no longer physical,
printed entities to be transported, and despite efforts to promote
and consolidate open-access and open-science initiatives in research
establishments throughout the world, some researchers and end
users of scientific publications still experience difficulty in accessing
this information, and confusion abounds regarding their freedom to
share, reuse or repurpose such information. Yet these ideas of sharing and reusing the results of intellectual activities to create new
knowledge are at the core of the “open-science movement”, where
“open” refers to the granting of copyright permissions beyond those
offered by standard copyright law [1]. Inspired by the SPARC pamphlet “HowOpenIsIt?” [3], which presents a spectrum of all the possible
permutations and degrees of “openness” against which publications
can be assessed, we conducted a study on copyright in Latin American journals [2]. We collected data on the copyright policies of 313
journals from the Agricultural, Biological, Health and Engineering sciences, accessible from the Brazilian SciELO platform. As all these journals are considered open access, our aim was to determine the
connotation of “open access” adopted by the journal publishers – explicitly or implicitly – as identified in their “copyright policy” and “instructions to authors” sections. The results demonstrated that
understandings of the term “open access” vary considerably among
the journals examined, painting a confusing picture of each journal’s
reuse and author rights, and such rights, as laid out in the seminal
Budapest Open Access Initiative of 2002, determine the essence of
strong open access.
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The term “ex-post facto” [from the Latin “after the fact”] refers to the
retroactive application of a law or rule of conduct which changes the
interpretation or consequences of an action committed beforehand.
Its opposite, “ex-ante facto” [“before the fact”], refers to the more just
procedure of informing people beforehand what the law, or custom
involving an action, requires of them. For example, an educational institution cannot fairly accuse a student or professor of misconduct,
such as plagiarism, without proving that the individual concerned
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knew the relevant rules before committing the offense. The same reasoning holds true for entities which publish scholarly articles or books,
with relation to potential authors who might or might not understand
the rules about academic integrity. Since educational institutions have,
as their principal mission, teaching knowledge and certain competencies, as well as the certification of the worthiness of individuals receiving
the diplomas they issue, honesty on the part of learners and instructors
is of the greatest consequence and seriousness to society in general.
Some universities have long used “Honor Codes,” or “Academic Honesty
Agreements,” as a form of fulfilling their obligation to inform and to oblige concordance with explicit, although sometimes somewhat generalized, rules concerning plagiarism. There is evidence that the practice
effectly reduces dishonesty. This presentation will offer a range of
models, from the simple to the complex, of Honor Codes, that is, of
“self-declarations” of cognizance of the rules concerning individual work
submitted for evaluation in courses or other learning programs. The
wording of such codes, their application, the participation of students in
the adjudication of alleged violations of academic dishonesty, the use of
online tutorials explaining academic community values, the protection
given to informers, the penalties frequently involved, and where to find
further detailed information on the subject will be offered.
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We are witnessing an increasing multiplication and complexity of the
regulatory codes establishing the correct behavior to comply with
scientific integrity, in response to new situations challenging the
common concept of integrity. This leads to a proliferation of norms,
without coherent articulation or any attempt to categorize and rank
the multiple expressions of integrity. In the field of scientific research,
“integrity” is defined through the identification and characterization
of specific situations that constitute actual risks of violating it. From a
chronological perspective, identifying improper behaviors often precedes the development of the necessary rules to prevent them; this
influences the evolution of the concept, prioritizing the negative –
what cannot be done – over the positive in the conceptual definition
of scientific integrity – what ought to be done –, which constitutes a
first characteristic of the conceptual definition of scientific integrity.
A second one is the primacy given to the evaluation of the action
according to its impact on the research, the researchers and their
institutions, over the principles that ground them and the telos or
purpose of scientific research, that is, the advancement of knowledge
and innovation, in qualitative and quantitative terms. Any action
challenging these objectives falls under deontological (professional
practice) and also, possibly, moral (character of the actor) scrutiny. Although the definition of “scientific integrity” remains duly open, it is
possible to systematize some axial principles in responsible research
and innovation that are paramount for scientific integrity: truth, rigor
and objectivity; independence, impartiality and neutrality; cooperation and honesty; transparency and fairness; commitment and social
responsibility. These allow us to propose an objective and comprehensive definition of “scientific integrity”, as well as a coherent framework
to firmly establish the procedures required during the research process,
and to classify violations to it, contributing to the elaboration of a common standard for global research.
