


1.Introduction
In recent years, a large amount of research has been conducted across various fields. While this growth is important, it is also crucial to address the importance of following the guidelines and principles of ethical research. Sticking to these ethics ensures the integrity of knowledge created and helps maintain public trust in the scientific results. Research ethics is the set of guidelines and principles that researchers must follow when conducting studies. An essential part of these ethics involves honesty and transparency in handling data. Specifically, researchers must avoid fabrication, falsification, and misrepresentation. These violations directly affect the integrity of knowledge and disturb the public trust.
This paper highlights the importance of ethical research as it is the core for evolving community. As it directly affects how much the public trusts scientific findings, the reliability and truthfulness of the knowledge that future research and policies depend on, and whether research leads to genuine progress or instead spreads false information through fabrication, falsification, and misrepresentation, ultimately shaping both the community's trust in science and the very foundation of accurate knowledge that allows society to advance.
2. Foundational Ethical Principles
Foundational ethical principles are the fundamental rules to governs human actions in research involving humans, animals, or scientific data. Following these principles is essential for upholding human safety and scientific integrity, and it requires a strong commitment to honesty, integrity, and professional accountability.
Honesty & integrity 
Honesty and integrity are the dual foundations of ethical research, as integrity is the trait of an individual that upholds morality, trustworthiness, and lawfulness to guide institutional practices. Honesty is the truthfulness and reliability one can demonstrate, consistently avoiding fabrication, falsification, and misrepresentation of data or results at every stage of implementation (Resnik, D.B., 2015.).  Inventing data or results to support a desired conclusion directly weakens the trustworthiness of the scientific record. Upholding integrity requires transparent documentation of methodologies, accurate presentation of both supportive and contradictory findings, and prompt correction of any errors discovered post-publication.
Objectivity 
A lot of principles can define objectivity of research it is actively minimizing bias across all phases of inquiry, including experimental design, data interpretation, and peer review, as (Resnik, D.B., 2015.) described reliable and trustworthy. Bias is the departure of the truth or reality; it can in any way can harm the honesty and reliability of research
Respect for subjects 
Much research involves human or animal subjects, making it mandatory to follow specific principles and rules to ensure their safety. This begins with informed consent, which is the first agreement established between the researcher and a human subject. Unlike humans, animals cannot provide consent; therefore, the 3Rs rule shapes their use in laboratory research. Introduced by Russell and Burch in The Principles of Humane Experimental Technique, the 3Rs stand for replace, reduce, and refine. Specifically, replace means using alternative options instead of animals, reduce focuses on minimizing the number of animals used, and refine aims to minimize their harm as much as possible (Grimm et al., 2025).
3. Key Ethical Issues in Research Practice
Data management 
Ensuring the integrity of research data relies on implementing rigorous data management protocols throughout the entire research lifecycle, particularly during collection, storage, sharing, and long-term retention. It is therefore imperative for researchers to source data from verified, trustworthy repositories and to avoid any sources of questionable origin. Furthermore, when human subjects are involved, securing their voluntary informed consent is not only an ethical imperative but often a legal requirement as well.
Authorship and credit 
Authorship in research is supposed to track both credit and responsibility. The standard biomedical rule set is the ICMJE model: substantial contribution to the work, drafting or critical revision, final approval, and accountability for the whole paper (Lapeña, 2019).
Plagiarism 
Plagiarism is the illegal act of takings someone else’s writing, work or even art and presenting it as their own or not crediting the source. Nowadays, plagiarism is considered the violation of copyright (Masic, 2014).
Conflicts of interest 
Conflicts of interest in research are situations where a secondary interest, often financial but sometimes professional or intellectual, could influence judgment about the primary research question (Bekelman et al., 2003).
