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INTrODUCTiON

This edition of the Research Integrity Newsletter 
continues our tradition of focusing on a specific 
topic that is timely and important in supporting 
Michigan State University’s ongoing efforts 
to promote disciplinary excellence through the 
responsible conduct of research. This issue addresses 
the meaning of “objectivity” and related issues, and 
the importance of striving to minimize bias.

It may seem ironic, but the reality is that attempts 
to characterize and explicate matters of objectivity 
are in themselves extremely subjective.  Often, such 
matters are based on a community understanding 
within a discipline or a collective statement by 
scholars more broadly (such as in an institution) 
that are recognized by others as having standing, 
both through their professional records and their 
professional reputations. Here, we highlight such 
perspectives from both the viewpoint of individuals 
about their own experiences as well as about their 
disciplines in relation to particular situations or 
applications of their disciplines.

We solicited and include brief essays by or 
about individuals as examples of the nuances and 
differences between professionals and disciplinary 
cultures.  In addition, we highlight two matters 
that are directly relevant to faculty, staff, and 
students broadly—the presentation and use of digital 
images and the importance of disclosing conflicts 
of interest.
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We emphasize once again (first in the Research 
Integrity Newsletter on Plagiarism�) that “In order 
to achieve the intellectual stature and respect that 
we desire for the community of scholars at MSU 
as whole, we must work cooperatively to build not 
only disciplinary excellence but also a reputation for 
integrity and respect for others.  The articles here 
are presented with our thanks to the contributors 
and their assistance in striving toward the goal 
of unquestioned respect for and trust in MSU’s 
contributions to society.ò  We offer special thanks to 
Douglas W. Cromey of the Southwest Environmental 
Health Sciences Center Cellular Imaging Core 

� Research Integrity Newsletter ï Plagiarism, Fall 2005 
ïSpring 2006, http://grad.msu.edu/res_integrity/ri_s06.pdf

Facility, and the University of Arizona for granting 
permission to reprint “Digital Imaging: Ethics.”�

We intend this newsletter to be a resource to 
stimulate discussion and understanding of the 
importance of being open, honest, and responsible 
stewards of the trusts we hold as a community of 
scholars.

� Douglas W. Cromey, Digital Imaging: Ethics, The 
University of Arizona Southwest Environmental Health 
Sciences Center Cellular Imaging Core Facility, 
http://swehsc.pharmacy.arizona.edu/exppath/micro/
digimage_ethics.html

http://grad.msu.edu/res_integrity/ri_s06.pdf
http://swehsc.pharmacy.arizona.edu/exppath/micro/digimage_ethics.html
http://swehsc.pharmacy.arizona.edu/exppath/micro/digimage_ethics.html
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ThE IMPOrTANCE Of PrOTECTiNG MSU’s FirM FOUNDATiON Of TrUsT

Michigan State University recently initiated a 
process of reflection and planning termed “Boldness 
by Design.ò  President Lou Anna K. Simon, in her 
2007 State of the University Address,� explained that 
this process “…is a guide for defining MSU’s path 
and our accountability to one another, to the people 
of Michigan, and to partners and investors, current 
and potential, around the world.” She emphasized 
that, “Michigan State University accepts the mantle 
of leadership in renewing and redefining public 
trust in the role of land-grant universities to lead 
the nation and the world to a better tomorrow. 
We connect past and future, advancing the 21st-
century application of core land-grant values-quality, 
inclusion, and connectivityðas the key to prosperity 
for a global society.”

In discussing day-to-day issues with students, 
faculty, and others, it is not uncommon for someone 
to offer, “What is the university going to do about 
this issue or that concern?” The implication is 
that “the university” is somehow an autonomous 
being that functions with a single-minded purpose, 
knows right from wrong, is self-governing, and that 
personal actions might not have a meaningful impact 
in a larger context. We know that the ñuniversityò is 
not an autonomous being and that individual actions 
often do have an impact beyond their own program 
context. The question remains as to what individuals 
should or can do to contribute to and collectively 
achieve the vision expressed by President Simon.

We suggest that the answer to this question 
depends, in part, on the importance of understanding 

� ñBoldness in a Time of Challenge,ò February 8, 2007 
- http://president.msu.edu/speech.php

and committing to protecting and continuing the 
firm foundation of trust that has been established 
by our predecessors at MSU—students, faculty, 
staff, and administrators alike. The contributions 
and the legacies of those before us are apparent in 
many ways—through, for example, their writings, 
their discoveries, their art, their actions, and their 
words. While each individual undoubtedly came 
to MSU for different reasons and with different 
interests, it is fair to say that all shared a common 
goal of bettering their lives and the lives of others 
through education, research/scholarship, and service. 
We hope that the same goals are shared by faculty, 
students, staff and administrators who are part of 
the MSU community now and in the future.

Part of the foundation of trust that our national 
and international colleagues have in Michigan 
State University is based on our commitment to 
objectivity. The same may be said of the society that 
funds much of our educational, research/scholarship, 
and outreach programs. That said, the public trust 
in higher education should not be taken for granted. 
We must all assume responsibility for considering 
anew the meaning of public trust and what we can 
do to strengthen this legacy as the foundation to 
assist those that come to MSU tomorrow. 

