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President’s Message
Spring is an incredibly busy time.   
End of term exams, dissertation 
defenses, grant application 
deadlines and study section 
assignments always seem to 
occur on the same schedule in 
spring. However, for me, spring 
also is amplifying anticipation 
and excitement about our SSIB 
annual meeting in Bonita Springs, 
Florida, July 17-21.  As always, it 
will be exciting to hear all the new 
results, and visit with old friends 
and colleagues.  Also, the Bonita 
Springs venue is beautiful, and a fantastic location to enjoy 
top notch science!  Hopefully, you’re already registered but, 
If  not, now is the time. 

The SSIB Program Committee, chaired by Dana Small, 
and including Scott Kanoski and Alain Daigher, Track 1 
and Track 2 co-chairs, have nearly completed their hard 
work of assembling and organizing the program.  The Mars 
Lecturers and symposia are posted to the meeting website, 
and the rest of the program soon will follow.  Clearly, we 
are going to have yet another superb scientific program 
this year.  In addition to the excellent scientific sessions, 
a number of informative ancillary activities are being 
organized for our meeting.  A jobs forum, organized by Dr. 
Dawna Venzon, will include a panel to discuss and answer 
questions about employment opportunities in academia, 
pharma, food industry, nutrition, government etc.  Also, 
Rachael Engels of Elsevier is organizing a publication 
workshop with a panel of journal editors and reviewers.  
Finally, a workshop involving all aspects of NIH applications 
from training to RO1s also is in the works.  We hope to 
include a program officer (PO), scientific review officer 
(SRO) and a study section chairperson on this panel.  So if 
you have questions about what these people do, how the 
application and review process works, or how to navigate 
NIH alphabet soup of RO1, R21, RO3, T35, K99 and on and 
on, this workshop is for you!  Please continue to visit the 
SSIB 2018 website for updates, even after you’ve completed 
the registration and reservation process.

Also at the meeting, we are looking forward to recognizing 
some of our colleagues for their achievements in the area 
of ingestive behavior research.  Two committees comprised 
of past SSIB presidents, one chaired by President Elect 
Ruth Harris, and one chaired by me, had the difficult but 
fulfilling task of selecting our award honorees.  I’m pleased 
to announce that this year’s Distinguished Career Award 
recipient is Professor Dr. Wolfgang Langhans.  The recipient 
of the Hoebel Prize for Creativity is Dr. Alan Geliebter, and 
the Alan N. Epstein Research Award recipient is Dr. Eric 
Krause.  Please plan to attend the Awards Symposium, on 

In This Issue

Bob Ritter, PhD
President, SSIB 

VOL. XXVII  NO. 2

2018 DISTINGUISHED SCIENTISTS
SECRETARY & MEMBERSHIP COMMITTEE
SSIB JOB FAIR
NIAB CALL FOR VOLUNTEERS
IMPORTANCE OF GOOD SCIENCE AND TRAINING
INCREASING INGESTIVE BAHAVIOR RESEARCH
SPONSORS
SAVE THE DATES

2
4
4
5
6
7
9
9

Saturday July 21st from 2.30 – 4.15 p.m. where we can 
congratulate the recipients, and hear more from and about 
each of them!

Encouraging and supporting young investigators is an 
important SSIB tradition and part of our society’s “DNA”.  
In fact one of SSIB’s more important sustained efforts 
has been providing funding to facilitate annual meeting 
attendance by graduate students and post-doctoral 
fellows through our New Investigator Travel Award (NITA) 
program.  A committee of past presidents, chaired by 
President Elect, Ruth Harris, has completed selection this 
year’s NITA recipients. Through the generosity of SSIB 
members and of SSIB’s sponsors, we again were able 
to provide NITA funding to 15 young scientists, selected 
based on the high quality of their abstract submissions.  
The 15 NITA recipients include two who were awared the 
George Collier and Randall Sakai NITAs, which specifically 
recognize young investigators pursuing questions that 
reflect the scholarly interests of Drs. Collier and Sakai.  In 
addition to offering congratulations to the NITA recipients, 
I want to thank Ruth and her committee for their hard work 
and, once again express my gratitude to the incredible 
generosity of SSIB members and sponsors whose 
donations make these awards possible!

