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Joint work with Friedrich Leisch and Torsten Hothorn:

• Leisch, Eugster, and Hothorn. Executable papers for the R
community: The R2 platform for reproducible research.
Procedia Computer Science, 4:618–626, 2011. Proceedings of
the International Conference on Computational Science, ICCS
2011.

• Finalist of the Executable Paper Grand Challenge.

THE VIEWS EXPRESSED IN THIS TALK
DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRESENT

THE VIEWS OF MY COLLABORATORS!
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In the sense of Fermat’s Last Theorem:
“I have discovered a truly marvelous source code of
this, which this paper is too narrow to contain.”

(*) see Wikipedia (2011)
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Clearbout’s Principle:

“An article about computational science in a scientific publication
is not the scholarship itself, it is merely advertising of the
scholarship. The actual scholarship is the complete software
development environment and the complete set of instructions
which generated the figures.”

(*) Buckheit and Donoho (1995) and de Leeuw (2001)
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Manuel’s two cents:

1. Publications which are not reproducible are useless. Source
code which computes results shown in papers and the used
data sets must be available.

2. Publications which deal with closed data sets have to be
“quasi-reproducible” by providing the analyses and artificial
data sets (at best with similar characteristics like the closed
data sets).

3. Providing some source code and, for example, a binary data
file on an author’s website is not “reproducible”. Similar to
publications, source code and data sets must be available
“forever” and in a standardized way.

4. A second execution of the analyses on the authors’ computers
is not “reproducibility”. Analyses must be reproducible on an
unbiased open platform.
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Hardware

Operating system

Application software

Run-time system

CodeData

Text
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Global Improvements

“We reproduced two analyzes in principle and six partially or with
some discrepancies; ten could not be reproduced. The main reason
for failure to reproduce was data unavailability, and discrepancies
were mostly due to incomplete data annotation or specification of
data processing and analysis.”

(*) Ioannidis (2009) via Hothorn and Leisch (2011)
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Global Improvements

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
February 25, 2011 
 
To our readers: 
 
In 2009 Dr. Joachim Boldt published a manuscript in Anesthesia & Analgesia comparing 
albumin and hydroxyethyl starch priming cardiopulmonary bypass.1 The study was 
retracted in December 2010 for lack of IRB approval.2 A subsequent investigation by 
Klinikum Ludwigshafen determined that the study was fabricated.3  
 
Landesärztekammer Rheinland-Pfalz (“LÄK-RLP”), the State Medical Association of 
Rheinland-Pfalz, Germany, serves as the Institutional Review Board (IRB) for clinical 
research at Klinikum Ludwigshafen, where Dr. Boldt’s recent research was conducted.4 
Following the retraction LÄK-RLP undertook a careful evaluation of the status of IRB 
approval for research conducted by Dr. Boldt. Today, on behalf of the editors of multiple 
journals concerned about the possibility of unethical research, I received from LÄK-RLP 
a determination, to the best of their ability, of the status of IRB approval for 101 articles 
published by Dr. Boldt.  
 
Table 1 lists the 22 articles published in Anesthesia & Analgesia for which LÄK was not 
able to verify IRB approval. These articles are hereby retracted. 
 
The full list of 89 articles that for which LÄK could not verify IRB approval has been 
circulated to the editors of the affected journals. Early next week, after those editors have 
had an opportunity to review the list and notify their readers, we will post the full list of 
89 articles for which LÄK was unable to verify IRB approval. We will also list the 11 
articles for which IRB approval has been verified, and the 2 articles for with IRB 
approval was deemed by LÄK to not be necessary. 
 
The retraction of an article for lack of IRB approval means that the research was 
unethical, and that IRB approval for the research was misrepresented in the article. It 
does not mean that the research results are fraudulent. That is a different question. 
Klinikum Ludwigshafen has commissioned an investigating committee to systematically 
verify the findings presented in Dr. Boldt’s articles against patient and laboratory records 
to determine the authenticity of the research results stated in the article.  
 
That is a slow and painstaking process. I will keep our readers informed of the findings of 
the investigating committee at Klinikum Ludwigshafen. It is possible that articles 
retracted for lack of IRB approval may be retracted again (!) for research fraud to provide 
a full accounting of Dr. Boldt’s research.  

Steven L. Shafer, MD 
Editor-in-Chief 
 

 

100 Pine Street, Suite 230, San Francisco, CA 94111 
Phone: (415) 777-2750, Fax: (415) 777-2803 

“Joachim Boldt is at the centre of a criminal investigation
amid allegations that he may have forged up to 90 crucial
studies on the treatment.”

(*) The Telegraph (2011)
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From: Journal Editoral Office

Subject: Request to review manuscript #...

To: Manuel.Eugster@stat.uni-muenchen.de

Dear Mr. Manuel Eugster,

Would you be willing to referee the attached

paper by [...]

Should you accept, I would be grateful to have

your review within [...] days.

Sincerely,

The Managing Editor
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. . . based on the R Ecosystem

Sweave

Packages:

- pkg/

- DESCRIPTION

- R/

- data/

- demo/

- inst/

- doc/

CRAN
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