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Abstract 

 
The purpose of the study was to systematically map the available knowledge on the characteristics of the 
primary studies of integrity in research (RI) in universities. A systematic mapping of empirical studies 
indexed Scopus and Web of Science databases over the past ten years. Among the findings is the growing 
trend of producing original articles on IR, although it remains low compared to other types of document 
found in the initial search. There is also in exploring perspectives and attitudes integrity violations and the 
ways to prevent them. This study serves as a reference to other researchers wish to study with mixed 
methods or integrate approaches ethical approaches in order to better understand and develop new ways of 
promoting and educating academics, researchers and stakeholders in the university environment worldwide 
in relation to ethics and research integrity. 
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1. Introduction 
 
The discussion and concern about research integrity (RI) has been occurring since studies on 
academic and scientific honesty, contrary to the sanctioning of misconduct (Engel, 2015; May & Loyd, 
1993). However, universities acting as entities dedicated to sustainable research, training, and 
knowledge transfer continue to present improper practices (Abdi et al., 2021;Bouter et al., 2016; 
Olesen et al., 2019; Pizzolato et al., 2020) It is more noticeable today than in the past, probably in part 
due to the availability of web publishing, through open online repositories and databases, which 
allows due and deviant integrity behaviors to be known with some speed (El Bairi et al., 2022; Fanelli 
et al., 2022; Pruschak & Hopp, 2022). 

Guidelines on research integrity-are  published from time to time and are of the utmost 
importance for scientific research (ALLEA, 2017; Kretser et al., 2019; Resnik & Shamoo, 2011). 
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However, much of the research is associated with scientific or research integrity terms that tends to 
explore and focus on misconduct or noncompliance with integrity such as, fabrication, falsification, 
and plagiarism (FFP) (Armond et al., 2021; Grey et al., 2019; Hofmann et al., 2020; Hofmann & Holm, 
2019) or questionable research practices (QRP) (John et al., 2012; Xie et al., 2021), also known as 
"questionable reporting practices" (Wigboldus & Dotsch, 2016). 

The Singapore Declaration does not define research integrity, although it refers to four 
principles such as "honesty, accountability, professional courtesy and impartiality, and good 
governance" and 14  responsibilities for the promotion and adherence to research integrity (WCRI, 
2010).  ALLEA also does not define research integrity, but principles for good research practices are 
established as "trustworthiness, honesty, respect for colleagues, participants, and accountability for 
research" (ALLEA, 2017, p. 4). The Department of the Interior (DOI) defines research integrity as "the 
condition that occurs when individuals [...] adhere to the accepted standards, professional, values and 
practices of the relevant scientific community [...]" (Nek & Eisenstadt, 2016, p. 11). 

According to the responsibilities for good research practices, IR is understood from two 
perspectives: individual researcher-researcher group or institutional.  The first perspective is 
understood as the internalization of the principles of honesty, reliability, respect, and responsibility 
of researchers to follow good research practices (ALLEA, 2017; Vie, 2022b).  The second perspective, 
IR is understood as a means of ensuring good research practices based on the standards established 
by the institution, which allows having confidence in research managers and participants in that 
institution (Helgesson & Bülow, 2021). In that sense, when an ethical problem or noncompliance with 
integrity in research appears, it is not enough to attribute and address from the vision of a single 
actor or performer, even more so if the research is conducted from and for the university institution 
(Klimsza, 2021). 

Previous literature reviews have been found, showing in most cases the occurrence of serious 
and minor forms of misconduct in biomedical and behavioral research (Armond et al., 2021; Xie et al., 
2021; Yi et al., 2019a) In another investigation, 58 IR documents from scientific societies of various 
scientific disciplines were analyzed. Less than a quarter provide IR guidelines, and there are 
significant differences between disciplines (Hastings et al., 2022). In addition to these reviews, the 
study of factors affecting the implementation of IR standards at the investigator, organizational, and 
science system levels (Roje et al., 2022) and the publication of integrity and research oversight  
(Muthanna & Alduais, 2021). 

Although there are studies that have systematized the knowledge on IR in biometric, social and 
natural scientific organizations, they are not necessarily linked to universities. Also, it was noted that 
there is still a literature scattered in various publications and databases. To the best of his knowledge, 
there is no evidence of systematic mapping reviews of original empirical type articles on research 
integrity carried out from stakeholders of university institutions. 