As most of you know, our colleague Jack Davis died at 
his home in Tallahassee this past February 26.  Jack 
was a major intellectual force in our field.  A wonderful 
remembrance of Jack’s career, written by Gerry Smith, is 
posted on the SSIB home page.  In it Gerry remembers 
highlights of Jack’s career contributions and his collegiality.  
In addition, a new Ingestive Classic with commentary by 
Nori Geary, titled “Jack Davis and David Wirtshafter on 
settling points and parsimony”, will soon be posted.  In 
his commentary Nori expands on Wirtshafter and Davis’s 
1977 paper, Set points, settling points, and the control of 
body weight. Physiol Behav 19:75-78, while also providing 
a primer in control theory.  While we miss Jack, these two 
offerings from close friends, colleagues and collaborators 
are fitting celebrations of Jack’s life in science. By the way, 
with the posting of Nori’s commentary, there will be a total 
posting of 18 Ingestive Classics. Barry Levin continues to 
curate this collection, and always is looking for new   
                    (CONTINUED ON PAGE 3)



2

2018 SSIB Distinguished Scientists

Distinguished Career Award Recipient: Wolfgang Langhans

Wolfgang Langhans (WL) retired as professor at ETH Zurich, a position he occupied since 1988. 
He received a DVM from the University of Munich 1981, was awarded the Hans Adolf Krebs Prize 
by the German Nutrition Society in 1982, and spent two months in 1983 at the New York 
Hospital-Cornell Medical Center in White Plains, NY, learning neurosurgical techniques. WL joined 
the Institute of Veterinary Physiology at the University of Zurich in 1983, where he completed
habilitation in 1987. In a six-month sabbatical in 1996 at Johns Hopkins University School of 
Medicine in Baltimore, MD, he developed expertise in single unit electrophysiological recording. 
WL was Institute Head (1992 – 1993, 2006 – 2009), and Chair of D-AGRL (1997 – 1999). He 
acted as Dean of VETSUISSE (2003 - 2006) merging the Faculties of Veterinary Medicine in 
Zurich and Bern into a unified VETSUISSE Faculty.  Wolfgang was chair of a strategic planning 
committee for the establishment of the new department D-HEST at ETH Zurich (2010 – 2011) and 
was the founding Chair of this department (2012 – 2013). His research focuses on the physiology 

and pathophysiology of the neuroendocrine control of eating and energy balance, including 
obesity and type II diabetes.  He has published more than 197 original research articles, and numerous invited reviews and 
book chapters.  Wolgang has been active in SSIB for many years, including chairing several important committees.  He 
served as SSIB president in 2004-2005. 

Hoebel Prize for Creativity Recipient: Allan Gelliebter

Allan attended Columbia University, receiving an MA in biology and a PhD in psychology in 1976 
and his clinical psychology license in 1977. He continued his research at the NY Obesity

 Research Center at St. Luke’s Hospital, Columbia University, and at Touro College and University 
System, becoming a full professor in 1988 and a Distinguished Professor in 2017. He joined SSIB 
at its start and co-chaired a successful SSIB satellite meeting with Harry Kissileff at Heuston 
Woods, Ohio, in 2004. His highly cited dissertation was the first to examine how equicaloric 
macronutrients influence food intake in humans. Most of his subsequent work has been on the 
neural and hormonal mechanisms that control food intake, especially the stomach’s role, and on 
translating that work into potential treatments for obesity. He was among the first to develop an 
intragastric balloon for obesity treatment. Three intragastric balloon devices were recently 
approved by the FDA in 2015-16. He has also focused on two eating disorders associated with 
obesity, binge eating disorder (BED) and the night eating syndrome (NES). BED was officially 