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Evidence of lack of integrity in scientific publications has grown rapidly
since the 1980s. In the US, integrity and public confidence in scientists
have always been the basis for justifying the granting of billions of dollars
for research [1]. However, the untainted image of scientists has been challenged. Among the challenges are increasing cases of research misconduct
[1, 2]. The fraud in stem cell research by Hwang Woo-Suk [3] is an example.
This case received enormous public attention and showed that prestigious
journals are not immune to bogus data. Today, while scientists are expected to boost their publication record - often within a short time – a
commitment to research integrity is expected, and it is fundamental for reliable research [4]. Flaws in this process may partially explain the increase
in the number of retractions. On the one hand, this increase favors the
health of the scientific literature, but on the other, correcting the science
imposes changes that include the way it is communicated to the public [5,
6]. Science journalists play a crucial role in informing the public about research results. The way these professionals deal with the correction of the
literature is a concern. The single study syndrome [6], in which journalists
use a single study to grab the audience’s attention, for example, reinforces
the concern, and the following questions seem reasonable: (1) What are
the media responses to cases of retractions of great repercussion in science? (2) What is the familiarity of scientific journalists with mechanisms
for the correction of the scientific literature? (3) What challenges do Brazilian journalists face in informing the public about the current dynamics of
science communication? This project addresses these questions, drawing
upon evidence from the academic and journalistic literature and upon the
views of a sample of science journalists from Rio and São Paulo.
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In this report we reflect on the process of creating and consolidating
the Research Ethics Committees (CEP’s) in Natural Sciences and Humanities at the Fluminense Federal University (UFF). Based on the experience developed in the context of the Vice-Rectory for Research,
Graduate Studies and Innovation (PROPPI) – the administrative entity
that encompasses the university’s Ethics Committees – we will discuss the implications of the epistemiological diversity that underlies
the practices and multiple research ethics in the areas mentioned
above. In particular, we Will explore the activities undertaken by Ceps
in Social Sciences, Applied Social Sciences, Humanities, Letters, Arts
and Linguistics (CEP-Humanities), Biosafety (CIBIO), Animal Experimentation (CEUA) and Access to Humam Genetic Heritage and Associated Traditional Knowledge (UFFGEN), with the aim of emphasizing
the different ways of dealing with research ethics in different fields.
Finally, in view of the emergence of different regulatory models, including the definition of criteria for evaluating and standardizing
ways of doing science, we will attempt to analysze crittically the
models, logic and practices of these Committees. In this context, we
expect to call attention to the need for replacing the “inquisitorial
principles” of the political, juridical and moral culture of Brazilian society with a model based on protection of researchers, the institution
where they work and the subjects (participants) in the research
enterprise.
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According to the Brazilian Academy of Sciences, plagiarism and selfplagiarism are bad scientific conducts that hurt the principles of the
research practice. Plagiarism and self-plagiarism are realities facing
the UFG Journals Division since 2015. These practices can be corrected by recantation, but they tarnish the reputation of the journal
and the institution. In our study, we evaluated how the UFG journals
with the best classification in terms of intellectual production (QUALIS) deal with the problem of plagiarism and self-plagiarism. In Brazil,
the Scientific Electronic Library Online (SciELO) defines criteria and
policies for the development of journals with quality..One of them is
that every journal should make available its instructions for
submission of manuscripts. In this study we analyzed, in the websites
of the older and more reputable UFG journals – Inter-Ação, Pesquisa
Agropecuária Tropical and Revista de Patologia Tropical, the guidelines
given on plagiarism and self-plagiarism in the section About > Submissions > Guidelines for authors. All journals have guidelines on
scope, document publishing, formatting text and illustrations and
procedures for submission. It’s in the sub-item about conditions for
submission where readers find the rules regarding plagiarism and
self-plagiarism. Pesquisa Agropecuária Tropical does not accept papers
already published in conference proceedings. All three require
original manuscript and are not yet listed by Thomson Reuters. Only
Inter-Ação states that it uses a plagiarism and self-plagiarism
detector. The Revista de Patologia Tropical only mentions plagiarism
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detection. From the experience of the UFG Journals Division, we
show, first, a classification of types of plagiarism and their possible
causes. We conclude that the UFG journals do not explicitly confront
the question of scientific misconduct and we present a proposal for
how to do this in order to avoid retractions.