Based on what has been described, this study had the objective of systematically mapping the 
available knowledge on the integrity of research in journals indexed in the Scopus and Web of 
Science (Wos) databases between 2014 and 2023. 
 
2. Methods 
 
To provide an organized overview on the existing literature regarding research integrity, a systematic 
mapping has been performed including the following steps: research questions, search strategies for 
relevant articles, article selection, abstract keyword definition, data mining (Petersen et al., 2015, 
2008) 
 
2.1 Research Questions 
 
The following research questions have been developed to carry out the systematic mapping process: 

Q1 What is the trend of publications between 2014 and 2023, according to year and approaches? 
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Q2 Where were research integrity studies published? 
Q3 How many articles were published according to journals, database, and quartiles? 
Q4 What are the methodological characteristics of the studies? 
Q5 What specific topics did they address on RI according to categories and year? 

 
2.2 Strategy for the search of relevant articles  
 
The search protocol for empirical studies in Scopus and Wos data bases are divided into 
twostages:the firstis an automatic search without filtering and the secondis an automated search with 
filtering.  

In the first phase, in order to obtain the initial result of an automated search without filters, 
keywords (research integrity, university, science integrity, responsible research) and Boolean 
operators OR and AND were considered, yielding 4049 Scopus articles and 3110 Wos. In the second 
phase, the automatic filter applied the following restrictions: 1) search period (January 2014-April 
2023), 2) subject area (social sciences), 3) document type (articles), 4) language (English), 5) access 
type (open), first filter results obtained, Scopus 152 articles and Wos 255, see Table 1. These searches 
took place in March 2023, with a time limit of ten years (2014–2023). 
 
Table 1: Search string according to word combinations 
 

Combined words Initial result 
without filtering Search strings Initial result 

with filtering 

"scientific integrity" 
or "research 
integrity" and 
universities 
 
 
 
 
 
"research integrity"  
or  "scientific 
integrity"  or  
"responsible 
research" 

Scopus=4049 
 

TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "scientific integrity"  OR  "research integrity"  
AND  universities )  AND  PUBYEAR  >  2013  AND  PUBYEAR  <  
2024  AND  ( LIMIT-TO ( SUBJAREA ,  "SOCI" ) )  AND  ( 
LIMIT-TO ( DOCTYPE ,  "ar" ) )  AND  ( LIMIT-TO ( 
EXACTKEYWORD ,  "Research Integrity" ) )  AND  ( LIMIT-TO 
( LANGUAGE ,  "English" ) )  AND  (  LIMIT-TO ( OA ,  "all" ) ) 

Scopus = 152 
TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "research integrity"  OR  "scientific integrity"  
OR  "responsible research" )  AND  PUBYEAR  >  2013  AND  
PUBYEAR  <  2024  AND  ( LIMIT-TO ( SUBJAREA ,  "SOCI" ) )  
AND  ( LIMIT-TO ( DOCTYPE ,  "ar" ) )  AND  ( LIMIT-TO ( 
LANGUAGE ,  "English" ) )  AND  (  LIMIT-TO ( OA ,  "all" ) )  
AND  ( LIMIT-TO ( EXACTKEYWOR ,  "Research Integrity" ) ) 

Wos= 3110 
 

"research integrity" (All Fields) or "scientific integrity" (All 
Fields) or "responsible research" (All Fields) Refined By: 
Ethics or Education Educational Research or Social Sciences 
Interdisciplinary. Open Access. Document Types: Article. 
Languages: English Periodo: 2014-2023 

Wos= 255 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

"research integrity" (All Fields) or "scientific integrity" (All 
Fields) or "responsible research" (All Fields) Refined By: Open 
Access. Document Types: Article. Topics Meso: Education & 
Educational Research or Bibliometrics, Scientometrics & 
Research Integrity. Research Areas: Social Sciences Other 
Topics. Languages: English Periodo: 2014-2023 

 
2.3 Selection of articles 
 
In this phase, the selection criteria were applied as shown in Table 2, with the intention of excluding 
studies that were not relevant to achieve the objective and answer the research questions. In this 
sense, the first author filtered and eliminated duplicates. The fourth and fifth authors independently 
applied the exclusion criteria to the titles, abstracts and keywords of the articles. There were some 
selections of different articles, which were resolved after discussion and argumentation; the sixth 
author reviewed all  articles, as shown in Figure 1. 
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Table 2: Selection Criteria 

 
Figure 1 shows the preliminary results before filtering (Scopus n=4049 articles and Wos n=3110).   
Likewise, the filters and final filtering carried out according to the inclusion and exclusion criteria 
determined 44 articles as the final result to proceed with the description and interpretation according 
to the characteristics of the primary studies. 
 