recognized as an eating disorder in the DSM-5 of the American Psychiatric Association in 2013, and NES was also included 
under Other Specified Feeding or Eating Disorders. Allan was also the first to apply 
neuroimaging (fMRI) to studies of binge eating disorder and obesity surgery and has received several NIH grants to explore 
this area.  Allan was a longtime friend of Bart Hoebel and attended the first independent SSIB meeting hosted by Bart in 
1992 at Princeton. He has been a member of SSIB, since its origins as a satellite evening meeting in conjunction with the 
Eastern Psychological Association. He also co-chaired (with Harry Kissileff) the SSIB satellite meeting on Obesity and Eating 
Disorders in Heuston Woods, Ohio (2004), and served on the SSIB Board of Directors (2008-11).

Alan N. Epstein Research Award: Eric G. Krause

Eric received his Ph.D. in Neuroscience from Florida State University in 2005 investigating the 
association between estrogen replacement, fluid balance and cardiovascular disease in female 
rodent models under the advisement of Dr. Robert Contreras. Subsequently he spent a very 
productive six years in Cincinnati first as a post-doctoral fellow with Dr. Randall Sakai and then as 
a Research Assistant Professor in Dr. James Herman’s laboratory. During this time he 
determined that brain angiotensin receptors stimulate the HPA axis and that mental stress 
stimulates angiotensin II, which in turn promotes anxiety-type behaviors. In 2011 Eric accepted a 
position as Assistant Professor in the Department of Pharmacodynamics at University of Florida 
and was promoted to Associate Professor last year. He has continued to follow his interest in the 
association between fluid balance and stress related behaviors and made the novel discovery that 
dehydration promotes social behavior due to the promotion of oxytocin release. He is currently 
examining the links between angiotensin, anxiety disorders, stroke and hypertension. Eric has 
been successful in obtaining support from NIH throughout his research career, receiving NRSAs 

both as a graduate student and a post-doc, a K99/R00 and currently is PI on 3 NIH RO1s. Eric has published 53 papers and 
2 book chapters, has received several awards for his research and has been a member of SSIB since he was a graduate 
student.



3

President’s Message (continued)

(CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1)

submissions and suggestions from the SSIB membership.  If you have an idea, please contact Barry!

Over the past six months there have been several updates or revisions to SSIB policies and to our website. First, you 
may have noticed that the welcome page of our website now prominently features a statement, approved by the officers 
and Board, affirming the fact that SSIB is an inclusive scientific organization, and that we support freedom of scientists to 
travel and exchange information.  Also, new since our last annual meeting, is a guiding statement regarding use of non-
offensive and person-first language and illustrations for talks and presentations.  You will have noticed these guidelines 
in the instructions for abstract submission on the meeting website.  Hopefully, these guidelines will be helpful to everyone 
in planning professional presentations, especially those for inclusion in the SSIB meeting programs. Another addition that 
you may have seen while submitting your abstracts is the addition of a new abstract category for reporting technical and 
procedural advances. This “poster only” category was designed to encourage dissemination of new technical information 
and expertise by SSIB members and corporate entities.  Posters in this category will enable presenters to go into more 
detail with regard to methods, procedure and technical detail than can be accommodated while reporting data from 
hypothesis-driven research. Posters featuring technical and procedural advances will be grouped with the other research 
posters in one of the meeting poster sessions.

Last year Sue Grigson initiated a survey of SSIB members in order to develop a list of potential members willing to serve on 
NIH study sections. The intent was to help SROs and study section chairs to identify reviewers with expertise in ingestive 
behavior research. Because individual availabilities vary over time, we are repeating this survey again this year. In fact, by 
the time you read this, you should already have received an email with a link to the survey. Please take time to fill out the 
survey.  Also, if you are asked to serve on a study section, I hope you will give service serious consideration. Participation 
of reviewers who are knowledgeable about research in ingestive behavior is crucial to our field. Moreover, most of us who 
have served on study sections over the years have found this service to be rewarding as well as intellectually stimulating.