By J. Ian Gray
Vice President for Research and Graduate Studies
and by Karen Klomparens
Dean of the Graduate School and Associate Provost for Graduate Education
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ObjECTiviTy, INTEGriTy, AND ACADEMiC FrEEDOM

Are the three values captured in the title of this 
essay compatible with one another? I certainly wish 
to defend an affirmative answer to this question (as 
I suppose the vast majority of academics would as 
well). But my more controversial claim (possibly) 
is that academic freedom needs to be subordinated 
to the values of objectivity and integrity. I think 
of myself as a loyal friend of academic freedom. 
Academic freedom protects our right to take 
unpopular positions on socially and politically 
controversial issues. However, if we take such 
positions, then we are professionally morally 
obligated to justify our views by appeal to the 
most objective and inclusive evidence available.  
Academic freedom does not give us a right to skew 
the evidence or selectively use evidence in order to 
defend a view to which we are committed more for 
personal reasons than impersonal reasons.

The integrity of academic research depends 
upon the objectivity with which that research is 
carried out. If academic research were a practice 
wholly internal to academia in the way that 
theological disputes might be wholly internal to a 
particular religious sect, then we might not have 
to be especially concerned about objectivity. But 
the fact of the matter (certainly since the middle 
of the 20th century) is that academic research today 
is very intimately connected to social problem 
solving, very often under the auspices of government 
seeking public policy solutions for a broad range 
of social problems. Think about embryonic stem 
cell research, global warming, alternative energy 
sources, human cloning, genetically modified foods, 
and more effective educational strategies for K-8. 
In the remainder of this essay I want to focus on 
that connection to government.

The distinctive feature of government as a social 
institution is that it alone has the legitimate right 
to employ coercion to enforce its will, ideally the 

will of a responsible and reflective democratic 
majority seeking to protect public interests rather 
than self-serving special interests. The political 
philosopher, John Rawls, has introduced into the 
literature the concept of ñpublic reason.ò  Public 
reason is a point of view that all citizens in a liberal 
pluralistic democratic society must be capable of 
achieving if we would hope to live peacefully with 
one another when we need political resolutions to 
divisive social issues. It is a point of view that is 
neutral or agnostic with respect to all religious views 
or comprehensive philosophic views or ideological 
political views. It relies upon the best methods of 
science for determining what the politically relevant 
“facts of the matter” are, and it depends upon the 
best methods of analytic moral reasoning to identify 
moral values and considered moral judgments that 
all reasonable citizens ought to be able to endorse 
as citizens wishing to live peacefully in a pluralistic 
society.

On Jan. 21, 2007, The New York Times Magazine 
carried a long article by Emily Bazelon examining 
the post-abortion syndrome. Anti-abortion activists 
have appealed to this phenomenon as a public health 
reason for putting in place state laws that would 
ban abortion entirely or impose stringent access 
limitations to the procedure. Bazelon reports that 
there are about 1.3 million abortions each year 
in the U.S., and there may be tens of thousands 
of women who have suffered what is referred to 
as “post-abortion syndrome.” This syndrome is 
described as including intense (sometimes disabling) 
feelings of guilt and depression. At least one state 
legislature (South Dakota) took this information as 
sufficient justification for passing a law that banned 
abortion in the state (except for threats to the life of 
the mother). Other research, however, has shown 
that this very same range of harmful psychological 
feelings is experienced by the same percentage 

By Leonard M. Fleck
Professor of Philosophy and Medical Ethics
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of women who had unwanted pregnancies who 
carried them to term as those who chose abortion. 
Likewise, 20% of women who have an abortion 
have feelings of depression afterwards, which is 
the rate of depression for all women 15-35 years 
old.  Other research shows the same percentage of 
women experience significant psychological distress 
after birth as after an abortion.

My goal in introducing this example is not 
to make any judgment at all about post-abortion 
syndrome. I cannot do that competently because I 
am a philosopher, not a social science researcher. 
At least 99.9% of our citizenry are not social 
science researchers either. But they depend upon 
the objectivity and integrity of the researchers who 
do this work in order to make more thoughtful and 
reasonable judgments about the sort of policies that 
should or should not be adopted in relation to this 
phenomenon. This is what public reason requires 
if we are to make reasonable policy choices in 
matters as controversial and divisive as abortion-
related issues.

Bazelon wrote her essay to show how shoddy 
and disingenuous was the research that anti-abortion 
activists relied upon to support their appeal to 
the post-abortion syndrome. However, academic 
researchers are human and may have feelings just as 
strong about the rights of women that could just as 
easily corrupt the objectivity and integrity of their 
research in this regard. If academic researchers 
permit such strong feelings to skew or distort their 
research in order to provide scientific support for 
a favored cause or policy (no matter how right 
or noble), then they are as guilty of corrupting 
public reason as those criticized by writers such 
as Bazelon. Most certainly the value of academic 
freedom ought not be used as a shield to protect from 
discovery such violations of scientific standards 
of objectivity.