 
 
Figure 1: Flow diagram for systematic mapping 
Source: Diagram adapted from (Petersen et al., 2015, 2008). 
 
2.4 Definition of key words for abstracts 
 
This was carried out in two phases: (a) reading of the abstracts to verify that the articles were related 
to the combined words and search strings (Table 1), (b) identification of key words or categories that 
show the contribution of the research.  

The identification of the categories was carried out considering two phases: in the first phase, 
the categories with the highest repetition of the key words in the articles were selected: research 
integrity, education, and misconduct. In the second phase, after reading and rereading the abstract of 
each article, two additional categories were extracted: IR environment and IR policies. The selection 

Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria 
a) Empirical studies (quantitative, 
qualitative, and mixed).  
b) Studies available in English. 
c) In the title, abstract, or key 
words, the terms appear: RI 
d) Studies in full version retrieved. 
e) Empirical studies conducted in 
universities. 

a) Conference proceedings, books or book chapters, notes, 
comments, letters to the editor, editorial, and review letters. 
b) Repeated studies. 
c) The term: RI does not appear in the title, abstract, or keyword. 
d) Studies in full version not retrieved. 
e) Studies conducted in nonuniversity contexts. 
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the categories and their definitions are shown in Table 3. 
 
Table 3: RI categories and their definitions 
 

Categories Definitions

RI 
Representations 

They refer to how researchers and institutional stakeholders understand and respond 
to what it is like to conduct research with integrity. This may include perceptions, 
opinions, beliefs, attitudes toward what constitutes proper and improper conduct in 
research. 

RI Education 
It alludes to training programs planned to teach investigators and research agents  
integrity-related standards and principles to encourage responsible practice and 
prevent serious and minor research infractions  (Elliott et al., 2015). 

RI Environment 
It refers to the climate of responsible research promoted by institutions based on the 
principles of integrity supported by infrastructure, incentive management, 
supervision, and appropriate mentoring (ALLEA, 2017; Armond & Kakuk, 2022). 

RI Policies 

 It is a set of guidelines and standards developed by institutions to promote 
responsible research and prevent FFP and QRP (Anohina-Naumeca et al., 2020; Labib 
et al., 2022). 
They usually cover topics such as authorship, data management, research integrity, 
conflicts of interest, misconduct, reporting misconduct, and procedures to ensure 
compliance with ethical and legal standards in research. 

 
2.5 Data extraction  
 
Data were extracted according to the research questions using an Excel spreadsheet. In the data 
collection, an Identifier (ID) was assigned to each article and the following fields: 1) author, 2) year, 3) 
article title, 4) focus, 5) techniques/instruments, 6) journal name, 7) quartile, 8) Doi, 9) country. 
 
3. Results 
 
Q1: What is the trend of publications during 2014 to 2023 by year and focus? 

Between 2014 and March 2023, empirical RI studies (n=44) were published, with the highest 
production (n=10) being in 2021 and 2022 each year. The 2019 results were (n = 9), and the 2020 
results (n = 7), respectively. Interest in publishing more articles has begun since 2019. There is no 
empirical publication in 2014 and 2015, and according to the research approach, more qualitative 
research is published annually than quantitative research. Only two mixed studies were published in 
2021. 

Q2: What is the geographical distribution of the authors who published? 
According to the geographical distribution of the first authors, most empirical studies on IR 

(quantitative, quantitative and mixed) have come from authors from Europe (32 papers), followed by 
Asia (5 articles), America (6 articles) and Oceania (1). 
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Figure 2. Geographical distribution of the authors who published. 
 
Q3: How many articles have been published according to journals, database and quartiles? 

