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Evaluation results:  
Rules of good scientific practice (February 12, 2016) 

Course details 
During the course, Henrik Hartmann provided background knowledge on good and bad 
scientific practice – and the grey area in between. Since good scientific conduct is 
crucial for your own research activities and interactions between the scientific 
community and society at large all IMPRS members should deal with these issues and 
participate in one workshop like this. Detailed information is provided on the following 
webpage: http://www.imprs-gbgc.de/index.php/Courses/GoodScientificPractice2016


9 out of 13 participants filled in the survey by March 16, 2016.!
 

Survey results 
To which extend has the course improved/clarified your general notion of good 
scientific conduct? 


• The course was a good reminder of concepts with which I was already familiar. It 
improved my understanding of resources available here at the institute. 

• Was helpful, especially interesting is the idea of a "grey-zone". Generally took away that 
honesty and transparency are key values in scientific work. 

• By reading some parts of the recommended literature and talking about it in the course I 
think I am now more aware of it. 

• The course was a very good summarisation of already known and new "rules". Before 
that course I haven't thought about several of these guidelines. 

• There are a lot of grey zones, that has to be handled with care, but there are rules for 
some cases and people, who can be asked. 

• It clarified my knowledge about authorship guidelines. 

• To a moderate extend as my ideals are driven already by moral; Anyhow, the case studies 
were interesting. It enforces one to read texts more carefully; on the other hand it shows 
that even the best peer review may not find every misconduct. 

• It improves not too much as I learned some information in other places before 

• Though I had heard most of the material before, it was a good, concise refresher of good 
scienfitif conduct. 
!!!
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Are you aware how the concept of good scientific practice applies to your particular 
situation (e.g. with respect to your field of studies and your career stage)? How has the 
seminar contributed to this understanding? Do you have any ideas for further 
improvement in this respect? 


• Yes, I feel comfortable with my knowledge. The seminar allowed me to see scientific 
conduct through a broader lens and by comparing my internal values, I was able to 
confirm that I good about my personal standards. 

• Yes. See above. 

• I think I am. Especially since Henrik Hartmann showed several examples. 

• It was very good to have a course like that in the beginning of the PhD programme. 

• Yes. It is good to know, how to present my results without getting into trouble with 
someone and how papers are going to be published. 

• It has improved my awareness on overstatements and how this misleads the public and 
the scientific community. 

• Yes. See above. See below. 

• It made me aware the importance of good literature citing. It's a gray area but we need to 
be carful with that. 

• Yes I feel away of good scientific practice. The seminar was a good reminder of these 
practices. !

Which parts of the course were especially good (and why)? 


• The pacing and delivery were especially good. 

• Generally liked the possibility for discussion. 

• Regarding a (recent) study and discussing what was done right and wrong lightened the 
mood. From my point of view, his could be done more than once during the course. 

• Henrik presented the rules for good scientific practice in a great way with a lot of 
examples. Therefore, it was not boring even if there was some material presented I am 
familiar with and I could concentrate the whole time. During the course it was a great 
learning atmosphere. 

• Good presentation for a drought topic. 

• The introduction to the reviewing process was very helpful to get a better picture of this 
yet mysterious procedure, which is never talked about, because either you do not deal 
with it yet (undergrads) or you are expected to know about it (scientists). As PhD students 
we are in between and it was nice to get a more specific picture on reasons that lead to 
acceptance or rejection. I also liked the general presentation of the topic, which can be 
quite tiring. The many examples and personal experiences of Henrik made it more 
entertaining. 

• Case study from his own experience (Rowland et al.) and the short excercise on this. If 
Henrik's (and coauthors) replying letter goes through he should definitely take more room 
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for this, and present both, the article, the reply, and the author's reply too. Possibly, 
participants could also read this repartee as a preparation 

• I think the discussion about a article from nature is impressive as its a vivid example to 
find some misconduct 

• I like that the course was concise, and that it added in not only good practices, but an 
associated overview of paper writing practices and the editing process. !

Which parts of the workshop were not so good / not so fitting / not well enough 
presented? 


• I thought the walk through of the aspects of a scientific paper was a little below the 
audience. The content itself is something that I think all of us were already very familiar 
with, not the best use of our time. 

• I think, if one does not read the MPI-guidelines in advance/afterwards, the quick overview 
during the course will not provide all the necessary information. Maybe, the participant 
should be encouraged more to read those pages. 

• Nevertheless a drought topic. 

• The specific article about C starvation vs. hydraulic conductivity was a bit to specific and 
therefore the short group-internal discussion was too unfocussed. 

• Especially statistics would have been interesting for me, he took this out, sadly. 

• interactive part, sometime we don't know how to interactive with lecturer that may omit 
some information 

• The presentation could be cleaned up a bit, so that we don't have to skip past slides that 
are not relevent. 

Do you have other suggestions for a future course? 


• I think if MPI was able to come up with a cleaner set of rules for co-authorship, that 
would improve the scientific practice of the whole society. 

• It was quite cold and dark in the room which maybe influenced the mood. 

• I´d like to hear more about modeling and authership there. We discussed a lot about data 
and data use, but not about modeling and how to divide between my own work, further 
work on the model and ideas of my leader. 

• More inclusion of bad examples (papers papers papers). Advice on how to write a paper 
properly is already content of other (more specific) courses... it's just (very brief) repetition 
that way. Misleading content issues may be more important than stilistic errors (writing, 
etc - this is a own field). 

• Another possible topic to cover would be funding and grant writing, and how they pertain 
to good scientific practices.
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