I need to put my point more strongly. Academic 
researchers who compromise scientific standards 
of objectivity are not as guilty as non-academic 
citizens of corrupting public reason; they are more 
guilty. They are more open to justified moral 

criticism because, as I have argued elsewhere 
(Journal of Public Service and Outreach, Fall, 
1999), universities today are the laboratories and 
repositories of public reason. Academic researchers 
are supposed to be its responsible guardians. As I 
wrote in that essay, “One of the most important 
roles universities play in society is that of modeling, 
motivating, and sustaining respectful, rational, 
democratic deliberation regarding controversial, 
complex, deeply divisive moral and political issues. 
In a culturally diverse, ethically pluralistic society 
we need a medium for rationally shaping public 
policy in value-laden matters that can be seen as 
legitimate from a very broad range of cultural and 
value perspectives.” 

Again, think of the tens of thousands of 
controversial policy choices we (democratic citizens) 
must thoughtfully and fairly address regarding 
medical research, genetic research, environmental 
research, energy research, and so on; and think 
of all the relevant complex scientific matters that 
have a bearing on making wise and reasonable 
policy choices in these matters. The quality of our 
political life as a reasonable and peaceful life will 
be severely threatened if the primary practitioners 
of public reason (academic researchers) permit 
the objectivity and intellectual integrity of their 
research to be compromised by either righteous 
indignation or seductive self-interest. Finally, in 
neither case are appeals to academic freedom wise 
or warranted. On the contrary, such appeals would 
be irresponsible and ultimately subversive of the 
value they would hope to defend.

Note: Dr. Fleck contributes each year to the 
Graduate School’s Responsible Conduct of Research 
series. His topic is: The Ethical Challenges of 
Contemporary Academic Research: Whose Rights? 
Whose Responsibilities? Whose Common Good?
http://grad.msu.edu/all/respconduct.htm

http://grad.msu.edu/all/respconduct.htm
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Anthropology has long been involved in the 
struggle to define objectivity in disciplinary terms 
and to place it within larger discussions regarding 
responsible research. Currently, anthropologists are 
engaged in substantive conversations about how to 
conduct research that is not only methodologically 
rigorous and theoretically grounded, but also 
ethically responsible and relevant to the communities 
in which they work. As a discipline, anthropology 
has based itself on knowledge that has been 
generated by systematically observing, participating 
in, and representing other people’s lives. Many 
communities have generously opened their homes 
to anthropologists and included them in the most 
intimate of social interactions. Anthropologists, 
however, have often not repaid this debt in kindð
exposing secrets and information that might benefit 
western definitions of science, but not the host 
communities.

During the early years of the discipline in the 
mid-19th century, there was a concern that the field 
be considered equivalent to the natural sciences in 
terms of methodological and theoretical accuracy.  
In earlier ethnographic works, this often resulted in 
the sublimation of community wishes to the needs 
of so called ñscientific rigor.ò These works also 
emphasized the role of the distanced observer; the 
outsider anthropologist who conceivably did not 
carry preconceived or biased notions that would 
influence analysis. This approach ignored the 
fact that even distanced observations were value-
laden, and were even more pernicious since these 
judgments were often taken as ñfactsò while crucial 
issues such as the relationship between researcher 
and subject were ignored. This was especially 
true in the case of linguistic anthropology where 
researchers often assumed that since the emphasis 
was on language description and documentation, that 
the work was more ñobjectiveò than other subjects 

of anthropological inquiry. However, linguists 
were able to dictate who they talked to, set the 
standards for linguistic competency, and establish 
writing systems that benefited scholarly study but 
not necessarily the language communities. 

These attitudes continued through much of the 
20th century, until the discipline went through a deep 
reflexive pause in the 1980s when people began to 
question established disciplinary practice (Clifford 
and Marcus 1986, Rosaldo 1989). These discussions 
included the realization that power differentials 
existed between researchers and communities that 
made ñobjectiveò work impossible. Two scholars, 
Susan Gal and Judy Irvine, have thought about this in 
depth, especially as it relates to the field of linguistic 
anthropology. In their recent writings, they have 
illustrated how unacknowledged biases in linguistic 
description and the emphasis on classification have 
in fact influenced language use in communities 
in Africa as well as Europe. Language maps and 
relationships were drawn that showed European 
biases and assumptions and actually ignored facts on 
the ground that contradicted the analyst’s theories.  
They conclude, “[T]here is no view from nowhere, 
no gaze that is unpositioned” (Irvine and Gal 
2000:36).  This acknowledgement has resulted in 
more attention to applied work that both involves 
and directly benefits the host communities.  It also 
meant recognizing that communities have their own 
agendas and that there needs to be more access to 
and sharing of research.  

