
31 

 

《台灣醫學人文學刊》 第十九卷 第一、二期，2018年 12月，頁 31-40 

 

 

 

Training in Ethics and Responsible Conduct of 

Research：A Global Experience 

倫理學的訓練與負責任的研究行為：一個全

球的經驗 

 

Eduardo Rodriguez. Ph.D.  

Fernando Lolas.Ph.D. 

  



32 

 

TRAINING IN ETHICS AND RESPONSIBLE CONDUCT OF RESEARCH. A 

GLOBAL EXPERIENCE 

Eduardo Rodriguez, Fernando Lolas 

Interdisciplinary Center for Studies on Bioethics, University of Chile 

 

Abstract 

The aim of this article is to share the experience gained by the Interdisciplinary 

Center for Studies on Bioethics of the University of Chile in training about ethics and 

responsible conduct of research. Training in ethics of research must be required for scientists 

to value accuracy, to avoid biases and to identify scientific misconduct. We have followed the 

rationale that trainees own potential can be actualized by guidance, so that our approach for 

learning comes from self effort guided by tutoring and from group learning through the 

interaction between professionals coming from different backgrounds using a deliberative 

approach. Training has been oriented towards the formulation, management, execution and 

evaluation of research from bioethical, personal and social perspectives into the institutional 

contexts where the trainees come from. 
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Introduction 

Several studies (1) reveal that health care professionals and researchers continually 

confront the tension between the advancement of scientific knowledge and the protection of 

research subjects. Although, there have been spectacular advances in health science research, 

often there have been disregard and active malfeasance towards participants. Ethics conflicts 

in health care research in low and middle income countries (LMIC) requires detail study and 

more creative responses in order to promote new social and legal regulations to reach justice, 

quality and credibility in there actuations, including adequate training in ethics and 

responsible conduct of research.  Research in poor-resource settings (RPS), both in LMIC 

and in industrialized countries, demands the establishment of training programs for 

professionals conversant with ethical standards and respect for human dignity. Building up 

interfaces between institutions, professional groups, community-based organizations, and 

biopsychosocial health professionals is of the very essence of the bioethical approach, with its 

emphasis on dialogue and procedure above belief and philosophical persuasion (2). 

Thanks to the research of professor Hans Martin Sass it is known that the word 

―bioethics‖ was not invented by Rensselaer Potter, but by the theologian Fritz Jahr, who gave 

this title to a 1927 article in Journal Kosmos (3).  Paraphrasing Kant, Jahr considers living 

beings as ends in themselves and regards bioethics as a moral imperative of human behavior 

in relation with animals and other beings, with the compromise not to damage or torture them 

(4). 

In the twentieth century bioethical thinking included human relations activated by 

denounces of cases of disregard of human dignity and rights. Bioethics became 

institutionalized in the US and Europe in the form of norms, regulations, and corporate bodies 

(commissions and committees, IRBs) entrusted with their interpretation and application. 

Research quality depends on integrity and responsible conduct, but different 

conceptualizations between countries may affect global collaboration. Translation of research 

evidence into public policies demands that researchers be aware of their role in a globalized 

scientific community and interact with their peers internationally at a comparable level of 

ethical competency.  

The importance of integrity and responsible conduct of research cannot be overstated as 

trust is the keystone of public support of science and the lack of confidence in the scientific 

enterprise may damage social progress.   While written norms are important, their 

interpretation, applicability and enforcement are subject to competing interests and different 

interpretations in distinct cultural contexts.  Misconduct in clinical research carries 

especially grave consequences for it deals with the health of human beings.  Flawed studies 



33 

 

can lead to the applications of treatments which do not do what they claim, or damage public 

health. 

An ethically competent researcher is also a socially competent professional, sensitive 

to the needs of the communities where research results are obtained and outcomes expected to 

benefit. This notion is embedded in the idea of ethical sustainability of research outcomes, 

meaning to imply responsible conduct of research, integrity in the sound data-gathering and 

data-organizing processes and affordability of evidence-based interventions (5).  