Of the 44 publications, more than 55% were in Q1(n=25 articles) followed by 34% (n=15) in Q2, 
respectively. The journals with the highest volume of publications were Accountability in research 
with 25% (n=11 articles), Ethics in science and engineering with 18, 1 % (n=8), Journal of Academic 
Ethics Journal with 9.1 % (n=4) and Research Integrity and Peer Review with 6.8 % (n=3). Most of the 
journals are simultaneously indexed in Scopus and Web of Science, and 4 are indexed in Wos. 
 
Table 4: Publications by journal, database and quartiles 
 

Journals Database Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 n % 
Accountability in Research Scopus/Wos  11   11 25 
Science and Engineering Ethics Scopus/Wos 8    8 18.1 
BMC Medical Ethics Scopus/Wos 3   3 6.8 
Science and Public Policy Scopus/Wos 1   1 2.3 
Journal of Academic Ethics Scopus/Wos 4    4 9.1 
Research Integrity And Peer Review Wos 3    3 6.8 
International Journal for Academic Development Scopus/Wos 2    2 4.5 
Humanities and Social Sciences Communications Scopus/Wos  2   2 4.5 
Critical Policy Studies Scopus/Wos  1   1 2.3 
Education Sciences Scopus/Wos  1   1 2.3 
Revista brasileira de enfermagem Scopus/Wos   1  1 2.3 
Plos One Scopus/Wos 1    1 2.3 
Research Ethics Scopus/Wos 1   1 2.3 
Revista Da Escola De Enfermagem Da Usp Wos  1 1 2.3 
Independent Journal Of Management & Production Wos  1 1 2.3 
International Journal Of Educational Sciences Wos    1 1 2.3 
International Journal for Academic Development Scopus/Wos 2    2 4.5 
Total  25 15 1 3 44 100 

 
Q4: What are the methodological characteristics of the studies? 

Of the 44 publications, we found studies with a qualitative, quantitative and mixed approach; of 
these, most of the qualitative studies preferred to use the semi-structured interview (n=14 articles), 



E-ISSN 2281-4612 
ISSN 2281-3993        

Academic Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies 
www.richtmann.org 

Vol 12 No 5 
September 2023 

 

 15 

the focus group and semi-structured interview were also used (n=10). Only one study used participant 
observation and interview. Most quantitative studies used the survey/questionnaire (n=13), followed 
by the survey/scale (n=4). Mixed studies used survey/questionnaire and semi-structured interview. 
 
Table 5: Techniques/instruments used according to approach and authors 
 

Approach Techniques/ 
Instruments Authors n % 

Qualitative 

Semi-structured 
interview 

(Antes et al., 2019; Carnero et al., 2017; Davies & Lindvig, 2021; 
Deniau, 2023; Hyytinen & Löfström, 2017; Knysh et al., 2020; 
Pizzolato & Dierickx, 2022; Roje et al., 2021; Satalkar & Shaw, 
2018, 2019; Shaw & Satalkar, 2018; Stigger et al., 2022; Yi et al., 
2019b) 

13 29.5 

Participant observation 
and interview (Sarauw et al., 2019) 1 2.3 

Focus group and semi-
structured intervie 

(Aubert Bonn & Pinxten, 2021b, 2021a; Evans et al., 2022, 2022; 
Felt & Frantz, 2022; Kennedy et al., 2023; Labib et al., 2022; 
Pizzolato & Dierickx, 2021; Sørensen et al., 2021; Tammeleht 
et al., 2022; Vie, 2022) 

11 25 

Quantitative 
Survey/questionnaire 

(Abdi, Fieuws, et al., 2021; Armond & Kakuk, 2022; Bouter et al., 
2016; Chua et al., 2022; da Silva et al., 2020; Deniau, 2023; Haven 
et al., 2019; Hofmann et al., 2020; Hofmann & Holm, 2019; 
Kalichman, 2020; Malički et al., 2019; Olesen et al., 2019; Simon 
et al., 2019; Tomić et al., 2022) 

13 29.5 

Survey/scale (Chua et al., 2022; Hofmann et al., 2023; Huybers et al., 2020; 
Labib et al., 2021; Sarauw, 2021). 4 9.1 

Mixed Semi-structured 
survey/interview (Sarauw, 2021; Telha, 2021) 2 4.6 

Total   44 100 
 
Q5: What specific IR topics did you address by category and year? 