This discussion was of particular importance 
in regard to anthropological research with Native 
American communities, the area in which I primarily 
work. In 1969, the influential Native American 
scholar, Vine Deloria Jr. published his essay, 
ñAnthropologists and Other Friends,ò which took 
aim at the insular field of Cultural Anthropology 
and critiqued researchersô lack of responsiveness 

PErsPECTivEs AND SOCiAL REsPONsibiLiTy iN ANThrOPOLOGy

By Mindy Morgan
Assistant Professor of Anthropology
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to and dialogues with contemporary American 
Indian communities (Deloria 1969). As Deloria 
rightly observed, anthropologists had been visiting 
Native communities and publishing materials 
about them without considering the impact of the 
initial research as well as ultimate scholarship on 
community practices and relationships. Implicit in 
this critique was also the failure of anthropologists 
to recognize that their works were being read and 
assimilated by the local communities. Some have 
argued that this interrogation of anthropological 
practice that began within Americanist circles in 
the 1960s and 70s set the stage for the larger self-
reflexive critique in discipline in the 1980s (Strong 
2004:345). Recognizing the 
non-reciprocal nature of 
much of anthropological 
research, tribes also began 
to more tightly regulate and 
control research conducted 
among Native communities 
particularly by outsiders 
(Scheper-Hughes 1987) . 
Since that time, researchers, 
both Native and non-Native, 
have tried to work collaboratively with Native 
communities to identify research questions and to 
create respectful research protocols.

In the current environment, the idea of 
“transparency” has replaced the idea of objectivity. 
Practically speaking, this means an acknowledgement 
in publications and other forms of research 
dissemination the following: 1) the role of the 
researcher vis-a-vis the community; 2) the process 
through which the research question was developed; 
3) and disclosure of any information as to why 
certain voices/perspectives could not be included.  
This also means being explicit about methods and 
linking method directly to the question that is 
being asked. Further, attention must be paid to 
how the final outcomes of the research impact the 
community. Importantly, this needs to be assessed 
in terms of both positive and negative effects and 
intended and unintended consequences.

On a more personal note, what are the implications 
of this within my own work? My research concerns 
how Native American communities are addressing 
issues of indigenous language maintenance and has 
two primary components; investigating how local 
language ideologies impact language revitalization 
efforts, and aiding communities in developing 
culturally appropriate language curricula. Most 
of my research has been with tribal communities 
in Michigan and Montana, and therefore when 
I write, I anticipate my audiences as being both 
the anthropological community and the Native 
communities with whom I work. My work is highly 
qualitative in regards to methodology. I interview 

people, work with speakers 
and teachers of indigenous 
languages,  and conduct 
archival work concerning 
historical views toward 
language and language use.

In my most recent work, 
I  inves t iga ted  cu l tura l 
understandings of literacy 
within a language program 
that promoted indigenous 

language writing. I had been involved in the 
language program as a curriculum facilitator, and 
therefore my “results” would necessarily be biased 
in support of the program with which I was working. 
Even if I attempted to survey the community for 
a range of opinions, most people knew that I was 
affiliated with the program and therefore out of 
consideration would hold back negative judgments. 
My work was also seen as part of larger social 
networks within the reservation. During the language 
project, I worked with specific individuals and 
families. While this brought me into a very rich and 
rewarding network of relationships, it also meant 
that I did not work with others. Additionally, my 
own access to community members was limited 
by my position as an outsider, my gender, and my 
age. Simply, there were certain people who I could 
not work with because of established community 
values regarding appropriateness. Any research that 

In the current 
environment, the idea 
of “transparency” has 

replaced the idea of 
objectivity.
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I attempted regarding the subject therefore would 
be admittedly partial.

As a result, I worked in collaboration with 
community members to find a question that would 
be beneficial to the community but also address 
critical issues within the field of anthropology.  
I made the decision to write an ethnohistorical 
study that used archival and other documents to 
understand community views toward both indigenous 
and English literacy. This allowed me to recover 
documents that were not generally accessible to 
the community—which was seen as a benefit, 
while allowing me to explore questions about how 
historical language ideologies affect current usage 
that could withstand the criteria of peer review.

In my capacity as a curriculum developer for 
the community language program, I was confronted 
with another issue related to responsible research 
conduct. Part of my job was to work with elder 
speakers on eliciting language materials to be used 
in Assiniboine lessons for the local tribal college. In 
this work, I quickly realized that there were certain 
prohibitions on what types of language knowledge 
was thought to be appropriate for a general audience. 
The materials used in the classroom needed to be 
culturally appropriate, but respect certain boundaries 
regarding types of knowledge and information. 
Certain subjects were not included in the lessons, 
and paradoxically these were often topics about 
which students would like to know. For example, 
some young people expressed interest in learning 
vocabulary used in particular ceremonies; however, 
this knowledge is considered esoteric and sacred 
and therefore was not included. Only certain people 
possess the right and responsibility to conduct 
certain ceremonies. This type of knowledge is 
also considered dangerous to individuals who have 
limited experience in these ceremonies. In my 
capacity, I needed to demonstrate to the elders that 
their wishes would be respected over scholarly 
concern with completeness and even competing 
interests from the wider community.

Through this process of working with the 
community, I found that this method of conducting 

research is not only respectful but also can be 
respected for the results that are produced. As 
scholars engaged with both local and academic 
communities, we have the opportunity to change 
and modify the expectations of the discipline itself. 
Working with community members in research 
design does not exempt the researcher from being 
rigorous with methods, and explicit about how 
they are applied. Rather, it means that “objective” 
standards in anthropological research must be derived 
with and through community participation. 
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Professor Stephanie W. Wattsô lab in the 
Department of Pharmacology and Toxicology on 
the fourth floor of the Life Sciences Building is 
busy this day as it is most days. She’s been here 
since 5 a.m., which is not unusual. She and her lab 
colleagues—graduate students and post-docs—study 
hypertension; in particular, “the mechanisms by 
which arteries and veins contribute to this disease, 
in the hopes of developing novel treatments.” 
Hypertension affects approximately 20-30% of 
the world’s population and places individuals at 
a higher risk for heart disease, stroke and kidney 
failure.