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Research Ethics Committees for the Protection of Human Subjects assess the ethics of projects involving human participants, which focus
mostly on biomedical and/or behavioral research questions. This assessment is required in many countries, and these Committees
analyze research projects at their onset [1-3]. In Brazil, there are over
700 Research Ethics Committees (CEPs) [4]. They have assessed an increasing number of research protocols, partly due to the expansion
of the Brazilian science and technology system [5]. The National
Commission for Research Ethics (CONEP) oversees the activities of
CEPs through federal regulation by the National Health Council
(CNS). According to this regulation, CEPs share responsibility with researchers doing CEP-approved human-subject research. However,
monitoring the conduct of projects after protocol approval is a
difficult task. The CEP/CONEP System relies on the integrity of the
research approved and requires that reports be issued every six
months by the principal investigator. Yet, it is not uncommon for
researchers to skip this step, which renders CEP with fewer possibilities
to accomplish their mission of sharing responsibility. In times of increasing accountability, the CEP of Clementino Fraga Filho University
Hospital (CEP/HUCFF) at the Federal University of Rio de Janeiro (UFRJ)
has developed initiatives – and implemented some – to enhance oversight of projects. In 2015, CEP/HUCFF approved 170 protocols. Pending
reports are now required for researchers submitting amendments, for
example. Additionally, pending final reports for projects that have been
completed will be requested. In this presentation, the goal is to give an
overview of the actions that CEP/HUCFF have implemented to better
share its ethical/social responsibility with researchers in their conduct
of research. We believe these actions can help foster an ethical attitude
- particularly among young investigators - and may be an asset for
responsible science in research involving humans at the university.
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The US Office of Research Integrity (ORI) was established in 1989 [1].
According to the US ORI, “each Institution that applies for research,
research-training, or research related grants or cooperative agreements
under the United States Public Health Service (PHS) Act is required to
maintain a misconduct in science assurance with this office.” [2]. Although different research systems have different ORI or ORI-like
models, most of these Offices should help investigate research misconduct and assist institutions/universities with handling allegations. In
Latin America, where research integrity is a recent topic in science policy and education, an ORI-like model seems unlikely [3]. However, the
call for research integrity oversight is increasing. In Brazil, the major
state funding agency, São Paulo Research Foundation (FAPESP), funds
about 50% of Brazilian science [4]. In São Paulo, FAPESP requires that
“all research institutions should have an office exclusively responsible
for receiving allegations of scientific misconduct related to research carried out at the institution…if needed, initiating and coordinating the investigation of the alleged facts.” [5]. In Rio, there is no formal
requirement, but some universities have taken initiatives. The Federal
University of Rio de Janeiro (UFRJ) is a case in point. A committee on
research integrity (CRI), one of the six committees of the Advisory
Council for Research Ethics (CTEP) [6], was established in 2014. The
main role of CRI is developing educational measures to foster research
integrity and provide advice in allegations of research misconduct or
questionable research practices in graduate programs. The committee
is also responsible for overseeing research integrity for NIH-funded projects at UFRJ, following US ORI requirements for international research.
This presentation will offer an overview of CRI/CTEP’s approach to
closed cases, raising some of the challenges to address allegations considering Brazilian culture and the institutional framework of UFRJ.
