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Résumé

Research integrity is a critical issue in science, serving as both a significant concern and
a growing field of study. A persistent challenge in this field is establishing robust causal
links between scientific misconduct and its hypothesized causes. Yeo-Teh and Tang (2022)
highlight the difficulty of integrating individual and systemic factors to develop a compre-
hensive causal framework. Cartwright (2012) notes that problems of causal attribution are
serious issues and hinder public action. I argue that this challenge stems from our current
understanding of research integrity. Reframing research integrity in terms of researchers’
dispositions to commit misconduct and the research environment’s role in triggering these
dispositions allows for clearer causal attribution.
Existing understandings of research integrity can be categorized into two main approaches
(Neves, 2017). The via negativa perspective defines RI as the absence of misconduct, empha-
sizing adherence to scientific procedures (Lock, 1994; LaFollette, 2000; Price, 2013). This
approach relegates institutions to updating researchers on what to avoid and largely over-
looks systemic factors. In contrast, virtue-based frameworks promote positive definitions of
research integrity grounded in virtues like honesty and accountability (Meriste et al., 2006;
Holman & Elliott, 2018; Khanyile et al., 2006). However, these models can be subjective in
practice and disproportionately focus on individual researchers, with systemic factors playing
only a background role.

For methodological inspiration, I draw upon Russell’s (2010) dispositional analysis of evil
personhood, which balances individual and systemic causes of wrongdoing. In this frame-
work, a person’s disposition to act wrongly is influenced by individual, intrinsic factors, while
the trigger for such actions is rooted in systemic, environmental factors. Both become neces-
sary to cause the misconduct. Applying a similar methodology to research integrity can help
fairly attribute causes between individual and environmental factors. This improved causal
structure is likely to lead to a more effective public action.
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