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Relevant information 
 

Course Scientific Integrity 

ECTS credit points 2 

Period Fall 2025 

Conditions for admission Part of the BSI Graduate School curriculum 

For whom Internal and external funded PhD’s in BSI 

 
Goals 
The course is designed to help you achieve the following goals. 

➢ You will become familiar with ethical issues in scientific research in general 
➢ You will be able to reflect critically on these issues 
➢ You will be able to express your thoughts in discussions with others 
➢ You will be able to reflect critically on your own research project 
➢ You will become familiar with resources within the BSI that can help you with challenges 

concerning ethical issues in your own project 
➢ You will become familiar with aspects of social safety in relation to scientific integrity and with 

the support structures of the Radboud University 
 
Content/Description 
Should I report all analyses in my paper, or only the ones that make my argument stronger? Is it right to 
anonymously review a paper of someone I know? Should I accept that my supervisor is the first author 
on a paper for which I did the majority of the work? Unlike the research questions and hypotheses we 
are familiar with in our own research, these and other questions are not concerned with what the world 
looks like, but with what the world should look like. You cannot arrive at the ‘right’ answer by using a 
sufficiently rigorous methodology, nor is there a one-size-fits-all solution for all ethical problems. 
Instead, dealing with ethical issues requires constant reflection and discussion. The aim of this course is 
to help you get started on a road of constant reflection on ethical issues in science that will hopefully 
last for your entire career. Put differently, the course does not aim to provide you with all the answers, 
but aims to help you formulate the right questions. 
 
We will do this in 6 meetings, guided by (fictional but realistic) ethical dilemmas framed as case studies 
(that are included in this manual from page 5 onwards). During the first meeting, the course will be 
introduced and we will discuss social safety. In addition, we will read and discuss the first case study. 
Based on this discussion, you will write a 1-page ‘ethics statement’ concerning the case, in which you 
detail how the described dilemma can be solved in an ethical way and why with references to literature 
used. The second meeting serves to discuss the ethics statements regarding case 1 and introduce case 2, 
after which the third meeting serves to discuss the ethics statements regarding case 2 and introduce 
case 3, and so forth. 
 
Each week, the ‘ethics statements’ should be uploaded onto Brightspace (go to course page, choose 
‘activities’ and then ‘discussions’). This should be done after the meeting in which the case is introduced, 
but before the meeting in which the case is discussed (exact deadlines will be announced during the first 
meeting). The discussion during the meeting will be supervised by an experienced BSI researcher. During 
the final (5th) meeting, case 5 will be discussed and the course will be closed off with a brief evaluation.  
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Type of meetings 
In each of the first four meetings, students will be provided with a case study. They will discuss the case 
in small groups of up to 8 students and formulate ethical questions and dilemmas. In the following 
week, students will search literature on the topic at hand and, with the help of this literature, will reflect 
on these questions/dilemmas individually. They will write a short statement to resolve the 
questions/dilemmas and they will upload this ethics statement (which includes at least one literature 
reference) to Brightspace. During the first half of the next meeting (i.e., meetings 2 to 5), these 
statements will be discussed. The second half of the next meeting will be used to introduce a new case, 
except for meeting 5, in which there will be room for discussion and additional questions.  
 
Table 1 Subjects of the meetings 

Meeting Type of meeting Research phase 

1 Plenary discussion of social 
safety 
 
Discussion of case 1 (Pre) 

 
 
 
Selecting research questions and ‘dual use research’ 

2 Discussion of case 1 (Post)  

 Discussion of case 2 (Pre) Dealing with participants 

3 Discussion of case 2 (Post)  

 Discussion of case 3 (Pre) Data analysis and reporting 

4 Discussion of case 3 (Post)  

 Discussion of case 4 (Pre) Publication 

5 Discussion of case 4 (Post)  

 
Coordinator  
Meta van den Eng, meta.vandeneng@ru.nl  
 
Lecturers  
Gabriele Janzen, gabriele.janzen@ru.nl  
Jonathan van ’t Riet, jonathan.vantriet@ru.nl  
 
Examination 
The course does not involve a formal examination. Preparation for the meetings, as witnessed by four 
uploaded ‘statements’ (which each include at least one reference to relevant literature) is required to 
pass the course, as is attendance during the six meetings. In addition, students will have to write a 4-
page ‘ethics report’ which deals with ethical issues in their own projects. The deadline for the final 
report is Friday January 23, 2026. 
 
Additional information 
This course is part of the BSI graduate school. Language: English.  
 
