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The plan for today & tomorrow

Lecture 1 What is / could be good academic practice?
Group work  Developing a set of guidelines (Presentations)
Lecture 2 Issues in publication ethics
Group work Dealing with issues in publication ethics 

(Presentations)
Lecture 3 Responsibility in research and teaching

in the humanities (and social sciences)
Group work  The philosopher in the world (Presentations)
Lecture 4 Philosophy engaging with the world

(outreach, advocacy, etc.)
Group work  Developing a set of guidelines, closing discussion

• Good scientific practice – there is a lot for
the natural sciences, but very little for the humanities

• If you want guidance, you’ll need to think about what
you need & develop the guidelines yourselves
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Course contents (roughly)

Topics:

• Regulations for safeguarding good
scientific practice (obligatory)

• Issues in publishing ethics

• Questions of responsibility & the
public role of academics

• The humanities in the “real world”
(experimental philosophy, interviews,
empirical research, outreach, ...)

• Developing guidelines that you think
might help you to be a “good academic”

Some knowledge transfer, but the emphasis is
on your own engagement with the issues
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Relevance (1)

Society provides the context to your work:

• Public funding of research
• Scientific knowledge affects society

by opening up new possibilities
• Scientific expertise may be required when

dealing with societal problems
• Scientists have a responsibility to “serve

mankind”, to improve the lives of people:

“I would address one general admonition to all; that they
consider what are the true ends of knowledge, and that they
seek it not either for pleasure of the mind, or for contention,
or for superiority to others, or for profit, or fame, or power, or
any of these inferior things; but for the benefit and use of life; 
and that they perfect and govern it in charity.”

(Francis Bacon, 1620)
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Relevance (2)

Why would this only hold for the sciences?

• The humanities don’t provide (empirical) knowledge,
but they do provide understanding, contextualization, etc.

• Society provides the context to your work too
• Society usually funds your work and therefore

might expect something of value in return
• As for the sciences, this implies a responsibility to think

about where to put your own efforts (Philip Kitcher, 2001, 2011)

• Your expertise may be requested! (So, what is your expertise?)

For all of academia:

• Certain (sometimes codified, often unwritten)
rules and regulations need to be respected

• Such unwritten rules emerge as part of everyday work

Acquisition of competences w.r.t. dealing with such issues
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Relevance (3)

“If we do not produce a generation of scientists who can
think in ethical terms and lead public ethical discussions
of science, we may lose countless real benefits of scientific 
advances, as well as public support of science.”

(Bernard Rollin, 2006: 10)

“Some ethical norms, such as openness, fair credit allocation, 
respect for colleagues, and respect for intellectual property,
help to promote trust among scientists, which is vital to
achieving the community’s goals. [I.e., seeking truth,
avoiding error, explaining phenomena, and controlling nature.]
… Unethical behavior in science can erode the public’s
confidence in science and lead to declining public support,
and increased regulation and oversight.”

(David Resnik, 2010: 149-150)
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Lecture 1:

What is good academic practice?
What could it be?

Ethics of science

• Acting rightly and wrongly as an academic, i.e.,
in the context of a particular professional role

• Consequences of research (such as nanoethics, genetic tests,
genetic modification of plants and animals, etc.)

• What could be comparable consequences of
research in the humanities and the social sciences?
(Hacking’s “looping effects” for social categories, perhaps?)

• Conditions for research (use of embryos for stem cell
research, use of animals, risks of GM field trials, research
on humans in psychology and in clinical trials, etc.)

• What could be relevant conditions for research in the
humanities and social sciences?

• Ethics of science as applied ethics? Usefulness of ethical theories? 
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Good scientific practice

Good scientific practice at a very general level consists in:

• Being aware that science / academic work has consequences 
for society, and is embedded within society

• Being aware of the variety of possible aims of your work
• Ongoing reflection about this & determining your position

Good scientific practice has less to do with ethics than with

• The way in which academia works
• Accepted methodologies & ways of practice
• Cultural differences in different fields
• The (social, etc.) responsibilities that someone assumes

when taking up the role of scientist / academic

Perhaps it’s better to speak about the professional ethos of
science (cf. Merton) than about ethics of science (much isn’t
to do with morality)
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This is part of the philosophical enterprise (1)

(Bertrand Russell, The Problems of Philosophy, 1912: 242-243)

Reydon – Good Acad. Practice – Hannover – Jan 2017 – 08

This is part of the philosophical enterprise (2)

(Bertrand Russell, The Problems of Philosophy, 1912: 243)
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Bad scientific practices – some examples (1)

1908: “Piltdown man” – chemically aged bones & skull of multiple
species presented as “missing link” (Eoanthropus dawsoni)

1984: Robert Gallo (HIV research), accused of appropriation
of a virus strain & inflation of his own contribution

2002: Jan Hendrik Schön (Bell Labs), accused of faked data in
at least 17 publications (Science, Nature, Phys. Rev. Lett.)