The Interdisciplinary Center for Studies in Bioethics (CIEB, Spanish acronym) has 

been involved in bioethics training and research for more than two decades.  Through its 

associations with other centers and institutions, and especially the Pan American Health 

Organization, CIEB has participated in training experiences all over the continent. Among its 

most successful projects have been those supported by the Fogarty International Center-NIH, 

training Latin American professionals (R25TWO6056) to assume active leadership in 

teaching research, designing research in an ethical way, writing regulations in research ethics 

and strengthening scientific ethical review committees (6, 7). Throughout the years, 

professionals and researchers have been able to participate in training experiences and CIEB 

staff has been instrumental in developing and supporting teaching programs in Peru, 

Argentina, Colombia, Dominican Republic, Uruguay, Ecuador, Venezuela, Caribbean and 

Central American countries.  

The aim of this article is to share the experience gained throughout these years of 

training in ethics and responsible conduct of research. 

 

Research Misconduct 

Research misconduct is the intention of taking other people to think that a scientific 

result is real when it is actually not. Therefore, it involves not only an act or an omission, but 

also a deliberate intention of the researcher, author or editor to deceive (8). Research 

misconduct typically includes fabrication, falsification, plagiarism or deception in proposing, 

carrying out or reporting the results of research, and failure to declare or manage a 

compromising conflict of interest (9).  

Fabrication consists in reporting data invented (partially or complete) not obtained 

through experimentation (10).  

Falsification refers to the manipulation of research data, equipment or processes, or 

changing or omitting research results affecting the accuracy of the study (11). 

Plagiarism refers to the appropriation of ideas, processes, results or words of another 

without giving appropriate credit.  

Conflicts of interest refers to a situation in which a secondary interest (Money, 

prestige, care of the family, social promotion, travelling, religion) prevails over the interest 

which should be primary (knowledge, service, teaching, research, health care promotion, 

subjects wellbeing) compromising moral conduct in carrying out a study or results 

dissemination (12). 

There are many other possible research misconduct practices or misbehaviors, 

necessary to pay attention to for accuracy and fairness in science. Examples are: 

• Failure to follow the proposals approved by the scientific ethical review committee 

for the study 

• Lack of respect to research subjects which may result in unreasonable risk or harm to 

them 

• Lack of information about who is funding and who is responsible of the research 

• Unauthorized use of confidential information by third parties 

• Not giving credit to data which contradict own research results  

• Not giving proper credit to authors in research publications 

• Hiding details of the methodology or results so that others could not repeat the 

experiment  

• Circumventing certain minor aspects of fulfilling human-subject protection 

requirements 

• Overlooking others' use of flawed data or questionable interpretation of data 
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• Changing the design, methodology or results of a study in response to pressure from a 

funding source 

• Inadequate research design 

• Inadequate records keeping  

• Giving false information to the public 

• Gross and persistence negligence 

• Willful concealment or facilitation of research misconduct by others 

• Taking advantage of the peer review process for plagiarism or for preventing the 

publication of a research competitor 

• Dual use research intention in the publication (13); one positive to increase scientific 

knowledge; the other negative to spread infectious diseases; for example, to publish 

the sequence of an infectious organism which could be used by bioterrorist purposes. 

• Ignoring specific vulnerabilities of the population studied  

 

It has been recognized that scientists in general hold common values embedded in the 

profession, for example: commitment to share universal truths, to share data with colleagues, 

to be non-judgmental open to whatever the evidence suggests, be accurate in obtaining results, 

be honest and be objective distrusting anything not supported by empirical data and 

observation (14). However, pressures exerted in institutions to publish and the ambition to 

scale positions may influence causing a dishonest behavior.  

  Another problem is the used of research for purposes which may endanger 

environment or maliciously used. A current concern in health is the development of 

transgenics or genome editing organisms for industrial use whose risks have not been 

evaluated for human safety (such as allergic effects) or the environment; also, the possibility 

of dual use research, with one of the intentions to publish infectious materials compromising 

human health safety. The following issues can be suspicious (15): 

- Enhance the harmful consequences of a biological agent or toxin. 

- Disrupt immunity or effectiveness of an immunization without clinical and/or 

agricultural justification. 

- Confer to a biological agent or toxin resistance to clinically and/or agriculturally 

useful prophylactic or therapeutic interventions against agent or toxin. 

- Facilitate their ability to evade detection methodologies. 

- Increase the stability, transmissibility, or the ability to disseminate a biological 

agent or toxin. 

- Alter the host range or tropism of a biological agent or toxin. 

- Enhance the susceptibility of a host population. 