4. Research Misconduct 
FFP (Fabrication, Falsification, Plagiarism)  
Fabrication refers to the creation of data or results that were never actually obtained. Falsification involves manipulating, altering, or selectively omitting existing data to produce a desired outcome or to make findings appear more favorable. A common example of falsification is the unauthorized manipulation of research images using software such as Photoshop. Because image manipulation is a recurring concern in scientific publishing, many journals employ specialists to screen submitted graphics for inappropriate alterations. Plagiarism, on the other hand, is the presentation of another person's ideas, information, or intellectual work as one's own without proper acknowledgment of the original source. The widespread availability of information on the Internet has increased the risk of plagiarism, as text can be easily copied and pasted, and ideas can be obtained from numerous online sources. (Bornmann, 2013)
Questionable research practices (QRPs) – p-hacking, HARKing, inadequate statistical reporting. 
Banks et al. defined QRPs as design, analytic, or reporting practices that have been questioned because of the potential for the practice to be employed to present biased evidence in favor of an assertion. 
The study by Wang, L., et al. (2023) introduces p-hacking, HARKing, and inadequate statistical reporting  
p-hacking, whereby researchers perform multiple statistical analyses or selectively manipulate analytical procedures to obtain statistically significant results, thereby increasing the likelihood of false-positive findings. HARKing is (Hypothesizing After the Results are Known), which occurs when researchers formulate hypotheses after examining the data but present them as a priori hypotheses, reducing the transparency and credibility of the research process. Furthermore, inadequate statistical reporting remains a significant issue in scientific research. This may include the omission of non-significant findings, failure to report effect sizes and confidence intervals, or insufficient descriptions of statistical methods, all of which hinder the proper evaluation, interpretation, and replication of study results
Consequences of misconduct – Retractions, reputational damage, harm to participants. 
Consequences of Research Misconduct 
Research misconduct, including fabrication, falsification, and plagiarism (FFP), can have serious consequences for researchers, institutions, and society. One major consequence is the retraction of published articles, which occurs when research findings are found to be unreliable due to misconduct. Studies show that misconduct is responsible for a large proportion of scientific retractions, particularly in biomedical research (Fang, Steen, & Casadevall, 2012). 
Another consequence is reputational damage. Researchers involved in misconduct may lose credibility, funding opportunities, and professional positions. Institutions associated with misconduct cases may also experience a loss of public trust and academic reputation (DuBois et al., 2013). 
Research misconduct can also cause harm to participants and society. False or manipulated findings may influence clinical decisions, public policies, and future research, potentially leading to ineffective or harmful outcomes. Furthermore, misconduct undermines public confidence in scientific research and wastes valuable resources (Steneck, 2006). 
5.Oversight and Compliance 
Institutional Review Boards (IRBs) / Research Ethics Committees (RECs). 
Research oversight and compliance are essential for ensuring ethical research practices and maintaining public trust in science. Institutional Review Boards (IRBs) and Research Ethics Committees (RECs) review research involving human participants to ensure compliance with ethical principles such as informed consent, confidentiality, and participant protection (Morain et al., 2024). 
Research integrity offices (e.g., ORII in the U.S.)
Research integrity offices, such as the U.S. Office of Research Integrity (ORI), promote responsible research conduct, provide ethics training, and investigate allegations of misconduct. Recent studies highlight their important role in strengthening research integrity policies and compliance systems (Ščepanović et al., 2021). 
Whistleblowing – Protections and processes 
Whistleblowing mechanisms provide confidential channels for reporting unethical behaviour and research misconduct. Effective whistleblowing systems include clear reporting procedures and protections against retaliation, encouraging accountability and transparency within research institutions (Elsehrawy et al., 2025).
6.Conclusion 
Research integrity is essential for ensuring the credibility and reliability of scientific knowledge. Ethical research requires adherence to foundational principles such as honesty, respect, justice, and accountability, while addressing key ethical issues related to participant protection, data management, and authorship. Effective oversight and compliance mechanisms, such as ethics review boards, institutional policies, and regulatory frameworks, play a critical role in safeguarding ethical standards and protecting research participants 
To strengthen research integrity, researchers and institutions should prioritize ongoing ethics training, promote transparency through preregistration and open data practices, and foster a culture of honesty and accountability. These efforts are essential for enhancing public trust and ensuring the quality and reproducibility of research. 
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