2004: Hwang Woo-Suk (cloning research in humans), accused
of having faked data & put pressure on female lab members

2010: Marc Hauser (cognitive science, Harvard), accused
of faking data in behavioral research (“Hineininterpretation”)

2011: Diederik Stapel (social psychology), faked data accusations

2014: Jens Förster (social psychology), accusations of data
manipulation (statistically unlikely good fit)
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Bad scientific practices – some examples (2)

2010: Cancer research, Uni. Michigan,
Ann Arbor; postdoc sabotaged
experiments of a PhD student
out of fear of competition
(Nature 467 (2010): 516)

2011: Plagiarism in dissertations
(in Germany: Guttenberg,
Schavan, Koch-Mehrin, …)

Research shows that (Fanelli, 2009):

• 2% of the interviewed admit at at least once having
faked or modified data to make results look better

• 1/3 admits at at least once having committed (slightly) 
questionable research practices

• 14% and 72%, respectively, say this about colleagues
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Bad scientific practices – some examples (3)

• Re-use of an illustration that had been published before
• Re-publication of 6 illustrations in slightly modified form &

with different figure captions
• Retraction of publications by journals
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The response: formulating “scientific misconduct”

Response in the USA:

• 12 cases of research misconduct between 1974 and 1981
(see: https://ori.hhs.gov/historical-background)

• 1980s: US Office of Scientific Integrity (OSI) & National
Science Foundation (NSF)

Response in Germany:

• DFG Memorandum Safeguarding
Good Scientific Practice (1st ed. 1998,
2nd ed. 2013)

• Contains 17 recommendations
• Universities and research institutes must

implement regulations based on the DFG
recommendations

• Every institution does its own thing!

Reydon – Good Acad. Practice – Hannover – Jan 2017 – 13

Good scientific practice

Interdisciplinary area:

• Ethics: fraud, deceit, etc.
• Methodology: what does it mean to do a good job?
• Regulation:
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Regulatory aspect

Academia is to some extent self-regulatory (Art. 5 GG):

Self-imposed regulations are needed because

• Fraud and other bad practiced are not rare

• Recall: „Unethical behavior in science can erode the public’s
confidence in science and lead to declining public support, 
increased regulation and oversight.“ (Resnik, 2010)

What should be regulated?

• Processual aspect: how to deal with concrete cases

• Content aspect: what scientific misconduct consists in
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Regulatory aspect

Academia is to some extent self-regulatory (Art. 5 GG):

Self-imposed regulations are needed because

• Fraud and other bad practiced are not rare

• „Unethical behavior in science can erode the public’s
confidence in science and lead to declining public support, 
increased regulation and oversight.“ (Resnik, 2010)

What should be regulated?

• Processual aspect: how to deal with concrete cases

• Content aspect: what scientific misconduct consists in

Law, Politics, NGOs, …

Ethics of science
Philosophy of science
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Earlier formulations: Charles Babbage

• Hoaxing, forging; difference:
intention – the hoaxer wants
to be found out: “be discov-
ered to the ridicule of those
who have credited it”

• Trimming: “clipping off little
bits here and there from those
observations which differ most
in excess from the mean”

• Cooking: data manipulation, selective reporting, “to give 
ordinary observations the appearance and character of those
of the highest degree of accuracy […] to gain a reputation”

(Charles Babbage, Reflections on the Decline of Science in 
England and on Some of Its Causes, 1830, Chap. V, Sec. 3)
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Research misconduct defined (1)

The “FFP definition“:

Scientific misconduct consists in „fabrication, falsification,
or plagiarism in proposing, performing, or reviewing research,
or in reporting research results“

• Fabrication: making up data or results and recording
or reporting them.

• Falsification: manipulating research materials, equipment,
or processes, or changing or omitting data or
results such that the research is not accurately
represented in the research record.

• Plagiarism: the appropriation of another person’s ideas,
processes, results, or words without giving
appropriate credit.

(ORI – U.S. Office of Research Integrity)
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Research misconduct defined (2)

Any thoughts about this definition?
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Research misconduct defined (2)

Any thoughts about this definition?