SSIB is in solid financial condition.  Thanks to generous donations from members, corporate sponsors and foundations, and 
careful management by SPLtrak and our Finance Committee, we continue to meet our expenses, conduct an outstanding 
annual scientific meeting, assist our young members in meeting participation, and recognize members for their substantial 
scholarly accomplishments. Pursuant to advice from our excellent association management, SPLtrak, SSIB has had the 
goal of developing sufficient monetary resources that would enable our society to weather unanticipated disasters. Our 
benchmark has been to make SSIB’s finances sound enough such that we could absorb monetary losses due to two “failed” 
annual meetings, which might occur due to natural disaster etc. We now are close to achieving that goal.  Accordingly, the 
SSIB officers and the Finance Committee, chaired by Treasurer, Kellie Tamashiro, have begun investigating the possibility 
of establishing a SSIB endowment as a means to enhance our society’s financial position and support its activities. Current 
monetary resources available to seed an endowment account are relatively small, but still significant. Therefore, a draft 
proposal for development of a SSIB endowment soon will be circulated to the SSIB Board for discussion. If the Board 
deems the proposal timely and prudent, the next step would be to develop draft guidelines and legal documents governing 
the investment and management of endowment funds. The intent would be to conservatively invest a portion of SSIB 
financial resources to generate a modest yearly income that would be used to support specific recurring SSIB activities. 
For example endowment income initially might be used to fund specific awards, such as the Distinguished Career Award. 
However, as the principal of the fund grows through appreciation and reinvestment of proceeds, the income could be 
targeted to other awards or to other Board-recommended initiatives. Also, SSIB members and benefactors who wished 
to make legacy gifts or other donations to support SSIB in perpetuity also could specifically contribute to the endowment. 
Clearly, if the SSIB Board decides to move ahead the work of setting up an endowment will require additional careful work 
over the months following our 2018 meeting. Consequently, at this point, we are only at the investigational and discussion 
phase of the process.

By almost any measure SSIB is a thriving intellectually vibrant scientific society with a bright future. It has been an honor, 
a privilege and a pleasure to serve as its President this year. Fortunately, for me and for SSIB, I have been advised, edited 
and supported in many ways by so many wise and competent people that I can’t possibly mention them all. However, I 
especially appreciate immediate Past President, Sue Grigson, whose coaching has been essential throughout this year.  
Also, President Elect, Ruth Harris, has excellent advice and is exceptionally well prepared to take the reigns as President.  
Outgoing Secretary, and SSIB’s living hard drive, Derrick Daniels, also has been an invaluable help on all things SSIB. 
Kellie Tamashiro, our Treasurer, always has her finger on SSIB’s financial pulse, and has worked steadily to identify 
the best ways to manage SSIB resources. Obviously, Dana Small, Scott Kanoski and Alain Dagher have done yeoman 
labor organizing our meeting program, as well as helping me with fund raising and helping with other aspects of SSIB 
governance. I have leaned heavily on all these people and others. Also, I can’t imagine doing this job enjoyably without 
the help and support of SPLtrak, our association management. I doubt that there has been a single day since I took the 
SSIB gavel that I have not been in contact with Melissa Szkodzinska at least one or two times. Melissa appears to respond 
to queries and requests, sometimes even before I hit the “send” button in my email program! So, Thank You very much, 
Melissa, Jamie and Adam of SPLtrak! Finally, I am thankful to our members for giving me the opportunity to serve SSIB!
I hope to see you all in Bonita Springs!

Bob Ritter
President, SSIB
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SSIB IntakeA Message from the Secretary and
Chair of the Membership Committee

My six years as Secretary and Chair of the Membership 
Committee have taught me a lot about this wonderful Society, and 
made me very proud to watch our family stay strong through my 
time in office. I encourage all of our members to keep up the great 
work, and I hope each of you will continue to raise awareness of 
the SSIB, and keep bringing your trainees, friends, colleagues into 
the SSIB family. 

Now back to the regular Membership Committee message: 

Recruit a new member today and discount your dues.