Itôs serious work and Watts is dedicated to her 
profession: her lab research, students, teaching, 
publishing, reviewing papers for a journal—and she’s 
serious about a zeitgeist of science, objectivity.

Watts has been a professor for a dozen years. 
Still she says that, “the longer I’m in this job, the 
more I learn and the better job I hope I’ll ultimately 
be able to do in avoiding those kinds of things that 
I think makes it hard to be objective.ò

In fact, Watts’ lab has a phrase that serves as its 
core value: “The data are what the data are.” In other 
words, if the data do not support your hypothesis 
then you go back to the drawing board. You donôt 
shape the data to fit your hypothesis, which happens 
in science, sometimes intentionally, sometimes 
unintentionally. Watts believes that objectivity is 
a perspective, an approach, that as a scientist you 
can hone with practice and time. 

“Being aware of objectivity is important and 
Iôm always thinking, óAm I doing this research 
experiment the same way?’ Watts says. “For 
example, we had a piece of data that is absolutely 
contradictory to a hypothesis I’ve had in my lab for 
several years. It blew my mind because I completely 

wasn’t expecting it. And I can understand how 
people would say I’ll never publish these data 
because they do not agree with my hypothesis. But 
you cannot do that. You have to take the data for 
what they are and integrate them into your research. 
It’s natural for a hypothesis or idea to change over 
time. It’s being open to that and not feeling that as 
a scientist you’ve failed if it comes out differently 
than expected. It’s just that somewhere along the 
line you didnôt think about it exactly right. And 
you now have a chance to change.”

Watts understands well the issues around 
publishing research. She’s an associate editor for 
the Journal of Pharmacology and Experimental 
Therapeutics (JPET) and in this role has reviewed 
hundreds of papers for publication. She goes to 
great lengths to create an objective system for her 
reviews. 

Watts sends papers for consideration to a 
number of reviewers and then weighs each response 
of whether to publish or not. In doing this, she 
also needs to play detective of sorts because the 
“objective reviewers” she selects for each paper 
may in fact have biases.

“The scientific community, although it seems 
big, is actually small and there are all kinds of inner 
connections between people, some of which are 
obvious and some of which aren’t. So I try to choose 
reviewers that don’t have personal connections to 
the group seeking to publish, that havenôt published 
with them in the past, and that hopefully haven’t 
just immediately been trained by that group,” she 
says.

Watts doesn’t “review” the papers herself as 
an editorðnot because sheôs ducking the work but 
because it is “a dangerous thing for an editor to get 
in the habit of being reviewer and decision-maker. 

A PErsONAL PrOfiLE: STEPhANiE W. WATTs

“ThE DATA ArE WhAT ThE DATA ArE”: HOw ONE MSU PrOfEssOr STrivEs 
fOr ObjECTiviTy iN HEr WOrK

By John Kinch
Visiting Assistant Professor of Writing, Rhetoric & American Culture 
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That’s the reason you have reviewers: to get as 
many independent assessments as you can. It’s an 
imperfect system because we’re imperfect too, but 
overall it works pretty wellò according to Watts.

But it also works for JPET, which is one of 
the most respected journals in its field. Without 
diligence, without striving for objectivity in one’s 
own work and in that of oneôs colleagues, Watts 
feels the reputations of journals, such as this one, 
and scientific research as practiced in her lab and 
others, begin to erode. That’s a slippery slope for 
empirical science.

Watts feels perhaps the most important lesson 
she imparts to the grads and post-docs in her lab 
on pharmacology and toxicology, on the scientific 

method, and on beginning an academic career is 
also the most straightforward. “Data are facts,” she 
says, emphatically. And she always strives to be 
open and honest with younger and lesser established 
professionals in communicating her professional 
insights as well as in reviewing their work fairly 
and objectively just like her own. 

“One of the best ways to be vigilant for objectivity 
is to use the wonderful brains you have around you. 
If you have a concern, lay it out for a colleague and 
ask for their opinion. Ultimately, you will come 
to an informed decision that feels right to you. 
By trusting in a colleague, you show value in the 
scientific community and commitment to objectivity; 
this can only make us better,ò says Watts.

Lawrence Busch, a MSU professor of sociology, 
was part of an outside review team that in 2004 
evaluated an agreement between the University 
of California Berkeley (UCB) and Novartis, a 
biotechnology company, that was extremely 
controversial when it was signed. Novartis gave $25 
million to 23 faculty members in UCBôs Department 
of Plant and Microbial Biology to support research 
that might lead to the development of genetically 
engineered seeds, which Novartis might then bring 
to the marketplace.

In the end, the research led to no new discoveries 
of consequence and Novartis did not license anything. 
In fact, by many accounts, Novartis was very much 
hands-off with the researchers, not pressuring them 
to develop commercially viable inventions.