- Generate a novel pathogenic agent or toxin, or reconstitute an eradicated or 

extinct biological agent. 

 

Training in ethics of research must be required for scientists to value accuracy, to avoid 

biases and to identify scientific misconduct. In order to prevent research misconduct 

researchers must build professional honesty and a sense of social responsibility and 

institutions must promote an environment for responsible conduct in research.    

A strong research culture must demonstrate: honesty and integrity for accurate science; 

respect for human research participants, animals and the environment; appropriate 

acknowledgment of the different roles in research; good stewardship of public resources used 

to carry out research; accurate and responsible dissemination of research results. Researchers 

have the responsibility to disseminate accurately to the wider community as possible a full 

account of their research findings, including negative results and those contrary to their 

hypothesis. Where feasible, they should also provide to their research participants with a 

summary of research findings. Researchers should conduct their research minimizing adverse 

events on research subjects, the wider community and the environment. 

For developing a responsible conduct, attitudes and values must reflect awareness of 

the implications of research for society and the environment, especially for any potential 

misuse of information, products or technology generated by research which could generate 
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damage instead of progress. Researchers must accept their responsibilities engaging and 

promoting safe procedures. 

 

Ethics of research training methodology 

Trainees in CIEB‘s program have been chosen for having a promising career and 

interest in research ethics and at the same time being a good professional in his/her field. Care 

has been taken so that each promotion conforms a training enhancement mieliu with sufficient 

variety of professional training, under the assumption of promoting interdisciplinary work 

both at the level of professors and trainees in order to facilitate participation and horizontal 

dialogue among professionals. The training is performed in small groups of four to eight 

professionals from three to nine months. Our experience is that a small group of trainees, with 

different competencies, professional backgrounds, and geographical origin constitute a good 

precondition for fruitful dialogue, exchange of information, interaction with faculty, and group 

learning to favor an educational environment that reflects the underlying dialogical nature of the 

bioethical enterprise. The formation of coherent learning groups has become an important tool 

for further interactions and networking once professionals return home. This has facilitated 

building a ―collective engagement‖ in ethical reasoning.  

We have followed the rationale that trainees own potential can be actualized by 

guidance, so that our approach for learning comes from self effort guided by tutoring (15) and 

from group learning through the interaction between professionals coming from different 

backgrounds. Tutoring is integrated as a pedagogical tool for learning methodological skills, 

design of research projects and home institutional interventions through personal and virtual 

interactions.  Additionally, the role of professors is not just to transmit knowledge but to 

advise in ethical decision making and to facilitate learning group interactions following the 

idea that group dynamics needs to be guided and collaborative work promoted (16). We train 

under the concept that the protagonist is not the professor who transmit knowledge but the 

trainee who develop skills, acquire leadership and learn to design and evaluate ethically 

research. It is expected that trainees be able to build their own space in the ethics of research 

system by learning methods to integrate ethics. Trainees‘ appropriation of ethics in 

professional life requires reflection and compromise in order to be incorporated in actual 

professional practice. 

To teach how to research in bioethics is a complex endeavor. Our approach has been 

to teach qualitative and quantitative methodology at the same time than learning to design a 

research with the help of a tutor.  

 

Contents and methodology enable trainees to: 

 

 - Recognize the relevance of bioethics in research involving human subjects as well as 

individual and social implications of research processes and results. 

 - Gain in-depth knowledge of ethical considerations, concepts and applications in clinical, 

psychosocial  and public health research 

 - Reinforce analytical abilities, strengthening intellectual autonomy, leadership and critical 

learning capacity. 

 - Develop competencies and attitudes of mediation and negotiation in solving bioethical 

dilemmas and decision making in transdisciplinary work. 

 - Make creative use of methodologies and/or indicators for facilitating the design, monitoring 

and evaluation of policies and programs related to bioethics and research. 

 - Develop critical skills for subsequently provide research ethics education, ethical review 

leadership and expert consultation to their institutions and pursue research on ethical practice 

in clinical and public health research. 

 - Develop masters level curriculum components, educational resource materials and  

evaluation plans 

 - Improve knowledge/information by promoting bioethics research and the creation of scientific 

production capabilities on a local, regional and national level. 
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 - Increase their ability to interact effectively with policymakers. Trainees will be able to 

"transfer" the research outcomes to decision-makers of public or private sectors.  

