Helsinki Update

This is an update on allegations of scientific misconduct in addiction medicine against Finnish researchers, which were made by Australians, including me, in 2006.
 
The University of Helsinki initiated an inquiry, followed by an investigation, and a final report. The complainants and defendants submitted responses and rebuttals to the inquiry and the investigation. The entire process was monitored by the Finnish National Advisory Board on Research Ethics (TENK) and they have given their opinion in March 2009.
 
We first noticed a fabricated claim about the study protocol where the researchers misused the Cochrane Collaboration (McGoldrick 2001) in their published work ( Alho et al 2002). The researchers made a second false claim (Goodman & Gilman) in published letters defending this protocol (Alho et al 2004).
 
Documents discovered during the inquiry revealed that this protocol given to their human subjects was falsely claimed by the researchers to have been approved by their ethics committee (National Agency for Medicines 1998). 
 
It was discovered by the complainants that a different protocol was approved, but that mysteriously, this was changed by the researchers. This change has been hidden from the scientific readership and from the trial volunteers and the public. This change was hidden from the National Agency for Medicines in Finland, which is in breach of the Finnish Medicines Act.
 
This covert change resulted in a protocol that is contraindicated and rejected by the conscious sedation literature. The method used has been published as misuse, and Alho et al named as misusers by the senior author of the modern standard text on the topic, MS Clark (Int J Neurosci 1996) The original, but secret and approved protocol was unused. This hidden, unused but approved protocol is supported by the literature. The published protocol has no support in the literature whatsoever.
 
In a further attempt to justify what was done to their human subjects, and the validity of their results, the researchers Alho, Salaspuro, Paloheimo, Roine et al lied to the inquiry and the University with yet another fabrication. This time they falsely claimed that Donna Stach's 1995 paper was the reference they should have used. A bus time-table would be just as relevant.
 
Nobody from the University of Helsniki or the National Advisory Board on Research Ethics have admitted that this covert and unexplained protocol deception occurred. Nor will they ask why or how, or warn the public, or AOD reserachers. In the investigation, there is no reference to this elephant in the room at all by the expert committee of Finnish academics.
 
Alho et al have other problems. For example, consumers discovered they published a written time-line of 30 minutes gas admin (ethics approved), but their graphs reveal 43 minutes (ACER 2002). The investigation response to this was to say nothing.
 
Alho et al conclude in their 2002 and 2003 papers that the only untested option is to use higher dosages. They do not admit to the readership that this is even further away from their hidden authorised protocol, which is the range prescribed in the literature. The investigation again turned a blind eye; they are commentless on this fact (Nuutinen et al 2008 investigation). 
 
A few days ago (March 2009), the Advisory Board on Reserach Ethics agreed with the University of Helsinki that they can't see any real problem. The Advisory Board failed to discuss these the matters above at all. The investigators will not ask why the protocol was secretly altered without permission and why various published lies and inquiry rebuttal lies are needed to justify it.  The scientific record remains misleading and tainted.
 
The lesson learned by the Australian complainants is that scientific misconduct needs to be included in the criminal code. Universities worldwide are fearful of their reputation and are known to resort to the whitewash. Australian universities may not be any better.
 
If we knew what to expect as whistleblowers, we would have kept out complaint very simple, and our expectations close to zero. 
 
Peter Darroch 
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