Some things you might have noticed:

• If being a good scientist (in a moral sense) is nothing
more than not committing fabrication, falsification
and plagiarism, that’s really easy!

• Falsification is “manipulating research materials,
equipment, or processes, or changing or omitting data
or results such that the research is not accurately
represented in the research record”:
• Experimenting and reporting always involves manipulating!
• Grey area between acceptable and inacceptable manip.
• What does “accurately represented” mean?

(We never simply give raw data, we always use
graphs, tables, etc.)
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Research misconduct defined (3)

Moreover:

• „Research misconduct does not include honest error or 
differences of opinion.“

• „there be a significant departure from accepted practices“
• & „be committed intentionally, or knowingly, or recklessly“
• & „be proven by a preponderance of the evidence.“

(ORI – U.S. Office of Research Integrity)
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Research misconduct defined (4)

Some questions for discussion:

• Working “lege artis”: What are the accepted practices
of which cannot be significant departures? Do you know
this for your field?

• When is a departure significant? When insignificant?
• When do we speak of intent, knowing departure,

recklessness?
• How do you actually prove these things?
• What else should be identified besides “FFP”?
• When is something merely sloppy work,

when scientific misconduct?
• Is good scientific practice merely the avoidance

of scientific misconduct?
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Research misconduct defined (5)

“FFP“ is serious
research misconduct

(Smith, Proc. Roy. Coll.
Physicians Edinb. 30,

2006: 6)
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GSP @ LUH (1)

http://www.uni-hannover.de/en/universitaet/ziele/wissen-praxis/
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GSP @ LUH (2)
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GSP @ LUH (3)
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GSP @ LUH (3)

Regulations:

http://www.uni-hannover.de/de/
universitaet/ziele/wissen-praxis/
index.php

UniMagazin 3/4 2011:

http://www.uni-hannover.de/de/
universitaet/veroeffentlichungen/
unimagazin/ausgaben/
ausgabe-3-4-2011
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GSP @ LUH (4)

“FF”

“P”
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GSP @ LUH (5)

sabotage

libel

destruction of
raw data

failure to cooperate
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GSP @ LUH (6)

Some concluding remarks

• Good scientific practice is defined with respect to
research – what about teaching, consultancy, outreach?

• Good scientific practice is much more than not doing
what is prohibited by the applicable regulations!

• The guidelines are not particularly concrete – they
don’t tell you how to do your work in a way that can
be considered “good scientific practice”

• A crucial aspect of research misconduct is significant departure 
from accepted practices, i.e., from working lege artis

• What are the accepted practices in your field? How do
you know? Where do you get the information you need?

• The accepted practices in your field may be different from
those in other fields (interdisciplinary projects!)

Reydon – Good Acad. Practice – Hannover – Jan 2017 – 29

Lecture 2:

Issues in publishing ethics – authoring,
refereeing, editing

A somewhat boring example: plagiarism

Why is plagiarism in science wrong?

• Intellectual property: theft of ideas is theft (outside academia too)
• Fraud w.r.t. obtaining a degree or a qualification
• The reward system of science: credit for new ideas &

results is essential for advancing one’s career;
plagiarism hinders fair competition

• Authorship implies responsibility for ideas & results: a
scientist’s good name stands for the quality of his “products”

• Contextualization: authorship allows others to place results
in the context of the rest of the author’s work, his research
program, etc. (Which theories & hypotheses does the author
usually accept? How does he usually argue? )

Authorship makes the human factor in the knowledge production 
process transparent – science isn’t done by machines, after all
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Another example: self-plagiarism (1)

“A case of duplicate publishing of a paper has recently come to
our attention. The degree of scientific similarity and duplication
of text (...) amounts to fraud in our opinion. (…) In our opinion,
using a template paper and modifying it to suit closely related
experiments is a form of fraud.”

(Editorial, Int. J. Biochem. Cell Biol. 36, 2004, 2097)

„There are (...) limited circumstances (e.g., describing the details
of an instrument or an analytic approach) under which authors
may wish to duplicate without attribution (citation) their previously
used words, feeling that extensive self-referencing is undesirable
or awkward. (...) only the amount of previously published material
necessary to understand that contribution should be included,
primarily in the discussion of theory and methodology“

(Amer. Psychol. Assoc., Publication Manual, Vol 44, No. 7, 2013)
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Another example: self-plagiarism (2)

„Self-plagiarism is not possible since “plagiarism” refers to
claiming the words or ideas of another as one’s own. However, 
violation of copyright is both possible and problematic since it
is a legal concept.“ (Bird, p. 543)

Multiple publication can
be desirable for the wider
dissemination of know-
ledge (e.g., to different
audiences, in different
languages, etc.)