The SSIB will continue to offer a 50% reduction of your 
membership dues if you recruit a new Regular member this year 
(limit of one member per year). Contact the SSIB administrative 
office (ssib@ssib.org) with the name of your recruited new member and your discount will 
be applied the next time you renew your membership.
 
Encourage lab members to join.

Are all of your students and postdocs members of SSIB? If not, please encourage them 
to join the Society and benefit from the following:

• Reduced registration for the Annual Meeting

• Eligibility for New Investigator Travel Awards and other SSIB awards

• Involvement in the Society through participation in the Board and other 
committees

• Access to members only areas of the website, which includes job postings and 
Intake

 

Derek Daniels, PhD
Outgoing SSIB Secretary and
Membership Committee Chair

SSIB Job Fair

Learn about different types of careers and available job 
openings.

We are pleased to announce a job fair at SSIB Bonita Springs July 17- July 21, 2018. 
The job fair is designed to expand the horizons of young scientists in pursuit of their 
careers in science as well as increasing their network. The participants should gain 
an insight into careers in industry, academia, government, and others. There will be 
short talks by the experts from different areas, followed by round table talks where the 
participants can have the chance to speak with the experts.

We will also have a board with job postings and a sign-up sheet for people who are hiring 
to meet talented young scientists.  

Please send the job openings to Shin Lee at shin-lee@ethz.ch.  

If you are interested in future career options and planning, we invite you to join the 
job fair at SSIB 2018!

Best, 
SSIB Job Fair Organizers 

mailto:ssib%40ssib.org?subject=
mailto:shin-lee%40ethz.ch?subject=


5

Meet the NIAB Board

Thank you to all who expressed interest in serving on NIAB! To meet the yearly needs for planning NIAB programming for 
SSIB, we expanded our group to 9 members. The current board is as follows: 

• Nicola Buckland, Lecturer, University of Sheffield, Track 2
• Jenny (Gilbert) Sadler, PhD Student, University of North Carolina – Chapel Hill, Track 2
• Samantha Kling, Postdoctoral Fellow, Geisinger’s Obesity Institute, Track 2
• Christina Potter, Postdoctoral Researcher, University of Oxford, Track 2
• Emily Noble, Postdoctoral Fellow, University of Southern California, Track 1
• Greg Loney, Postdoctoral Fellow, SUNY Buffalo, Track 1
• Guido Camps, Postdoctoral Fellow, Wageningen University (NL), Track 2
• Lauren Stein, Postdoctoral Fellow, University of Pennsylvania, Track 1
• Tuki Attuquayefio, Postdoctoral Fellow, University of Bristol, Track 2

Poster Competition Volunteers

The NIAB will be hosting our yearly poster competition at SSIB 2018. We will need multiple Track 1 and Track 2 judges for 
all three poster sessions. The SSIB 2018 program is now available at http://ssib.org/2018/program.php, please email Sam 
Kling (sam.may.kling@gmail.com) if you are interested in volunteering to be a judge for the poster competition. Once the 
schedule is available, Sam will send you a follow-up email to get you on the judging schedule.

Meet-the-Professor Meal Volunteers

Meet-the-Professor meals are a great way for new investigators to interact with experienced SSIB Professors and members. 
If you are interested in serving as a “Professor,” please email Sam Kling (sam.may.kling@gmail.com) and she will follow-up 
with you closer to the conference to determine a convenient meal time (i.e., breakfast, lunch, dinner) for you.

NIAB Professional Development Programming Ideas

NIAB will be hosting a professional development session during SSIB 2018. For example, these past sessions have
 included discussions on grants and funding, networking strategies, and alternative career paths. We want this session to be 
responsive to the needs of SSIB’s current new investigators, so please email Sam Kling (sam.may.kling@gmail.com) if you 
have any suggestions/requests for a topic or speaker.

Please encourage your students and post-docs to get involved!
If your PhD students or post-doctoral researchers are attending SSIB please encourage them to sign up for NIAB events. 
Information about the events will be emailed to SSIB attendees and posted on our Facebook page 
(@SSIBNewInvestigators). Previous attendees have found the events very valuable and helped new investigators to feel 
part of the SSIB community. 

