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Overview 

 This international panel was held together with the meetings of the UNESCO 

International Bioethics Committee and the World Commission on the Ethics of Scientific 

Knowledge and Technology in Bangkok, Thailand from July 2 to 7, 2019. The purpose of the 

workshop was to gather international scholars to think about the question of how to create, 

support and maintain research integrity in the context of the developing world or the Global 

South, construed broadly as non-Western countries. As research in scientific disciplines have 

been expanding rapidly across the globe, there have been tremendous pressures on 

universities and research institutions also within the developing countries to catch up and to 

find ways to utilize findings from home-based research and development effort to aid in 

economic growth. However, as these pressures grow, there is also a growing tendency to 

compromise the principles of research integrity in order to achieve the desired results quickly. 

However, as is well known, such compromises lead not only to loss of reputation or ‘bad 

press’ for the countries involved, but they fundamentally jeopardize the effort of these 

countries to use research and development to achieve their aims. Examples of such well 

known cases such as the human stem cell cloning project in South Korea or similar cases in 

other countries shows clearly that there is a need for a sustained effort at an international level 

to think deeply and clearly about how to build up the culture of research integrity. Moreover, 

research in science and technology has come relatively later in the developing world, the need 

for thinking about research integrity is felt more acutely there, especially when cultural 

contexts are also taken into consideration because these contexts appear to play a more 

significant role in affecting the growth of scientific and technological research in the region.  

  

 

Objectives 

 To find ways to combat research misconduct and to search for explanations and causes 

of the practice in developing countries, 

 To learn from the experiences of selected countries in the East and the West regarding 

their past practices of misconduct and their attempts to combat the problem,  

 To promote research integrity in Thailand and other developing countries. 

 

  

Meeting Report 

 The meeting was held at Ladprao Suite, Centara Grand Hotel at Central Plaza 

Ladprao, and was attended by around 80 people. This was a little surprising considering that 

research integrity is traditionally not among the most popular topics in either the IBC or the 

COMEST. However, recent scandals and concerns among scientists in the problems internal 

to the conduct of science itself, viz. the irreproducibility problem, perhaps played a role in the 
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number of the turnout. As stated in the Overview Section, the overall objective of the panel is 

to find ways to build up the culture of research integrity in the developing countries. The main 

reason why this is necessary is that the conduct of science is taking place not only in the more 

economically advanced countries, but also in the developing economies. However, the root of 

awareness leading up to responsible conduct of research has not seemed to penetrated far and 

deep enough. This is a cause for concern because it translates directly into the quality of 

scientific knowledge produced in these countries. At first five scholars and scientists were 

invited, namely Zhai Xiaomei from China, Kim Ock-Joo from South Korea, Rosalyn Berne 

from the US, Patarapong Intrakumnerd, originally from Thailand but now working in Japan, 

and Anoja Fernando from Sri Lanka. Zhai Xiaomei is a well-known bioethicist from China. 

Kim Ock-Joo is a member of the IBC and is a professor in medical humanities and bioethics 

at Seoul National University. Anoja Fernanda is also a member of the IBC; she is medical 

professor and is a prominent member of the research ethics community there. Rosalyn Berne 

is a scholar of engineering ethics and bioethics, and is Director of the Center for Engineering 

Ethics at the National Academies of Science, USA. However, Rosalyn Berne could not come 

and sent her associate Lida Anestidou instead. And only a few days before the event Zhai 

Xiaomei could not come to Thailand for personal reasons, so the moderator, Soraj 

Hongladarom, talked about his project on research integrity in Thailand in her place.  

 The first paper was delivered by Soraj Hongladarom. After introducing the panel, he 

talked about the recently concluded project on “Developing the Culture of Research Integrity,” 

which was supported by a grant from the Office of the Science, Technology and Innovation 

Policy Commission. Soraj reported on the main findings of the work, beginning with a brief 

theoretical overview including an overview of why research integrity is an important topic 

that needs to be seriously considered at all levels. He also talked about Robert Merton’s 

familiar norms of science, and why the norms are not universally followed. Then he 

mentioned the famous cases of research misconduct both in Thailand and abroad. The well 

known international cases included the Piltdown Man (fabrication), Yoshihiro Sato 

(fabrication), Andrew Wakefield (fabrication and falsification), Hwang Woo-suk (fabrication 

and abuse of power) and some others. As for the Thai case, the most famous one to date was 

the plagiarism (or self-plagiarism) case by Supachai Lorlowhakarn and some others. 