A matter for regulation at the level of the relevant community
(not at the level of science, a national level, at university level)

Professional profile of a discipline or field (but: where do
disciplinary boundaries lie, how to deal with interdisciplinarity?)
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Self-censoring (1)

Possible abuse („dual use“):

• Enhancement of H5N1
virulence for research
purposes

• Advantageous applications
(better treatment of viral diseases, increased understanding
of how viruses work, epidemiology, etc.)

• Harmful applications
(e.g., bioterrorism military use)

• Risk of accidents in the lab
• Issues: Publish or not? Publish in a

censored form (without method section)? 
• Who is to decide?
• How far does the responsibility of

researchers extend?
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Self-censoring (2)

Precautionary Principle:

• German Ethics Council recommends
deciding on the basis of the PP

• The PP can be invoked in cases of
insufficient knowledge about risks
• Epistemic uncertainty (lack of

sufficient knowledge to ground concrete actions)
• Scientifically founded plausibility (to avoid having

to act on the basis of mere suspicions and fears)
• Possible measures on the side of researchers

• Stop research project, or don’t start in the first place
• Don’t publish results
• Publish only the harmless parts, e.g., without details

about the materials used and the methodology that
could be applied by others
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Self-censoring (3)

(COMEST, UNESCO, 2005, 14)
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Self-censoring (4)

Precautionary Principle:

• Multiple formulations (strong, moderate, weak)
• No formulation implies concrete measures, at most the 

desirability or mere possibility of measures
• „the Precautionary Principle still has neither a commonly

accepted definition nor a set of criteria to guide its imple-
mentation. [...] While it is applauded as a ‘good thing,’ no
one is quite sure about what it really means or how it might
be implemented.“ (Jordan & O‘Riordan, 1999: 22)

• „it remains ill-defined, and its philosophical
reputation is low“ (Gardiner, 2006: 33)

How would you deal with such cases?

• There is an implicit imperative to publish (see GSP)
• Responsibility w.r.t. mankind: think of Bacon’s New Atlantis
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Authorship (1)

(COPE Report, 2003)
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Authorship (2)

(COPE Report, 2003)
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Reviewing / refereeing

(COPE Report, 2003)
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Editing (1)

(COPE Report, 2003)
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Editing (2)

(COPE Report, 2003)

• What would apply for authors, referees and editors
(of journals, books, conference proceedings) in the
humanities?
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Lecture 3:

Responsibility in research and teaching
in the humanities

and the social sciences

Responsibility: science in society (1)

Science / academia is
self-regulating – one
aspect of self-regulation
is responsibility:

(ESF/ALLEA, 2001: 5)
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Responsibility: science in society (2)

(ESF/ALLEA, 2001: 5)
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Brief connection to day 1

Scientists have a responsibility to “serve
mankind”, to improve the lives of people:

“I would address one general admonition to all;
that they consider what are the true ends of know-
ledge, and that they seek it not either for pleasure of the mind,
or for contention, or for superiority to others, or for profit, or fame,
or power, or any of these inferior things; but for the benefit and
use of life; and that they perfect and govern it in charity.”

(Francis Bacon, Instauratio Magna, 1620)
New Atlantis (1627):

• Science as a well-structured organization
• Science as an institution installed by & integrated in society
• Knowledge with the explicit aim of application
• Freedom, self-governance & self-censorship
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Responsibility in general (1)

(AAAS, 1975: 5)
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Responsibility in general (2)

“Scientists have an obligation to benefit society and avoid
causing harm to people, communities, and the environment.
Scientists must also be accountable to the
public. Scientists can fulfill their social
responsibilities in many different ways, such
as conducting useful research, educating the
public about science and its social implications,
providing expert testimony and advice on
scientific issues, or engaging in policy debates
concerning issues related to the applications
or implications of science and technology …”

(Shamoo & Resnik, 2009: 6)

And how could this be unpacked
for the humanities and social sciences?
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Aspects of responsibility (1)

‘Responsibility’ is not an unequivocal notion:

• Responsibility for part of a project or stage in a workflow
• Legal responsibility: the court can hold you responsible

for your actions
• Moral responsibility: simply acting in the right way
• Social responsibility: considering societal aspects in your actions
• Professional responsibility / role responsibility:

some professions come with special responsibilities
(medical doctors, police officers, …, and scientists / academics?)