In the category (Representations about IR), from 2016 to 2020 and 2023, studies addressed 
topics related to perceptions, knowledge, and attitudes towards IR breaches, and also dealt 
extensively with misconduct, questionable investigative practices and whistleblowing cases (Ababneh 
et al., 2020; Bouter et al., 2016; da Silva et al., 2020; Hofmann & Holm, 2019; Huybers et al., 2020; 
Kalichman, 2020; Olesen et al., 2019; Yi et al., 2019a). In 2018, 2021 and 2022, studies address research 
integrity itself rather than infringements (Armond & Kakuk, 2022; Aubert Bonn & Pinxten, 2021a, 
2021b; Satalkar & Shaw, 2018; Telha, 2021). 

In the category (Education for IR), most studies value training in integrity-related standards and 
principles to foster good research practices and prevent research violations. However, some studies  

(Knysh et al., 2020; Pizzolato & Dierickx, 2021; Satalkar & Shaw, 2019; Simon et al., 2019) indicate 
that training programs do not immediately solve IR problems. In 2017, a study was conducted that 
highlighting the existence of proactive and reactive approaches to integrity and research misconduct 
(Hyytinen & Löfström, 2017). 

In 2019, Simon et al., (2019) reported the experience of implementing an educational program 
from the presence of undue research. For their part (Satalkar & Shaw, 2019) point out that to reduce 
misconduct, it is necessary to promote personal integrity in schools and, at the same time, 
continuously train at the university level. In that line, (Sarauw et al., 2019) highlight reflexivity as a 
key element in teaching IR. In 2020, simulations, case analyses, and role-plays are recognized as 
active and effective strategies to foster integrity in research (Knysh et al., 2020). In the study of ((Abdi  
et al., 2021), after the mandatory course developed, they show a modest improvement in knowledge 
and attitude about IR. According to the article by (Sarauw, 2021), creating a culture of research 
integrity, integrity training is not enough, improvements in professional incentives are needed.  
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Pizzolato and Dierickx, in their research, provide an overview of aspects to consider for planning IR 
training sessions (Pizzolato & Dierickx, 2021). During 2022,   (Tomić et al., 2022) did a study in which 
they made known the existence of approaches to ethics and integrity training in research, one based 
on the teaching of norms and another based on virtue. In addition, studies were found highlighting 
respondents' favorable perception of IR education, different preferences on teaching modes, and 
integrity problem resolutions (Chua et al., 2022; Evans et al., 2022; Felt & Frantz, 2022; Tammeleht 
et al., 2022). In the years 2014 to 2016, 2018 and 2023 to March, no studies were entered. 

In the category (IR Environment), studies conducted during 2019, 2020 and 2022 show barriers 
not conducive to a responsible research environment such as: lack of support from research 
institutions due to excessive bureaucracy, unfair evaluation policies, overwork, insufficient 
supervision of researchers, and little commitment to address integrity  (Haven et al., 2019, 2020). 
Furthermore, individual, group, or organizational pressures on horship or co-authorship and 
questionable research practices are appreciated in their environment (Hofmann & Holm, 2019; 
Malički et al., 2019), pressure to engage in commissioned or externally funded research that may have 
positive or negative effects, pressure to publish more without sacrificing quality (Kennedy et al., 2023; 
Vie, 2022). From 2014 to 2018, 2021 no publications on the subject. It is noteworthy that in a study 
published in 2023 those responsible for research integrity intend to be facilitative, preventive, and 
corrective in their work which is encouraging to create a positive climate for responsible research 
(Deniau, 2023). 

Regarding the category (IR Policies), studies by  (Labib et al., 2021, 2022) presented ideas on 
how research institutions should address and implement IR education and training policies so that 
researchers can conduct research free of ethical irregularities. For their part (Davies & Lindvig, 2021; 
Roje et al., 2021) identified different actors (researchers, agents of research institutions and systems) 
as responsible for preventing FFP and QRP and developing and preserving the culture of research 
integrity. 
 