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The Adolfo Lutz Institute (IAL), founded in 1940, is the Central
Laboratory of Public Health of the State of São Paulo. Its mission is to
participate in the epidemiological, sanitary and environmental surveillance actions to prevent, control and eliminate diseases. The IAL
does high-complexity tests for surveillance, scientific research and
technological innovation and provides training for specialized human
resources. It has 1246 employees, approximately 50% of whom are
directly involved in research activities. The IAL is also involved in
education/teaching activities and offers scholarships for professional
development and for the conduct of research projects in the graduate programs of the State Department of Health. The Institute also
publishes a magazine and a bulletin in addition to books and manuals. It has 184 ongoing research projects registered and 57 projects
with external support (July, 2016). Society’s support for science
depends directly on the good conduct of researchers and those responsible for monitoring research activity [1]. In this context, there is
an urgent need for the IAL to extend its commitment to promote,
ensure and maintain a culture of scientific integrity harmonized with
national and international current discussions [2, 3]. Meeting this
demand, the general directorate proposed the establishment of an
IAL Research Integrity Committee. Initially, a study group was created
to work on the implementation. The main pillars of the action plan
are educational activities focusing on good practices and preventive
activities to avoid research misconduct. Among the committee’s
duties are the design of integrity policies and the establishment
of an advisory body for the IAL scientific community. The IAL
committee will contribute to promote ethics and integrity in
research conducted at the individual and institutional levels. The
committee will also stimulate that responsible and reliable scientific research be fostered among the IAL community for the
benefit of society.
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SciELO is an open access (OA) science journal platform started in
Brazil in 2002. Currently, it indexes nearly 300 journals edited in
Brazil, called SciELo Brazil [1], and a thousand from other countries.
Considering the central role of editors in the publishing process and
the increasing number of cases of misconduct in science [2], we
designed a survey of all SciELO editors’ views on selected research
integrity practices. The present abstract focuses on the results
obtained from 78-86 respondents and focuses on their familiarity
with 11 practices of misconduct in science. We used the Likert-scale
ranging from 0 (not familiar) to 3 (highly familiar). “Simultaneous
submission” was identified as the highest-scoring practice editors are
familiar with, while “manipulation of images” was the lowest, with
average values of 2.13 and 1.29, respectively. Five practices had score
means ranging from 1.99 to 1.54: “plagiarism”, “conflicts of interest”,
“redundant publication”, “reviewer’s misconduct” and “omitted
authorship”. Another four practices had score means lower than 1.5:
“contested authorship”, “data fabrication”, “data falsification” and “undisclosed commercial ties”. This set of results suggests that SciELO
editors have a very low level of familiarity with many research misconduct behaviors. A recent study carried out with Wiley-Blackwell
journal editors garnered even lower score means3. Such a picture
suggests that the reliability of the journal editorial flow may be at
risk because of a lack of editors’ familiarity with the most relevant
practices of misconduct in science. This contribution is part of an ongoing study on research integrity knowledge among editors in a
major Latin American scientific platform and its possible impact on
the editorial policies of its journals.
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We present the results of reviewing and evaluating the editorial
norms and the books produced under these norms by the publishing
office of the Federal University of Goiás (UFG) [3] between 1962 and
2010. The main aim is to recapture the viewpoints expressed by the
agents (“merchants of culture” [6]) who sanctioned the norms that
gave rise to these books. In archeological terms, our research was
based on the notions of field, symbolic power, and belief [1, 2] in the
work of Michel Foucault [5]. Declarations of opposing ethical viewpoints were compared based on the documents recovered from the
Editorial and Graphics Center at UFG. We extracted and analyzed the
motivations and justifications that, from an ethics perspective, led to
three distinct phases in policy and editorial practices over a period of
nearly five decades. In the first phase, from the founding of the
Center (17.12.1962) to the military coup in 1964, the predominant
publications were essays and plans from authors outside the
academy, proposing reform and modernization of social fields, as
well as literary works and literary criticism. Little was published from
academic authors. After the coup, when there was a pronounced increase in academic and scientific studies, works that were published
were clearly related to the guidelines/policy directives of successive
military and civilian governments. With the new Constitution (1988),
the editorial output explaining the policies of the military/civilian regime was cancelled and the Center devoted itself entirely to publishing academic works originating within UFG. Examination of the
points of view expressed during these three phases of the Center’s
existence reveals editorial policies detached from ethical concerns
and editorial autonomy. In addition, this scrutiny suggests, based on
Cortina [4], indifference to the interests/profile of Brazilian readers
and to Society at large.