Some conceptual and practical problems:

• No agreed upon taxonomy of kinds of responsibility
• Different aspects of responsibility may complement each

other, or partly overlap, or conflict with one another
(e.g., role and legal responsibilities, the soldier’s conscience)
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Aspects of responsibility (2)

Responsibility is a three-valued relation (Hoyningen-Huene, 1990):

Someone is responsible for something with
respect to someone else within a particular context

Moral responsibility  arises with respect to

• one’s consciousness?
• God?
• the members of one’s

society? (cf. evolutionary ethics)
• no one (the analysis of responsibility

as a three-valued relation may fail
to hold in some cases)

How is social responsibility different from moral responsibility?
With respect to whom can scientists / academics have a 
responsibility?

https://www.uu.nl/sites/default/files/images/
gw_hum_evolutionary-ethics_385x257.jpg
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Aspects of responsibility (3)

Responsibility is a three-valued relation (Hoyningen-Huene, 1990):

Someone is responsible for something with
respect to someone else within a particular context

The scientific community may be held responsible for, among
other things, delivering a good product (knowledge), adverse 
consequences of science as well as for organizing science well 

As a scientist, one may be held responsible for among other things

• doing one’s job well (measuring carefully, not interpreting
results too hastily, reporting honestly, …)

• serving society & informing the public about what you’ve
found (since often the public is paying for it)

• serving the interests of the state (if you’re a civil servant)
• how results are applied by others
• to reflect on possible consequences of your work
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Aspects of responsibility (4)

Responsibility is a three-valued relation (Hoyningen-Huene, 1990):

Someone is responsible for something with
respect to someone else within a particular context

With respect to which parties can scientists carry a responsibility?

Internal responsibility:

• Work environment (direct colleagues, graduate students, 
undergraduates, one’s institution, university, …)

• Community (one’s own relevant community, e.g., of
evolutionary biologists, & the scientific community at large)

External responsibility:

• Specific groups (funding agencies, the government,
private foundations, industry)

• Society (the general public, one’s society, humanity at large)
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Responsibility for consequences? (1)

Freedom of responsibility as a prerequisite for doing science
(scientists don’t have either time or capabilities to reflect on the
moral and social aspects of their work):

(Bridgman, Sci. Monthly 65, 1947)

How is this for academics in general? In the humanities?
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Responsibility for consequences? (2)

(Wolpert, Phil. Trans. Roy. Soc. B 360, 2005)

How is this for academics in general? In the humanities?
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Responsibility for consequences? (3)

(Wolpert, Phil. Trans. Roy. Soc. B 360, 2005)
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Responsibility for consequences? (4)

The scientist as expert consultant in public debates:

(Wolpert, Phil. Trans. Roy. Soc. B 360, 2005)
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Responsibility for consequences? (5)

Risks:

• Field trials (outcrossing, increasing resistances, …)

• Testing of nuclear reactors (Ulrich Beck: “the world as a 
laboratory“)

• Applications of genetic
technology in humans

(Nature 519 (2015): 410-411)
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Responsibility for consequences? (6)

Are scientists responsible for possible adverse consequences /
applications of their research?

• No, because they didn’t intend them
• No, because they couldn’t have foreseen them
• No, they have to be relieved of any such responsibility

(because otherwise they won’t be able to do their job
• Yes, because they contributed to making them

possible in the first place (but: causal responsibility)
• Yes, because such a responsibility is part and

parcel of their task to serve mankind
• Yes, because they have moral responsibility for their actions

• Which position would you take?
• What adverse consequences / applications of research

in the humanities can you think of?
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Conflicts of interest (1)

Conflicts of interest

• constitute one of the main causes of research misconduct
• are situations in which one may find oneself

(conflicts of interest simply happen to you)
• are not morally problematic per se, but can cause problems

External conflicts of interest occur because scientists
(academic personnel) have personal interests

• in building a career, making money,
• in being recognized by their peers,
• in exploring topics they find interesting, …

which may collide with their role responsibilities to their
university, their institute, their colleagues, funding agencies,
politics, society, …
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Conflicts of interest (2)

“A conflict of interest occurs when there is a divergence
between an individual’s private interests and his or her
professional obligations to the University such that an
independent observer might reasonably question whether
the individual’s professional actions or decisions are determined
by considerations of personal gain, financial or otherwise. …
Conflicts of interest are common and practically unavoidable
in a modern research university.”