This, it turned out, didn’t matter. The relationship 
earned UCB a cover story in the Atlantic Monthly 

MSU PrOfEssOr LAwrENCE BUsCh  
GOEs INsiDE A REsEArCh CONTrOvErsy

as ñThe Kept Universityò and the incident has 
reverberated throughout research universities, 
prompting questions such as these from a Sacramento 
Bee story on UCB: “Is the primary purpose of 
a university to create knowledge? To stimulate 
economic growth? Train high-tech specialists needed 
in a modern economy? Educate the masses? Be of 
service to its customers?”

Lawrence Busch and colleagues have based a 
new book on their investigative report that is both 
an exploration of this particular incident, and a 
meditation on the essential questions around conflict 
of interest and objectivity that defines modern 
campuses. 

The book, Universities in the Age of Corporate 
Science: The UC Berkeley-Novartis Controversy, 
discusses the institutional mechanisms for achieving 
objectivity in departments and research laboratories. 

By John Kinch
Visiting Assistant Professor of Writing, Rhetoric & American Culture 
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As a way of introducing the passage reprinted 
below, Busch speaks of objectivity more in terms 
of cultural or psychological mechanisms. 

“One of the great confusions in scholarly research 
is the notion that objectivity is in here,” says Busch, 
pointing to his head, seated in his office on the 
fourth floor of Berkey Hall. ñIt isnôt. Itôs out here. 
Objectivity is determined by a community. It’s not 
determined by any individual.”

In a department or a lab, Busch continues, among 
researchers there emerges a kind of communal 
checks and balances with each otherôs research 
that can be considered objective in the aggregate. 
But what if—as in the case of UCB—the entire 
department is working on the same research issue, 
funded by the same source? What happens to the 
community’s ability to be objective? Does it begin to 
function more as an individual might, which Busch 
argues is susceptible to subjective passions—in 
part, simply, because he or she cares so much of 
the work?

“You don’t do research unless you’re committed 
to it,” says Busch. “But you have to be passionate 
about research, otherwise this is the most tedious 
stuff in the worldðany kind of research, whatever 
field weôre talking about, right? For any kind of 
scholarship, you have to be committed to it. And 
that’s precisely the opposite of commonsense notions 
about objectivity, which is supposedly dispassionate 
and is the cold, hard eye of observation. Well, 
that’s again where the community comes in. The 
community determines whether or not that stuff is 
objective—is an objective description of reality 
or whether itôs just rubbish. People are always 
passionate about what they’re doing. This notion 
of the armchair researcher who sort of sits around 
and weighs the hypothesis carefully, I think itôs 
just total nonsense. I’ve never met such a person 
and Iôve been studying scientists now for 30 some 
odd years, they just don’t exist.”

From ñChapter 11: Rethinking Land Grant 
Universities” in Universities in the Age of Corporate 
Science: The UC Berkeley-Novartis Controversy.

“The idea that objectivity may be compromised 
by self-interest is hardly new. It is typically addressed 
through attention to professional ethics (or codes of 
conduct) and COI policies. The public and well-tempered 
policies of UC provide a useful illustration for research 
universities in general. Individual conduct is spelled 
out in considerable detail in UC’s code of conduct. The 
university’s COI policies conform to state law aimed at 
protecting the public interest. They define a conflict of 
interest as “a situation in which an employee has the 
opportunity to influence a University decision that could 
lead to financial or other personal advantage, or that 
involves other conflicting official obligations” (University 
of California, Office of the President 1989). While the 
formation of COI policy in the 1980s and 1990s focused 
on entrepreneurial faculty and their external financial 
interests, UCB-N raised issues of a different sort. In this 
case, it is the institution’s potential for COI relative to 
funds it receives that is at issue.

UC’s existing COI policy and procedures concentrate 
on the financial implications of licensing agreements and 
the governance of on-campus research. Yet the financial 
return from agricultural biotechnology is not determined 
solely by the terms of IPR agreements. The financial 
interests of individual researchers, academic units, UCB, 
and UC as a whole are also linked to governmental 
regulatory decisions, the documented results of field 
trials, findings on environmental consequences, findings 
on alternative approaches to agriculture, findings 
regarding agricultural economics, and the state of 
the public dialogue on biotechnology. The degree to 
which individuals affiliated with UC inform or influence 
any of these activities, either directly or through other 
organizations, could constitute a potential conflict of 
interest. For example, a faculty member who uses his 
or her influence to help persuade the Environmental 
Protection Agency that a new plant variety will have no 
harmful effect on the environment could yield financial 
benefit at public expense under current IPR agreements. 
In the same fashion, if the institution reduces its support 
of environmental research while holding a financial 
stake in the success of agricultural biotechnology, the 
same adverse trade-off could occur. These scenarios 
illustrate conflict deriving from a duality of purpose or 
a conflict of mission. Perceived COI endangers the 
credibility of fair and transparent agricultural, regulatory, 
and environmental research...”