Supachai’s case is important in the sense that it very visibly highlights the need for robust 

programs of promoting responsible conduct of research so as to prevent scandals like this 

from happening again. Other cases, much less publicized, involve manipulation of figures 

(falsification) which led to retraction of papers. These incidents are serious because the 

researcher caught manipulating the figures might not even be aware that their conduct is 

considered a grave offense by the scientific community. Soraj then talked about an analysis of 

the causes which led to these misconducts. Chief among them are the pressure put on the 

researchers (in many cases they are young and relatively powerless, except for Supachai, 

which is another case all together) by their superiors who demand immediate results. This is 

not only the case in Thailand, but has happened in other countries too. Elements of the Thai 

culture were also found to be involved. For example, in Supachai’s case he apparently used 

his position as Director of the National Innovation Agency to purloin research works done 

essentially by his associates and contract workers and put them up as his own. Then the work 

suggested a number of policy recommendations in order to help solve the problem. Firstly the 

ways future scientists are trained need to be revamped. This can start from training of the 

teachers and professors first. There is a way in which excellence in research and responsible 

conduct of research go together; in fact the two need to go with each other because without 

research integrity there can be no quality assurance and reliability of scientific knowledge. 
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Society as a whole suffers. Secondly, it is suggested that institutional mechanisms be 

established in both universities and research organizations which serve as a focal point for 

activities involving promotion of research integrity efforts as well as a listening post for 

“whistle blowers” to air their grievances and making sure that they are protected. Soraj also 

said that this work will also be written again in English as a research article to be 

disseminated widely in an academic journal. 

 After the talk there were a fair number of questions and quite a bit of time was spent 

on discussion. An IBC member from Iran (unfortunately I forgot his name) talked about the 

situation in his country, which stimulated much further discussion. This had to be cut short, 

however, for the sake of time. The second paper was by Lida Anestidou. She talked about 

efforts in the US in promoting research integrity. The effort started with US scholar Vannevar 

Bush soon after the end of World War II calling for the use of federal funds to promote 

science and technology in the universities. Then in the 1980’s a series of research misconduct 

scandals resulted in Congress legislating a law demanding that research carried out under 

federal funding be subject to scrutiny as to research integrity. The effort led to the 

establishment of the Office of Research Integrity, which has the jurisdiction over researchers 

all over the country who received federal funding. However, the procedure of the national 

ORI is very strict and once found guilty the career of researchers would be as good as over 

because their names and their misconducts will be declared publicly on the website of the ORI. 

The ORI in the US defines ‘misconduct’ as consisting of only three components, namely 

plagiarism, fabrication and falsification. This leaves out some other components which many 

have regarded as misconduct too, such as authorship issues. Indeed Anestidou mentions some 

other countries where authorship issues and misappropriation of research funds as some of the 

misconducts that are not covered in the US ORI. Then she talked about the roles that the 

National Academies of Science has played in promoting research integrity. Most notably 

perhaps is the webiste http://onlineethics.org which contains a large number of cases also 

allowing for participants to post comments and discussion points. There are also a lot of 

publications aimed at disseminating knowledge about the issue; most of the books are 

available for free online. 

 The third paper is about the situation in South Korea, which has gained a worldwide 

reputation in research misconduct following the trial of the famous scientist Hwang Woo-suk. 

Kim Ock-Joo mentioned that it was because of the scandals surrounding Hwang that the 

activities concerning research integrity took place in Korea. We can only hope that the scandal 

created by the Supachai case should spark the same level of interest and commitment in 

Thailand too. Kim talked mainly about the history of the Hwang incident, which by now is 

rather well known. More significantly perhaps is that Kim talked about “ethical modernization 

in Korea.” This is a very important topic and is very relevant to the Thai context because 

Thailand and South Korea have largely followed the same trajectory in development. 

Development in economics cannot be separated from development in science and technology, 

and since development in the latter is unthinkable without stringent effort in creating the 

culture of research integrity, which, as Kim argues, requires what she calls “ethical 

modernization,” it is necessary that ethical modernization cannot be avoided. Kim’s main 

point in this topic is that the Hwang scandal created a series of impacts that touched up almost 

every aspect of Korean society, not only those aspects related to knowledge creation. In her 

words, “[t]he move for ethical reforms in Korean society after the Hwang Scandal, which 

started in the academic field, spread to economic, governmental, and public sectors, and then 

to the cultural and entertainment sector.” What is interesting is that the ripples created through 

the scandal had an impact also in the entertainment sector. This means that all levels of culture 

http://onlineethics.org/
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were affected. This showed how profoundly the scandal went into the psyche of the Korean 

people. It is as if the source of national pride was suddently taken away from the Korean 

people. The incident led to a lot of soul searching and the determination on the part of the 

people themselves not to let such a thing ever occur again. Kim disagrees with Soraj, however, 

on what the priority on promoting the culture of research integrity lies. According to Soraj, as 

has been reported above, the priority should be creating a new genre of culture through 

education, discussion, the media, and so on, but according to Kim this is not enough, and hard 

law needs to be in place first so that the intractable criminals be rooted out first. Perhaps Kim 

is right. Korea has experienced this kind of thing before, and it is likely that their experience 

has taught them that educational campaign alone is not enough. Hard laws, those that impose 

criminal sentences and jail terms, must be in place and strictly enforced in order that the 

culture can change. 