Confidentiality 
In order to ensure a good group climate the discussions in the groups are confidential. In case students 
disclose any confidential information concerning their own project during one of the meetings, the 
other students are expected not to discuss this information with anyone outside the group. The ethics 
reports will be treated confidentially by the teachers and feedback will be given personally to the PhD-
student. 

mailto:meta.vandeneng@ru.nl
mailto:gabriele.janzen@ru.nl
mailto:jonathan.vantriet@ru.nl
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Scientific education and research are bound by generally accepted standards for scientific action; any 
appearance of unreliability, carelessness and partiality should be avoided. 
The Academic Integrity Regulations are based on the VSNU's Netherlands Code of Conduct for Scientific 
Practice. The regulation sets out how complaints about scientific misconduct are handled. More 
information for PhD’s: Confidential Contact Persons | Radboud University 
 
Schedule 
 
Plenary opening meeting: November 3rd, 13.30-15.15. 
 
 

➢ Work group meetings by Gabriele Janzen: 
 

Thursday November 13th, 13.30-15.15 On Campus, check Brightspace 

Thursday November 20th, 13.30-15.15 On Campus, check Brightspace 

Thursday November 27th, 13.30-15.15 On Campus, check Brightspace 

Thursday December 4th, 13.30-15.15 On Campus, check Brightspace 

 
 

➢ Work group meetings by Jonathan van ’t Riet:  
 

Dates Location 

Tuesday November 11th, 13.30-15.15 On Campus, check Brightspace 

Tuesday November 18th, 13.30-15.15 On Campus, check Brightspace 

Tuesday November 25st, 13.30-15.15 On Campus, check Brightspace 

Tuesday December 2nd, 13.30-15.15 On Campus, check Brightspace 

 
 

➢ The deadline for the final report is the Friday January 23rd, 2026. 
 
 

https://www.ru.nl/en/staff/services/guidance-advice-and-complaints/confidential-contact-persons
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APPENDIX I: CASES  
 
Case 1a. Selecting research questions 
 
Anna is a PhD-student whose project is funded from the University’s collective funds (‘1e geldstroom’). 
She has been working for six months on her research, and she does this with great pleasure. She 
investigates the effects of so-called ‘health games’, videogames that aim to promote healthy behaviours 
and discourage unhealthy behaviours. One day, Anna’s supervisor asks her to conduct a study on the 
effects on creativity of violent videogames. Specifically, her supervisor expects that playing violent 
videogames makes people more creative. When Anna asks around it is revealed that her supervisor has 
received a grant of 100k euro from a game development company to perform the study in question. As 
it turns out, however, Anna opposes the sale and use of violent media content and has spoken out 
against violent films in an article that she wrote in a national newspaper. She tells her supervisor that 
she is not comfortable with the hypothesis in the proposed study, does not belief in a positive effect of 
violent videogames on creativity based on the literature, and argues that there are better ways to 
enhance creativity. Anna’s supervisor, however, argues that in the end the effects of violent videogames 
constitute an empirical question. He tells her that a pilot study has yielded promising results. 
 
Case 1b: ‘Dual Use Research’ 
The bacterium Clostridium botulinum produces a toxin that is responsible for about 150 cases of food 
poisoning a year in the United States. However, bioterrorists could exploit several of its properties, 
namely that it is accessible, easy to prepare in large quantities, and would be deadly if added to the food 
or water supply. To counteract the effects of such an attack, Dr. Kim Janda’s research team screened a 
library of compounds predicted to inhibit the activity of botulinum toxin to determine if they could be 
used therapeutically after the attack. 
During the studies - work that was supported by the NIH and The Skaggs Institute for Chemical Biology - 
Dr. Janda’s group found a small molecule scaffold that strongly enhances the catalytic activity through 
an apparent increase in binding affinity. The compound enhanced the activity of botulinum toxin up to 
fourteen-fold. 
 
Publishing a paper that describes how to increase the potency of such a lethal toxin seems 
irresponsible. But Dr. Janda and his colleagues reasoned as follows: Thanks to its muscle-relaxing effects, 
botulinum toxin is used in minute doses to treat conditions such as cerebral palsy and spasmodic 
dysphonia, and even to iron out facial wrinkles. They concluded that “As the importance of the toxin in 
medicine continues to expand, adaptive immune responses to the toxin must be addressed. The 
discovery and optimization of small molecule activators may ultimately provide a valuable method for 
minimizing the dosage, thereby increasing its clinical efficacy.” The work was published in J. Am. Chem. 
Soc. (2006) 128: 4176. 
 
In connection with an article discussing dual use research, the publication New Scientist asked 
several experts whether they agreed with the decision to publish Janda’s findings. They defended it, 
pointing out that in addition to the possible benefits from enhanced treatment of certain diseases, 
botulinum toxin is so poisonous already that bioterrorists would have little need to enhance its toxicity.  
 