 - Recognize the importance of working in interdisciplinary teams and acquire abilities relevant 

to committee and consultation work. 

 - Strengthen their ability to identify and discuss bioethical issues related to public policies 

 - Function in a networking for the ethics of research as part of a continuing commitment of the 

program goals and aimed at producing deliverables related to the research enterprise (guidelines, 

regulations, norms, case studies) 

 

Deliberative approach 

 For an effective learning is necessary to break down disciplinary barriers in order to assure 

a pluralism of cultural and professional perspectives.  

Deliberation is at the core of learning when working under pluralistic and 

interdisciplinary interactions. This approach consists in reflection and collective analysis 

oriented to make rational decisions under conditions of uncertainty, open to the argumentative 

involvement of all stakeholders in a problem or moral dilemma. Training develops a 

pedagogic deliberative model called transforming from research, where the analysis include 

cultural, tradition, politics, law and regulation and popular believes in study cases workshops 

looking for neutral categories in order to encounter common ground considering extreme 

postures. The deliberative method maintains the moral evaluation linked to the facts, to avoid 

false generalizations and maintain adherence to real-life situations. It is opposed to methods 

based on the theory of the rational decision, claiming that everything has a solution and that 

there is a single procedure to decide the right thing between two options. Deliberation is a 

problematic method, which places emphasis not on the decision but in the process leading to 

it on the analysis of the background and rational and collaborative discussion.  

We have found necessary to learn argumentation techniques according to the theory 

of dialogue in order to solve problems when there are plural points of view. According to 

Habermas (18) all arguments must be attended respecting autonomous persons, being all able 

to express views following the dialogical way of reasoning accepted as consensus among 

interlocutors away from empirical and historical conditionings. 

Professionals agree in the common framework of bioethics for interpretation of problems 

presented with a guide (the professor) who helps communications and views exchange so that 

professionals can learn from each other experiences and viewpoints. Comparing ethical systems 

in different countries helps to envision ways of overcoming obstacles, provide a better 

understanding of ethical review systems working in different countries and the specific actions 

required for each. 

Training has been oriented towards the formulation, management, execution and 

evaluation of research from bioethical, personal and social perspectives into the institutional 

contexts where the trainees come from. 

As experience has shown, issues arising in the training program are inherently 

interdisciplinary. The program has tried to be inclusive in points of view, cultural background, 

and professional skills 

 

Learning Competencies 

 Competencies are social skills deemed important for ethical deliberation and decision 

making, such as: patient listening, tolerance for diversity, recognition of personal biases and 

dogmas, consideration of group dynamics and opportunity for interventions. 

In training it is necessary not only to learn well all required theoretical knowledge in the 

field of research ethics, but to develop skills in which practical experiences are important and 

most appreciated by trainees. In the program, trainees have the opportunity to mimic scientific 

ethical review committees, to discuss case analysis, to participate in actual sessions of 

scientific ethical review committees when members decide to approve or reject a particular 

research protocol, to work in group the witting of a grant application, to have teaching 

experiences, to design concrete interventions applying their knowledge and expertise, to 
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participate with researchers when they do field studies and to form part of a network. 

Participation in lectures and teaching activities, and/or service to institutions and governments 

throughout the continent has been a useful method for keeping the network active. 

In case discussion sessions has been important to follow a predetermine structure to 

present the cases, to discuss in deep all possible answers consequences to questions exposed 

and to allow all trainees to present their opinions with accurate rationale. It is important to 

dedicate time so that cases are analyzed, discussed, reflected and criticized with the 

participation of all trainees. Case analysis has proven to help develop critical thinking, 

contextual analysis and problem solving skills. The following structure is used: 

1. Case reading 

2. Analysis of facts 

3. Identification of problems and bioethical principles involved 

4. Proposal of solutions 

5. Group consent  

We have found necessary to guide the discussions and acquire communication skills that 

respect dialogue in order to avoid the appropriation of group answers by individuals who are 

accustomed to lead discussions and impose opinions. 

 

Attitudes 

 Attitudes are potential ways of behaving and reacting. Unlike competencies, they may 

not be directly observable in current behavior. Frequently, they can be assessed only after the 

effects of training are incorporated into routine thinking and acting. Attitudes can be best 

evaluated by their consequences upon long-term behavior patterns.  