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This study addresses the concept of digital curation in the context of
research data within the Brazilian scientific communication, highlighting the importance of the use, preservation and custody of digital documents in open access. As a guideline, this study presents the concept
of digital curation “which involves maintaining, preserving and adding
value to digital research data throughout its lifecycle. The active management of research data reduces threats to their long-term research
value and mitigates the digital obsolescence risks” [1]. Our project
focuses on the Brazilian scene of registration, dissemination and availability mechanisms for access to the scientific literature, emphasizing
the issue of digital research data management, especially in projects
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financed by public funds. The vast amount of data produced at research
institutes and laboratories should be available to be managed for the
best possible use of future generations of scientists. Based on the context, the objective was to carry out an initial mapping of available information on scientific research funded by the Brazilian State Foundations
for Research – in particular, to verify research data availability on these
foundations’ websites, as these investigations are financed with public
funds. This study describes a quantitative approach for data collection on
the websites of the State Foundations for Research Support in Brazil. The
results lead us to draw attention to the need for improvement of the
digital data processing and the requirements related to the provision of
scientific information, not only in scrapbook format (scientific articles, theses, dissertations), but also the raw data generated during investigations.
This initiative aims to promote the democratization of subsidies related
to access, use and reuse of information that can contribute to the advancement of future responsible sustainable investigations for research
at Brazilian universities.
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The production of science is a collective process, in which ethics and
integrity are essential, for its effects, among others, on the credibility
assigned to the achieved results. Research integrity refers, in short, to
values such as intellectual honesty and responsibility, with regard to
the formulation and conduction of the research, as well as regarding
its disclosure. We comprehend that meanings of words are not static;
meanings may shift due to the different conditions of knowledge
production, constituted by social, political and economic aspects. We
present a part of the project “Achieving research integrity by authorship policies” (FAPESP 2016/04280-6), in which we aim to comprehend the conceptions that circulate nowadays of research integrity,
authorship in the scientific field and research misconduct. Our theoretical/methodological perspective is based on a discursive foundation [1-5]. One of the actions we insert in the scope of research
integrity policies refers to disclosure – performed by national and
international agencies – of cases of scientific misconduct. We examine this process of disclosure in order to understand the relationship
between transparency and demands for integrity in research, bringing out some discursive clashes between public and private, productivity and process and their effects on construction of knowledge.
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In recent years, we have seen a major discussion around issues of
integrity in research, focusing mostly on scientific misconduct, such
as falsification of results by researchers. There has also often been a
debate about the role of editors in publications, and sanctions to
authors who had articles retracted. However, little has been debated
about research conducted responsibly by researchers, but whose
results are manipulated or misrepresented by political/economic
influences, or are distorted by the media. These problems may have
a strong social impact, as they are potential threats to both the credibility and integrity of science as well as to the academic freedom of
researchers. This contribution addresses particular cases in which
misguided interference of the political/economic spheres and the
media led to devastating consequences for the public. Among these
cases are the misrepresentation of scientific data on climate change
in the US in 2003, which minimized human interference in environmental impacts [1-3]. Another example is the adulteration of data in
REACH (European directive for risk from chemical substances) minimizing the actual amount of animals to be used in toxicity research [4].
The pressure thus on scientists and the strong conflict of interests/
lobbyng of companies within the FDA (US) and its relation to distorted published data [5-7] are also addressed. The goal of this work
is to draw attention to the need for a science policy that can potentially stregthen the protection of scientific and academic freedom to
maintain the integrity of scientific data [8] and access of the public
to genuine knowledge produced by researchers.