Table 8: Topics addressed by category and year 
 
Year RI Representations RI Education RI Environment RI Policies 

2023 
Research integrity attitudes and 
behaviors. 
(Hofmann et al., 2023) 

- 

Role of those 
responsible for 
integrity. 
(Deniau, 2023) 

- 

2022 
Conceptions of scientific 
integrity and ethics. 
(Stigger et al., 2022) 

Ways of educating  RI; 
support and encourage; 
virtues of ethics and integrity 
training; training leaders in 
ethics and integrity; method 
for responding to integrity 
issues. 
(Chua et al., 2022; Evans 
et al., 2022; Felt & Frantz, 
2022; Tammeleht et al., 2022; 
Tomić et al., 2022) 

Climate of integrity; 
Supervision, 
mentoring; 
competence and 
funding in researcher 
ethics. 
(Armond & Kakuk, 
2022; Pizzolato & 
Dierickx, 2022; Vie, 
2022) 

Institutional education and 
training policies. 
(Labib et al., 2022) 
 

2021 

Perspectivas sobre Integridad y 
compromiso de la investigación;
éxito en la ciencia y 
responsabilidades para la 
integridad de la investigación. 
(Aubert Bonn & Pinxten, 2021a, 
2021b; Telha, 2021) 
 
 

Perspectives on Research 
Integrity and Commitment; 
success in science and 
responsibilities for research 
integrity. 
(Abdi, Fieuws, et al., 2021; 
Pizzolato & Dierickx, 2021; 
Sarauw, 2021) 
 

- 

Topics to foster  scientific 
integrity; Implementation 
of guidance documents on 
research integrity; 
Research integrity as a 
policy object; 
Strengthening research 
integrity. 
(Davies & Lindvig, 2021; 
Labib et al., 2021; Roje et al., 
2021; Sørensen et al., 2021) 
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Year RI Representations RI Education RI Environment RI Policies 

2020 

Attitudes and misconduct; 
misconduct in research; 
knowledge and factors that 
influence misconduct; principles 
of scientific integrity in doing 
science; value of responsibilities 
and integrity enablers. 
(Ababneh et al., 2020; da Silva 
et al., 2020; Hofmann et al., 
2020; Huybers et al., 2020; 
Kalichman, 2020) 

Training in research 
integrity. 
(Knysh et al., 2020) 

Perceptions of  a 
responsible research 
climate. 
(Haven et al., 2020) 

- 

2019 

Opinions and beliefs about 
whistleblower cases and 
investigative integrity; 
perceptions about misconduct. 
(Olesen et al., 2019; Yi et al., 
2019b) 
 

Responsible conduct 
training; learning and 
developing integrity ideas; 
research integrity training. 
(Sarauw et al., 2019; Satalkar 
& Shaw, 2019; Simon et al., 
2019) 

The environment in 
the IR infraction; 
perceptions of ethical 
climate; perceptions of 
integrity climate; 
leadership for positive 
environments. 
(Antes et al., 2019; 
Haven et al., 2019; 
Hofmann & Holm, 
2019; Malički et al., 
2019) 

- 

2018 

Reflections on reporting 
misconduct; Interpretations on 
the integrity of the 
investigation. 
(Satalkar & Shaw, 2018; Shaw & 
Satalkar, 2018) 

- - - 

2017 Assessments of RI Infractions. 
(Carnero et al., 2017) 

Conceptions of teaching 
research ethics and integrity.
(Hyytinen & Löfström, 2017) 

- - 

2016 Classification of RI violations. 
(Bouter et al., 2016) - - - 

 
4. Discussion  
 
The empirical research related to research integrity in the university context, after no publications 
between 2014 and 2015, as of 2019 leans toward a growing interest in publishing original articles with 
quantitative, qualitative and mixed approaches on IR, despite the proportion of publications 
remaining low compared to other types of papers found in the initial search (Figure1), which 
resembles  the study of(Aubert Bonn & Pinxten, 2019), considering that the mentioned authors 
included combined search terms almost different from our search strategy. 

Regarding the geographical distribution of the authors, European countries were the ones that 
published the most on IR compared to Oceania, Asia, and America. This is not surprising, because in 
the European context, consortia have been created (for example, PRINTEGER, INTEGRITY, ROSiE, 
among others) that were funded with significant amounts of money by the European Commission 
Horizon 2020 to carry out research on IR. 