 The next two papers may not look like they belong to the panel, especially the fourth 

paper, because the topic does not deal directly with promoting the culture of research integrity. 

However, the paper by Patarapong Intarakumnerd is relevant in that it discusses ways for 

Thailand to become more advanced economically through the role of research institutes. And 

obviously the works of the latter cannot be of any quality if responsible conduct of research is 

not observed. Patarapong talked about research institutes in many countries, such as in the EU 

and others, and pointed out how they were supported by the government and how they 

functioned in such a way that promotes the growth of the country. For example, in Germany 

there is the Fraunhofer Institute, which receives money through contract research and whose 

main function is to promote the working relation between industry and the university. There is 

a question from the audience concerning the accountability as well as the duty of these 

organizations to society at large, and Patarapong answered that since it is mostly contract 

research, the organization such as the Fraunhofer does not have to be answerable to the public. 

Nonetheless, the research they carry out can well be beneficial to the public in the long run.  

 The last paper in the panel is “A New Kind of Plagiarism” by Anoja Fernando. She 

talked about an incident when someone hears an idea being presented in a meeting, picking up 

on it and developing it and eventually getting recognition for it. When there is no mentioning 

of the original presenter of the idea, then the question is whether this does constitute 

plagiarism. On the one hand, this does sound like the one who picks up the idea from the 

meeting did not think of the idea at first, so this means he is taking up the idea from a source 

which is not his own and does not acknowledge it. On the other hand, the idea was not 

published anywhere—it was only presented orally. This presents a dilemma, and the audience 

were rather ambivalent about it. The audience spent quite a long time discussing this issue. 

Some thought that this was an outright plagiarism, and Fernando herself seemed to think this 

way, judging from her title. However, some thought that it was not a case of plagiarism 

because this could happen to anybody. During a conference, for example, there is always a 

possibility for someone to talk about their own ideas to an audience, and a member of the 

audience picks up the idea and develops it on his own. In this case it is difficult to attribute 

idea to the original source because conference talk is quite informal. The discussion was 

inconclusive on this point. This is a good thing as the participants can work this out on their 

own later. 

 

Recommendations 

 A number of policy recommendations emerged from the panel: 

1. In building up the culture of research integrity, everything has to go at the same time. 

It does not make sense to focus on one particular aspect of change and expect the 
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change to come about. That is, in focusing on promoting research integrity in Thailand 

so that cases like that Supachai won’t happen again, other aspects of the culture have 

to change too, such as the mindset of those in power that they always enjoy impunity 

and can do anything. So if we want such cases not to happen again, we also need to 

tackle this cultural problem too. Kim Ock-Joo said that hard laws must come first. 

That is, culture cannot be changed without the hard laws and hard enforcement. What 

she means by this is not only that the perpetrators of misconduct cases be dismissed 

from their jobs, their papers retracted, or their degrees revoked, but they have to face 

criminal charges. The question is whether this is suitable for the Thai context. 

2. As pointed out by Lida Anestidou, an umbrella organization modelling on the 

American Office of Research Integrity should also be in order for Thailand. 

Legislation should be drafted specifically for this purpose. In the US, the authority of 

the ORI is connected with the provision of research funding by the federal government. 

Thus, in the Thai context the umbrella ORI should also be tied up with the 

organizations that oversee research funding for the country, such as the National 

Research Council. Since the trend now is to consolidate public research funding to 

only the NRCT, the umbrella ORI should be a part of the NRCT and has the authority 

to investigate and charge researchers for misconduct no matter where they work at.  

3. There should also be a mandate, perhaps as part of the same legislation, that each 

university and research organization set up their own institutional ORI. 

4. Kim Ock-Joo also mentioned that Korea had focused exclusively on economic 

development and unbridled charge toward scientific progress in the past, but the 

Hwang scandal has forced the Korean society to see the importance of moral values, 

such as integrity, honesty, respect for others, and so on. So her recommendation for 

other Asian societies would be that scientific and technological progress alone will 

come at a price. In order to forestall the disruptions that happened in Korea as a result 

of the Hwang scandal, these values should be concretized and put in place. 

 

Written by 

Soraj  Hongladarom 

Department of Philosophy, Faculty of Arts 

Chulalongkorn University 

hsoraj@chula.ac.th  
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