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Moral sensibility can be defined as the ability to interpret a given situation in terms of what ethical issues are concerned, the possible
courses of action, their consequences, and the parties involved. The beginning of the investigation of moral sensibility refers to the work of
the moral sentimentalists with the introduction of the moral sense as
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the faculty of distinguishing between right and wrong - ability to experience feelings of approval or disapproval in the face of a fact under
evaluation. In a new cognitive perspective, James Rest [1], following the
studies of Piaget and Kohlberg [2], proposed the Model of the Four
Components determinants for moral behavior, where moral sensitivity
is the first. After Rest’s initial study of moral sensitivity with dentistry
students, many others were developed on the international scene in
the various professions. But few studies have focused on professionals
involved in scientific research. Investigative models vary between semistructured interviews and open and closed questionnaires. Thus, this
research aimed to construct and validate an instrument for measuring
moral sensitivity among professionals involved in human-subject research. The instrument is composed of a scenario case, an open questionnaire and a personal data form. For the case-scenario validation,
this instrument was submitted to different groups (teachers, graduate
students, research ethics committee - CEP) members and bioethics specialists), each in an independent stage, with specific objectives. The
case scenario in the context of clinical research was explored using
content analysis. Four ethical questions were chosen for proposing a
context for the conduct of human-subject research: conflicts of interest,
responsibilities among research team members, data management,
and respect for participants. In the first stage, with university professors,
the case underwent minor changes to comply with the basic criteria
proposed. For the panel of experts (bioethicists), we recorded their ability to identify the four ethical issues in the scenario presented. Finally,
with CEP members and graduate students, we considered the suitability of the instrument for identifying levels of moral sensitivity. Thus, we
discuss the validity of the proposed instrument for the measurement of
moral sensitivity in human-subject research, which may be explored for
topics in the responsible conduct of research.
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Scientific integrity is an essential requirement for scientific practice.
Universities and research institutions, as trainers of future scientists,
share responsibility for dissemination of contents focused on
building core values and moral responsibilities. The main aim was to
understand how undergraduate students from health and biological
sciences perceive and practice scientific integrity principles. Observational, cross-sectional study with a quantitative approach. Data
collection by interviewing undergraduate research students, preserving anonymity by ballot technique. The questionnaire contained
13 questions in four sections: 1) general data, 2) issues for classifying
the level of agreement or disagreement with statements about the
research process, 3) self-report of behavior as researcher, 4) ethics
training and scientific integrity. One hundred nineteen young
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scientists participated in the study. Although students had notions of
good scientific practice, this issue needs to be constantly revisited.
Faced with a hypothetical case of scientific misconduct, 41% of
respondents were neutral about the extent of misconduct and 21%
said they would not report the deviation. Even when ethical guidelines were known, the subjects were not always positioned in the
most responsible way. In the items on self-reported behavior, 20%
said they had already started collecting survey data prior to approval
by the ethics committee. Researchers’ experiences emerge as an
important educational space and professional training for students.
Good practices in research need to be included earlier in the curriculum, throughout the guidance and training phases.
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The process of strengthening a culture of integrity in research appears as
a current challenge to the academic field. In this direction, we highlight
the relevance of creating some study groups on the ethics and integrity
theme, as well as the important performance of these groups on educational and preventive activities in the field of good scientific practice at
the University. We present the process of creation of the Committee on
Integrity and Ethics in Research of Federal University of Sao Carlos - UFSCar,
with its challenges, in particular, the one of creating effective debate
spaces with the community inside and outside the University. Faculty
members, graduated and undergraduate students and members of the
technical staff form the Committee, about 2-3 persons per category. They
expressed an interest in participating voluntarily of the Committee activities, which include monthly meetings, community counselling, and the
development of educational material. As a first achieved goal, the UFSCar
Research Council approved in 2016, the “Guidelines of Research Integrity
at UFSCar”, which is available for the community at http://www.propq.
ufscar.br/integridade-etica-na-pesquisa. These guidelines are expected
to work as a standard rule for researchers at UFSCar for preventing research misconduct such as plagiarism or data manipulation.
Support: Provost for Research, UFSCar, 2015-2016; FAPESP grant
2016/04280-6.
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