Lawrence Busch was one of several authors 
of the Novartis volume. The complete citation 
follows: 

Rudy, A.P.; D. Coppin, J. Konefal, B.T. Shaw, 
T. Ten Eyck, C. Harris, and L. Busch.  2007. 
Universities in the Age of Corporate Science: 
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The UC Berkeley-Novartis Controversy. 
Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Among the authors, T. Ten Eyck, C. Harris are 
also MSU faculty.  A.P. Rudy is former MSU faculty. 
J. Konefal and D. Coppin are a Ph.D. student and 
post-doc, respectively.

Excerpt appears with the permission of 
Temple University Press (http://www.temple.edu/
tempress/).
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Press, Eyal and Jennifer Washburn, ñThe Kept 
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Survey research indicates that many U.S. 
citizens believe journalism should be “objective.”  
However, the research does not really delve into 
just what that terms means to them. Many people 
seem to think that journalism is objective if it is 
consistent with their beliefs and not objective if it 
contradicts what they believe. Perhaps a better way 
of evaluating journalistic objectivity is to examine 
the issues that have been raised by reporters and 
scholars. Dictionaries define objectivity (as opposed 
to opinion writing) as journalism not influenced by 
personal feelings and biases. However, this does not 
distinguish between purposeful bias and bias that is 
caused by the psychological processes of selectivity 
(exposure, attention, perception and retention). The 
fact that people cannot escape selectivity makes it 
unlikely that reporting can be completely devoid of 
all biases. Yet it is important to recognize that the 
unconscious influence of previous experience is not 
an either/or phenomenon. Because journalists can 
make an effort to counteract non-purposeful bias, 
bias in news content is a matter of degree.

Any discussion of just how this happens should 
start with the acknowledgment that the history of 
journalism is not marked by the continuous effort of 
journalists to be objective. The post Revolutionary 
War press fell into two types. The political press 
was extremely partisan, and tended to support 
either the Federalist or Anti-Federalist parties. The 
mercantile press tended to contain announcements 
about events and business activities and did not deal 
with controversial subjects to a great degree. Even 
the first mass newspapers, known as the Penny Press, 
were not concerned with objectivity. These papers 
were sensationalist in nature, often concentrating 
on crime and scandal. They were even known to 
publish hoaxes.

The current concept of objectivity developed 
during the late 1800s for many reasons, including an 

effort to avoid offending readers as the newspaper 
tried to develop the largest readership possible 
to sell to advertisers. Today, the discussion over 
objectivity continues, but the term has become 
somewhat of a burden because increasingly people 
realize that reporters cannot be totally “objective.” 
The goal of fact-based journalism, versus advocacy 
journalism, is to try to control the bias that shapes 
news content. This is done in a variety of ways. 
One way is to aspire to report content that is fair 
and balanced. Fairness means all important sides 
of a controversy are presented. Balance means that 
journalists aim to avoid giving a particular side of 
an issue more attention than other sides, unless 
that imbalance is appropriate to the story. (As Dan 
Rather said, ñLook, not every story has two sides. 
Some stories only have one side. Some stories have 
14 sides.ò1�) Being fair and balanced can sometimes 
be even more difficult when sources presenting 
some sides will not speak with journalists, but it 
remains a goal.

In order to achieve fairness and balance, 
journalists depend on two techniques. First, they 
concentrate on the process of newsgathering and 
reporting, and second, they aim for agreement among 
the reporters and editors involved in the process.  
Journalists have a process with certain rules. For 
example, during the Watergate era, the Washington 
Post expected two independent sources to verify a 
statement before the paper would publish it. Rules can 
vary from news organization to news organization, 
but most have formal and informal rules that are 
followed most of the time. Even with such rules, 
decisions about what and what not to publish are 
not always clear. In those situations, the journalists 
depend on the fact that newsgathering and reporting 

� ñA Newsmanôs Credo, Part II,ò The Open Mind, 
December 9, 1994. http://www.theopenmind.tv/tom/
searcharchive_episode_transcript.asp?id=1119

ShOULD ObjECTiviTy BE A GOAL fOr JOUrNALisM?

By Stephen Lacy
Professor of Communication and Journalism

http://www.theopenmind.tv/tom/searcharchive_episode_transcript.asp?id=1119
http://www.theopenmind.tv/tom/searcharchive_episode_transcript.asp?id=1119
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is a team process. Reporters, editors, photographers 
and designers all participate in the development and 
presentation of news. The interaction among these 
journalists helps to counteract non-purposeful bias 
of individual journalists. A journalist convincing 
herself or himself of the truth of an interpretation 
is not enough. The other members of the team must 
be convinced as well.

Phil Graham, former publisher of the Washington 
Post, called journalism the ñfirst rough draft of 
history.” The emphasis is on “rough.” The need 
to publish on at least a daily cycle can create bias 
in articles because the time needed to question 
and control bias is limited. As news organizations 
increasingly emphasize news on the Web, the 

INTrODUCTiON TO iMAGE EDiTiNG 
EThiCs:

This topic is increasingly on people’s minds 
given that image manipulation ñtricksò which took 
considerable darkroom skills now can be done quite 
easily by anyone using one of the powerful image 
editing programs that are available. A user does 
not even have to be intentionally malicious to alter 
an image in an unethical manner. Unfortunately, 
many are unaware of the issues or the effects of 
their actions.