We have found important that professors address trainees with maximum respect, 

treating them as colleagues, not as subordinates. We chose our professors in relation to their 

knowledge in the field and their ethical attitudes. Professor‘s attitudes are important to 

generate a good climate and learning promotion, such as respect, humility, creativity, 

compromise with ethics, openness, flexibility, critical skills. We are interested in that trainees 

acquire specific leadership attitudes related to work in collaboration and be able to evaluate 

ethically: creativity, abilities in problems solving and communication, critical thinking 

 

Evaluation 

Evaluation is needed in order to obtain information of the learned process and skills 

acquisition. In the evaluation is measured: level of knowledge, ability to interact with the 

other members of the group and with professors, skills acquisition in capacity to design 

research, evaluate ethically research, reflect ethically, ability to justify decision making and 

institutional intervention possibilities. The efficacy of the program is best evaluated by the 

effects on trainees‘ involvement in research ethics.  

 As a way of feedback trainees have evaluated the program, courses content and 

professors. The following aspects of the program have been well evaluated by trainees 

through the years, which coincide with learning objectives: 

- Quality of academics, with international recognition, and currency of learning 

materials 

- Human and professional quality of academics and administrators 

- Integration of courses providing tools for elaborating, developing and comprehending 

research ethics in Latin America: research methodology, ethics of research 

regulations and philosophical, anthropological and legal foundations; inclusion of 

practical experiences, such as case studies, scientific ethical review committees 

sessions. 

- Interdisciplinary approach: Group interactions with trainees and professors from other 

countries and professions, learning from other realities and acquiring skills to take 

group decisions with dialogic arguments 

- Transdisciplinary approach 

- Administrative and staff support with good logistic and academic coordination 
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- Comprehensiveness and international character of the program presenting a complete 

landscape in ethics of research issues 

- Having a fellowship to be able to concentrate in bioethical reflection away from 

professional responsibilities 

- Good conditions for learning: professors experience, small groups, tutoring, 

respectful attitudes 

- Skills acquisition in leadership to multiply knowledge and incorporate research ethics 

in home institutions 

- Being able to research in bioethics 

- Fogarty and PAHO support and University of Chile endorsement 

- Required participation continuity after finishing the program and publication of 

academic papers 

 

         The following aspects have been pointed out by trainees as acquired knowledge 

useful for their professional activities in home institutions: 

- Sufficient knowledge to introduce research ethics in curricula development 

- Skills in teaching and disseminating ethics of research, incorporating ethics in 

researchers training 

- How to design research projects considering bioethical principles and how to research in 

Bioethics, learning interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary tools and reflecting in ethics of 

research issues 

- Skills for ethical review of research protocols in scientific ethical review committees and 

participation in their creation and/or enhancement and accreditation 

- Skills in critical ethical questioning of publications 

- Skills in writing articles in ethics of research issues 

- Improvement of professional attitudes in clinical practice 

- Conformation of bioethics networks 

- Skills in public health bioethics, paying attention to vulnerable populations 

- Skills to use adequately informed consent 

- Skills to participate in institutional decision making and incorporating bioethics in 

academic management, creating or enhancing bioethical centers 

- Skills to promote and write regulations in ethics of research 

 

     The following aspects were pointed out by trainees in need for improvement, which has 

been tried to solve through the years: 

- Greater uniformity in previous knowledge in bioethics by candidates 

- More access to written documentation 

- More practical interdisciplinary experiences 

- Possibility of obtaining an academic degree for participating in the program 

- Greater reflection on psychosocial ethics of research issues 

- Greater management in solving administrative problems 

- Greater emphasis in evaluating learning outcomes 

- Lack of time to fulfill all requisites for research and study 

- Greater time for quantitative and qualitative research methodology 

- More tutoring support 

- More application of learning to Latin American context in some courses 

- More autonomous work by trainees 

- Greater learning in how to interact with others 

- Greater support in research interventions 

- More attention to avoid repetition of topics 

 

     Conclusions 

  Even though there have been some difficulties, the experience of the program has 

been fruitful. Most of our trainees keep working in ethics of research issues in their 

institutions. They have been able to introduce ethics of research in the curricula of 
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universities, contribute to the writing of regulations and participate actively in scientific 

ethical review committees. Having participated in the program has provided support for 

subsequent interventions in home institutions. Group learning and concentration in ethics 

of research away from work load constitute an effective system. 
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