Derived from:  
https://oir.nih.gov/sites/default/files/uploads/sourcebook/documents/ethical_conduct/case_studies-
2009.pdf 

https://oir.nih.gov/sites/default/files/uploads/sourcebook/documents/ethical_conduct/case_studies-2009.pdf
https://oir.nih.gov/sites/default/files/uploads/sourcebook/documents/ethical_conduct/case_studies-2009.pdf
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Case 2a: Dealing with participants 
 
Liza is researching the effectiveness of new educational material for calculus. The material consists of an 
adaptive app on a tablet in which children make calculus sums . The app records the progress of the 
students while they work on the sums and adjust the teaching material to the progress of the individual 
student. Lisa expects that, as the material is tailored to the learning behavior of the students, it will 
better support the individual pupils' learning. As a result, she expects improved learning outcomes. 
Moreover, she expects students to be more motivated to work with the app as it entails several game 
elements in which students receive stars for their work.  
 
Liza has found three schools that want to participate in her research; in each school there are 2 groups 4 
and 5 available to participate the full school year. Liza has proposed to randomly assign one group per 
school to each of the conditions. The control group follows the "normal" program, experimental group 
work with the adaptive app. However, the teachers find this approach ethically unacceptable: they feel 
that a group of students may not favored by giving them  different, mostly likely better, educational 
material. Also parents have started to ask questions about the protection of personal data collected in 
the learning environment based on recent news from a new publisher who was violating the law on 
protection of personal data ( Bescherming Persoonsgegevens). 
 
 
Case 2b: Online panels 
Robin is a PhD student at a Developmental Psychopathology department. Preparing and executing the 
first study of his project has proven very challenging. As a result of this, he is already a bit behind 
schedule in terms of the planning of his PhD project. To make maters worse, after the data were 
collected it turned out that a crucial error was made in the design of the study. The data are now pretty 
much useless. At this point, Robin really suffers from work-related stress. He has trouble sleeping at 
night because of worries about his PhD project. 
One day, Robin’s main supervisor steps into his office with a possible solution. He says he found a study 
on a related topic for which the data was shared in an open science repository. Robin will be able to 
make up for lost time by using this dataset for his project. Robin is very much relieved to be handed a 
relatively easy way to go forward. 
 
A couple of days later, Robin’s co-supervisor comes into his office, voicing concerns about the new 
dataset. “I have looked at the data …” she says “and it turns out the researchers used an online panel 
called ‘Clickworker’ for this study. I’m not familiar with this panel. I wonder if they have a good track 
record for treating participants? I saw on their website that they pay minimum wage, but I also saw that 
this study was conducted in Nigeria. Isn’t minimum wage in Nigeria, like, really low? Can people even 
make a living on minimum wage in Nigeria? I also did not see any mention of informed consent in the 
study materials. I guess ethical guidelines are not that strict in Nigeria? I’m not sure about this”. 
 
Robin doesn’t know what to do. 
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Case 3: Ethics of Quantitative Research Methodology 
 
As part of her dissertation research on cognitive aging, Angela develops a computerized task that 
measures way‐finding (i.e., the ability to navigate in space). She conducts a cross‐sectional study of 
individuals ranging in age from 15 to 85 years, with an equal number of males and females in each of 
seven age groups. When she looks at the performance for each age group broken down by sex, she is 
immediately drawn to the striking difference between the youngest and oldest groups. Not 
unexpectedly, the youngest group outperformed the oldest group, but she notices also that whereas the 
youngest males performed better than the youngest females, there was no gender difference in the 
oldest group. Indeed, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) using only the data from the youngest and oldest 
groups reveals a significant age x sex interaction. Angela worries, however, that ANOVA is an 
inappropriate test because it omits the data from all but the two extreme age groups. Indeed, when she 
analyzes the full dataset using multiple regression, she finds that age and sex together account for 40% 
of the variance in way‐finding, but the age x sex interaction does not account for any additional 
variance. Angela shares her findings with her post‐doctoral promotor, who recommends that she first 
publish the data from the two extreme groups (proposing that age differences in estrogen or 
testosterone are the mechanism underlying the interaction) and then publish a second article based on 
all the data. Despite some misgivings, Angela decides to follow her promotor’s recommendation. 
 
Once on the job market, Angela presents the data from her second article along with arguments about 
differential socialization of males and females as the mechanism underlying the age‐invariant sex 
difference, and she finds that these arguments are well received. After a presentation at a top research 
university, the chair of the search committee asks Angela about the discrepancy between her current 
findings and those that she reported earlier. At this point, Angela reveals that the data in the first article 
are actually a subset of the full dataset on which her second article is based. Later, Angela hears through 
the grapevine that she was almost everyone’s top‐pick for the position based on her talk and interviews 
with individual faculty, but she did not get the job. 
 