INTrODUCTiON TO IMAGE EDiTiNG EThiCs

By Douglas W. Cromey
Assistant Scientiýc Investigator, Cell Biology & Anatomy
University of Arizona, College of Medicine
Southwest Environmental Health Sciences Center

Reprinted with the permission of the author from http://swehsc.pharmacy.arizona.edu/exppath/micro/
digimage_ethics.html

potential for increased non-purposeful bias will 
grow. Of course, after news is published, it is subject 
to debate similar to that found within scientific 
communities, and other journalists will follow up 
with further stories if the event or issue is important. 
Errors can be corrected and the journalistic equivalent 
of replication can be pursued.

Over time, historians try to filter the bias that 
can occur and generate a more accurate picture of 
what really happened. However, on a day-to-day 
basis, readers, listeners and viewers need to realize 
that even when most journalists strive to produce 
fair coverage, bias can creep into reporting. They 
need to seek multiple sources of news that will help 
them control for this bias.

The Office of Research Integrity, Office of the Secretary of Health and Human Services, reported in their 
June 2005 Newsletter (http://ori.dhhs.gov/documents/newsletters/vol13_no3.pdf) that the incidence of questioned 
images and computer manipulations of images as a percentage of total scientific misconduct cases increased from 
under 5% in 1993-94 to over 40% in 2003-04, thereby warranting special efforts to combat their incidence.

Journalists have grappled with the credibility 
problems created by altered images since the early 
days of photography. In western society a photograph 
is typically assumed to be an accurate representation 
of reality, unless it is patently obvious that it has 
been altered (e.g., SPY magazine’s cover photo of a 
ñpregnantò Bruce Willis in September 1991). Most 
readers seem to understand and expect that widely 
respected sources of information will adhere to a 
higher standard of photojournalistic ethics than 
sources such as “tabloid newspapers.”

http://swehsc.pharmacy.arizona.edu/exppath/micro/digimage_ethics.html
http://swehsc.pharmacy.arizona.edu/exppath/micro/digimage_ethics.html
http://ori.dhhs.gov/documents/newsletters/vol13_no3.pdf
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Scientists are usually considered to be respected 
sources of information and there is the understanding 
within the scientific community that data must not 
be inappropriately manipulated. Unfortunately there 
seem to be very few well defined “ground rules” 
for what is an appropriate level of digital image 
manipulation and what is not. In an effort to start 
a dialog about this topic, the author would like to 
offer some observations and suggestions.

DiGiTAL IMAGiNG GUiDELiNEs

1.	 Scientiýc digital images are data.
The data are arranged spatially in an xy matrix 

(or grid) and each individual element (pixel) has a 
numerical value that represents a grayscale or RGB 
intensity value. These data are a numerical sampling 
of the sample as presented by the data acquisition 
system (e.g., microscope) to the sensor (e.g., CCD 
camera). The data acquisition system and sensor are 
subject to all the limitations and aberrations that 
physics and instrument design may impose on the 
two devices. To the observer’s eye the image data 
may appear to accurately represent what can be seen, 
however, it is the user’s responsibility to understand 
the limitations of the particular instrument.

2.	D igital images that will be compared to one 
another should be acquired under identical 
conditions.

Any processing of images that are to be 
compared should be identical, especially if they 
will be published as a group of images in a single 
figure. If there is a compelling reason that the images 
in a figure were processed differently, this must 
be explained in the publication or figure legend. 
Honesty is the best policy. 

If background subtraction or white-level 
balancing (to compensate for uneven illumination, 
etc.) was performed, this should be acknowledged 
in the methods section.

3.	 Intensity measurements of digital images 

should be performed on raw data and the data 
should be calibrated to a known standard.

Be aware that some instruments (e.g., fluorescence 
microscopes of many types) are subject to a number 
of known fluctuations over time as well as having 
other physics/electronics limitations. If you are 
unaware of, or can’t account for, the limitations 
of the acquisition instrument, you should not be 
performing intensity measurements.

4.	M anipulation of digital images should always 
be done on a copy of the raw image data. 

The original raw data file is the standard to 
which the final image can be compared. Maintaining 
a copy of the unaltered original image is the user’s 
only protection against accusations of misconduct. 
This is also the only way that users can recover 
from a mistake in image processing.

5.	 Simple adjustments to the entire image are 
usually acceptable.

This would include techniques that are similar to 
standard darkroom techniques (e.g., different contrast 
grades of paper, changes in development time). 
With digital images this would include performing 
“reasonable” adjustments of the levels and gamma 
settings. Small adjustments to the brightness and 
contrast are usually acceptable, however, large 
adjustments are not recommended.

6.	C ropping an image is usually acceptable.

7.	 Manipulations that are speciýc to one area of 
an image and are not performed on other areas 
are questionable. 

This would include techniques analogous 
to “dodging” and “burning” in a photographic 
darkroom. This is a disputed issue. Purists would 
state that selective enhancement should never be 
performed, however, there are rare occasions when it 
is legitimate to enhance a specific area in an image. 
Honesty is the best policy, if portions of an image 
for publication were selectively enhanced, the author 
should state it clearly in the figure legend. 