New Investigator Advisory Board (NIAB): Call for Volunteers

http://ssib.org/2018/program.php
mailto:sam.may.kling%40gmail.com?subject=
mailto:sam.may.kling%40gmail.com?subject=
mailto:sam.may.kling%40gmail.com?subject=
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Conference Awards 

New Investigator Travel Awardees 

The Importance of Conducting Good Science and Training 
Future Scientists Well - Andi Tracy

Perhaps you have seen Brian Wansink, the John S. Dyson Chair of Marketing and Consumer Behavior at Cornell 
University, Director of the Cornell Food and Brand Lab, IgNobel Prize winner, and 2009 SSIB Mars Lecturer, in the news 
lately.  Formerly a frequent guest on morning shows and evening news programs, Wansink has recently been at the center 
of a major controversy of scientific ethics covered by Buzzfeed, the New York Times, Vox.com, Slate.com, and the Chronicle 
of Higher Education, among other national outlets.  He was even taken on by the Joy of Cooking on Twitter.

Although a few had previously expressed skepticism of Wansink’s work, careful inspection of his published papers took off 
after a blog post he wrote in November 2016 entitled “The Grad Student Who Never Said ‘No’”, describing how a visiting 
grad student in the lab took a data set that had previously been discarded due to null results and ended up with 5 papers by 
persistently “digging through the data” and running repeated analyses on the new hypotheses (dubbed “Plan B, C, & D…
since Plan A had failed”).  His description suggested ethically murky data practices that led to a deep investigation, 
reported and debated in the science blogosphere and culminating in a publication by three of those bloggers – Tim van der 
Zee, Jordan Anaya, & Nick Brown - presenting the issues in the “pizza study” described in Wansink’s original blog post.

Currently, seven papers have been retracted, corrections (some longer and more in depth than the original articles) have 
been issued for 14 others, and the Journal of the American Medical Association printed an official editorial expression of 
concern about 6 articles published in JAMA journals, requesting an independent evaluation of the data (Retraction Watch).  
Cornell University conducted an initial investigation into Wansink’s practices and found in April 2017 that he had engaged 
in “inappropriate data handling and statistical analysis”, but that this did not rise to the level of scientific misconduct.  Six 
months later, they announced that a second investigation was underway, but the outcome of that investigation has not yet 
been released.  The problems with the work range from improper statistical analyses, inaccurate reporting of methods and 
data, and quantitative results that would be impossible to obtain based on reported information.  I will not elaborate all the 
details here (for more complete assessments, see The Wansink Dossier; “Strange patterns in some results from the Food 
and Brand Lab”; van der Zee, Anaya, & Brown, 2017; and Stephanie M. Lee’s reporting for Buzzfeed) but these have not 
been minor errors – they have included reporting the wrong age groups of subjects tested and identical data tables in 
multiple publications that claim to use different experimental subjects.  One scientist, speaking with Buzzfeed, described it 
as “p-hacking on steroids”; another, slightly less colorfully, as “a consistent and repeated offender of statistics”.

Wansink’s response has been largely to argue that “science is messy”, that “hypotheses don’t usually ‘come out’ on the first 
data run”, and that proprietary information prevents him from sharing data.  However, a series of emails, obtained and 
published by Buzzfeed, paints a clearer picture of what was happening in the Food and Brand Lab.  Wansink and his 
colleagues repeatedly manipulated data to get p-values below 0.05, pressured the students in the lab (including the grad 
student from the now-infamous blog post), and was more concerned with papers that “go virally big time” and finding any 
possible result to publish rather than doing solid science.

So, what are the lessons here?