Derived from: 
https://research.wustl.edu/Resources/PERCSS/workshops/Documents/CaseStudies3_11.pdf 
 

https://research.wustl.edu/Resources/PERCSS/workshops/Documents/CaseStudies3_11.pdf
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Case 4a. Authorship 
 
As part of finishing her Ph.D. thesis, Susan Jacobs, sets up a six-month internship at a prestigious larger 
institution in order to learn a new research method. Besides, she likes to develop a professional 
relationship with Dr. Frank, who works at this institution and is a very famous person in her field of 
research. Susan is welcomed warmly at her host institution and is taking part in weekly meetings in 
which all members of the research group participate. She also meets weekly, one on one, with Dr. Frank, 
who provides significant scientific advice and one or two recommendations, which advance her work. 
She discusses the results of her research by means of weekly emails and phone calls with her mentor, 
Dr. Melissa Seabrook, back at her home university. 
 Susan makes great progress during the six months she spends in Dr. Frank's laboratory, and she 
writes a paper reflecting some important findings. She puts herself down as first author, Dr. Frank as 
second author, and Dr. Seabrook as last author on the paper. At the end of the paper, she gives an 
acknowledgment to a number of students who assisted her with her data-collection. 
She gives Dr. Frank and Dr. Seabrook a draft of her manuscript for review. Dr. Frank sends his comments 
back to Susan and changes the authorship listing to include the students who assisted with the data-
collection, two postdocs in his lab, two graduate students in the lab, himself, and Dr. Seabrook.  
 Susan is shocked that Dr. Frank added the other laboratory members to the draft, explaining to him 
that the major intellectual and physical work in preparing the paper was done by her and by Dr. 
Seabrook and Dr. Frank. Dr. Frank is equally surprised by Susan’s feelings, responding that he and she 
benefited from the input of all the other lab members. He also states that the idea of a scientist acting 
as an independent entity is an outdated concept and that those who work around a scientist contribute 
significantly, helping him or her to function. Furthermore, he adds that a graduate student in the 
laboratory, Lisa Bain, is writing a short paper that is based on some very exciting preliminary findings, 
and that Susan would be included in the list of authors.  
Susan tells Dr. Frank that she does not want to be included on Ms. Bain's paper, feeling that she did not 
contribute adequately. Dr. Seabrook, who was intimidated by Dr. Frank's stature, advises Susan not to 
rock the boat and to submit the paper to the journal with the authorship he suggested. 
 
Case 4b. The review process 
Marie Rolands is a tenured professor of psychology at a major university. Recently, she has decided to 
pursue an area of research that challenges an established way in which certain worker-motivation 
studies are performed. The main proponents of the conventional paradigm are two investigators, Dr. 
Stephen Jones and Dr. Claude Marcus, who work at a prestigious university. 
 Dr. Rolands has performed experiments and collected evidence of what she perceives are the 
myriad flaws in the Jones-Marcus method. She wrote a paper that offered her research findings, 
analysis, and critiques, and she submitted it to the Journal of Industrial Psychology. The editor of the 
journal sent the paper to Drs. Jones and Marcus and two other investigators for peer review. Drs. Jones 
and Marcus both provided a lengthy response to Dr. Rolands' paper, challenging her disagreement with 
their method on several points. As a result, they both recommended that the editor reject the paper. 
The third and fourth reviewers were split as to whether it should be published. 
 The editor rejected the paper but sent Dr. Rolands a copy of the reviewers' comments, which were 
signed openly and forthrightly by Drs. Jones and Marcus. Although peer review is often considered 
anonymous in psychology, some reviewers sign their names to reviews. 
 Dr. Rolands took issue with each of the points that Drs. Jones and Marcus made and performed a 
series of follow-up experiments to point out what she believed were the flaws in their arguments. A few 
months later, she drafted another paper, in which she mentioned the criticisms of Drs. Jones and 
Marcus as part of the publication. She was concerned about submitting the manuscript, because she 
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was fearful that Drs. Jones and Marcus would suppress her findings again. She felt that she could not 
resubmit it to the first publication, because she knew that the editor was friendly with Drs. Jones and 
Marcus socially and also because she felt that the editor probably had a status-quo view of their 
method. 
 She sent it to another journal, Applied Industrial Psychology. Knowing that Drs. Jones and Marcus 
might get upset if she used and cited their peer-review comments with their names as the foundation of 
a revised paper, she explained her actions and the history of the paper to the editor of Applied Industrial 
Psychology and sent a copy of the article to Drs. Jones and Marcus. Dr. Rolands asked the editor if it 
might be possible to send the paper to neutral parties so that she could get a more balanced review of 
her work. The editor, however, said that he felt he would have to send it to Drs. Jones and Marcus, 
because they were the most qualified to understand the inner workings of the model. The paper was 
rejected again. 
 
Adapted from: http://ccnmtl.columbia.edu/projects/rcr/rcr_authorship/introduction/index.html 
 

http://ccnmtl.columbia.edu/projects/rcr/rcr_authorship/introduction/index.html