(Stanford University, Faculty Policy on Conflict of Commitment  
and Interest (Research Policy Handbook 4.1), 2004)

• Minimal solution: disclosure
• In addition: codes of conduct & fixed procedures for

well-defined cases (e.g., research conducted with corporate
funding, biases in search committee contexts (“Befangenheit”))
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Conflicts of commitment

Internal conflicts of interest (“conflicts of commitment”) occur 
because scientists (academics) have various responsibilities:

• Conflicts between various aspects of one’s job
• What do I invest my time and energy in?

(writing an article, doing an experiment, writing a grant
proposal, refereeing a paper, sitting on a committee,
developing a new course, accepting another PhD student)

These may lead to moral conflicts, because other people are 
involved (toward which one might have a role responsibility):

• Interests of cooperation partners, PhD students, students in
classes, colleagues, the university as a community of scholars, …

• Freedom of choice implies the responsibility to choose well
• Connection to external conflicts of interest (personal interests)
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Lecture 4:

Philosophy engaging with the world – X-Phi, 
outreach, advocacy, the philosopher

as expert (but for what?)

Sarewitz on accountability (1)

(Sarewitz, The New Atlantis Spring/Summer 2016, 5)
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Sarewitz on accountability (2)

(Sarewitz, The New Atlantis Spring/Summer 2016, 7)

(Sarewitz, The New Atlantis Spring/Summer 2016, 16)
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Sarewitz on accountability (3)

(Sarewitz, The New Atlantis Spring/Summer 2016, 24)

(Sarewitz, The New Atlantis Spring/Summer 2016, 28)

• Successful application validates scientific results
• Research should be goal-directed
• Goals are set by the problems that exist out there
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Sarewitz on accountability (4)

(Sarewitz, The New Atlantis Spring/Summer 2016, 33)

(Sarewitz, The New Atlantis Spring/Summer 2016, 39)

Reydon – Good Acad. Practice – Hannover – Jan 2017 – 63

Sarewitz on accountability (5)

(Sarewitz, The New Atlantis Spring/Summer 2016, 40)

• Orientation of research onto real world problems
• Accountability of researchers, projects, etc. to society
• Not unlike Kitcher’s well-ordered science
• Is this desirable? In what form could it be put?
• How about the humanities? How about philosophy?

Are the humanities still the “free playground for free intellects”?
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Outreach as an aspect of taking responsibility (1)

(Wolpert, Phil. Trans. Roy. Soc. B 360, 2005)
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Outreach as an aspect of taking responsibility (2)

Is there a duty to participate in communication?

• Rollin’s (2006) “Gresham’s Law”: bad arguments will drive
out good arguments given half a chance

• X

(Reydon et al., 2012: 638)

• Scientists can help to dispel misunderstandings
• Scientists can better estimate possible consequences

and applications than politicians or the general public

Is there a duty to proactively participate in communication?
Or just when called upon?
And how about philosophers (of science)?
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Philosophy in the real world (1)

(Polonioli, 2016, online first, 2, 5)
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Philosophy in the real world (2)

(Polonioli, 2016, online first, 6)

• Could experiments in ethics and social philosophy affect
the moral convictions or social attitudes of test persons?
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Philosophy in the real world (2)

(Polonioli, 2016, online first, 6)

• Could experiments in ethics and social philosophy affect
the moral convictions or social attitudes of test persons?

• Might be perceived as “moral training”
• Communication of percentages of the population

who make a particular choice (majority attraction)
• Risk of feeding into widespread prejudices

• Could results be received by the public with adverse effects?
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Philosophy in the real world (2)

(Polonioli, 2016, online first, 6)

• Could experiments in ethics and social philosophy affect
the moral convictions or social attitudes of test persons?

• Might be perceived as “moral training”
• Communication of percentages of the population

who make a particular choice (majority attraction)
• Risk of feeding into widespread prejudices

• Could results be received by the public with adverse effects?

• Again, majority attraction
• Risk of “Hineininterpretation”
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Philosophy in the real world (3)

Which outreach activities / outputs  should be seen as integral
parts of the academic tasks of professional philosophers? Why?

• Public lectures
• Magazine and newspaper pieces (“Feuilleton”)
• Books for a broad audience
• Personal homepages
• Twitter
• Blogs
• Consultancy

and coaching
• Advocacy
• Political

engagement
• …?
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http://www.society-for-philosophy-in-practice.org