Regarding the journals, database, and quartiles of the publications, it should be noted that most 
of the articles are located in specialized journals on the subject, which were indexed in Scopus/Wos 
and are in Q1 and Q2. This explains that the articles that are part of the analysis of the present study 
had and have a higher probability of being cited and seen by other researchers along the same 
thematic line. In that line, the most cited and viewed articles were (Haven et al., 2019; Sarauw, 2021) 
published in Journal of Academic Ethics and Plos One indexed Scopus/Wos and placed in Q1. This 
tells us that the articles of the mentioned authors had higher potential visibility and impact in the 
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same field and in the scientific community. 
As far as the methodology is concerned, most qualitative articles use semi-structured interviews 

with the population studied, or focus groups/semi-structured interviews. As far as interviews are 
concerned, this is similar to what was discovered by Aubert Bonn and Pinxten in 2019 and Roje et al. 
in 2022, although in our research we found that there was an important proportion of articles using 
focus groups/interviews or participant observation/interviews. In quantitative studies, 
surveys/questionnaires are used, which resemble studies (Roje et al., 2022). 

In the analysis of the articles included in the study, four categories representing the various 
themes were identified.  Most of the publications are related to the category representations on IR, 
although in reality the focus of attention and thematic exploration of the authors were the 
perceptions, opinions, beliefs, attitudes towards integrity violations or misconduct in research and to 
some extent on integrity itself. From this it can be inferred that the largest proportion of the articles 
approached from a normative perspective focusing more on the sanctioning of the misconduct of the 
violator, although we also found publications presented from the perspective of principles, moral and 
epistemic values (Godecharle et al., 2014; Helgesson & Bülow, 2021; Horbach & Halffman, 2017). 

In the category (Education for IR), which refers to training programs planned to teach integrity-
related topics to foster responsible practice in research, a significant proportion of the studies highlight 
the importance of developing training programs mediated by interactive didactic resources such as 
workshops, case analysis, playingrole-playing and reflective practice to promote learning about 
integrity-related topics in research. A significant proportion of the studies highlight the importance of 
developing training programs mediated by interactive didactic resources such as workshops, case 
analysis, role-playing and reflective practice to promote learning about research integrity issues; this 
finding adds to the findings regarding the effectiveness of training based on experiential learning to 
promote judgment in ethical and research integrity issues (Katsarov et al., 2022) 

The category (IR Environment) refers to the institutional climate in which the practice of 
responsible research can be fostered or lead to a negative environment. The study found more 
environments with barriers that are not conducive to responsible research, which affects researchers, 
research quality, institutions, and the trust of the scientific community. The referred results are 
supported by the study that identified similar environments (Roje et al., 2022) 

The category (IR policy) refers to a set of guidelines and standards developed by institutions to 
promote responsible research and prevent FFP and QRP. The study found that there were studies 
that proposed various ideas for institutions to promote and implement their research, training and 
education policies to conduct responsible research, and identified various actors to ensure the quality 
of research and the integrity culture, explaining that research is not only the responsibility of 
individual researchers or groups, but also that of other actors (such sponsors, mentors, supervisors, 
institutions and research-related systems) provide the conditions for ensuring the quality of scientific 
production (Cao et al., 2023; Helgesson & Bülow, 2021; Meriste et al., 2016; Roje et al., 2022). 

Like other research, this study has some limitations, one of which is that it focused on the 
Scopus and Web of Science databases and another is that it considered articles only in the English 
language. Consequently, the findings are not definitive. Therefore, it is suggested that future research 
expands the search in other databases and languages to ensure the inclusion of more articles that 
might not have been selected for analysis. 

The present study contributed to a systematic map of the situation of empirical studies of IR, 
and serves as a reference to other researchers wish to study with mixed methods or integrate 
approaches ethical approaches in order to better understand and develop new ways of promoting and 
educating academics, researchers and stakeholders in the university environment worldwide in 
relation to ethics and research integrity. 
 
5. Conclusion 
 
There is a growing trend towards the production of original empirical studies, although it is still low 



E-ISSN 2281-4612 
ISSN 2281-3993        

Academic Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies 
www.richtmann.org 

Vol 12 No 5 
September 2023 

 

 19 

compared to other types of document found in the initial phase of this study. In the IR 
representations category, there are more publications, and the focus of exploration is on perceptions, 
opinions, and attitudes towards integrity violations and, to some extent, on integrity itself. Most 
studies value IR training, although for some the effects are modest and insufficient. In the research 
environment, there are more barriers than facilities. In recent years, IR policies are saimed  at 
strengthening the different actors responsible for preserving the culture of integrity. 
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