Messy science vs sloppy science vs unethical science

We can’t let this be written off as simply the naturally “messy” state of science.  We all acknowledge that science can be 
messy and complicated and that sometimes we find things in the data that we didn’t expect.  Nor can we simply accept that 
this was sloppy data collection or manuscript preparation.  Again, we all are busy and sometimes make mistakes, or fail to 
notice a mistake that a student has made until late in the process.  And we all know the feeling of a p= 0.06.  But none of this 
excuses the unethical practices that Wansink and his colleagues were engaged in.  It is not wrong to engage in some 
exploratory data analysis to look for unexpected findings, but there are established statistical analyses appropriate to 
conduct these tests and we must be transparent about how they are being used.  Wansink and his team engaged in virtually 
every form of p-hacking they could think of, breaking down data into the tiniest, no-longer-meaningful segments, removing 
“outliers” and “tweeking [sic]” the data to “get that one value below 0.05”.  There is “messy” and there is simply wrong.  

Incentives for publication 

Publish or perish.  Wansink even acknowledged this pressure in an addendum to his November 2016 blog post. We need 
publications to get jobs, get funding, get tenure.  And, unfortunately, in the current system, Wansink was handsomely 
rewarded with publications, named professorships, and abundant media coverage for what turned out to be rather shoddy 
scholarship.  It is clear that our incentive system is, if not broken, at least cracking at the edges.  We are incentivizing fast 
and bright findings, shiny distractions that burn out quickly on closer inspection, over steady and solid science that will hold 
up over time as a well-fitting piece of the overall puzzle. Changing this will require commitment on the part of journal editors, 
grant review panels, and promotion and tenure committees. It will also require a bit more effort on the part of peer reviewers. 
While not all of this sloppy science can be caught at that stage, new tools are being developed for checking statistical 
analyses that, along with a slightly more critical eye, are a good first step.               

https://foodpsychology.cornell.edu/
https://www.improbable.com/ig/winners/#ig2007
https://www.buzzfeed.com/stephaniemlee/brian-wansink-cornell-p-hacking?utm_term=.er0dZokjK#.vgWPqXk3D
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/10/23/upshot/the-cookie-crumbles-a-retracted-study-points-to-a-larger-truth.html
https://www.vox.com/science-and-health/2018/2/28/17061828/joy-of-cooking-brian-wansink-cornell-p-hacking
https://slate.com/technology/2018/02/how-brian-wansink-forgot-the-difference-between-science-and-marketing.html
https://www.chronicle.com/article/Spoiled-Science/239529
https://www.chronicle.com/article/Spoiled-Science/239529
https://twitter.com/TheJoyofCooking/status/968560552438988800
https://web.archive.org/web/20170312041524/http:/www.brianwansink.com/phd-advice/the-grad-student-who-never-said-no
https://bmcnutr.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s40795-017-0167-x
http://retractiondatabase.org/(X(1)S(luxjtvlsjel2mvr3akw0go0s))/RetractionSearch.aspx?AspxAutoDetectCookieSupport=1#?AspxAutoDetectCookieSupport%3d1%26auth%3dWansink%252c%2bBrian
http://cornellsun.com/2017/04/09/cornell-food-researchers-errors-do-not-constitute-misconduct-university-finds/
http://cornellsun.com/2018/03/05/new-controversies-emerge-surrounding-cornell-professors-fundraiser-and-studies/
http://www.timvanderzee.com/the-wansink-dossier-an-overview/
http://steamtraen.blogspot.fr/2017/03/strange-patterns-in-some-results-from.html
http://steamtraen.blogspot.fr/2017/03/strange-patterns-in-some-results-from.html
https://bmcnutr.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s40795-017-0167-x/open-peer-review
https://www.buzzfeed.com/stephaniemlee/brian-wansink-cornell-p-hacking?utm_term=.xg9mo0xbv#.gcl3Q2P7m
https://www.buzzfeed.com/stephaniemlee/brian-wansink-cornell-p-hacking?utm_term=.xg9mo0xbv#.gcl3Q2P7m
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Training the next generation

The most egregious behavior in this saga is how Wansink treated his trainees.  The graduate student in his original story 
was an unpaid visiting fellow from another country.  As the blog post and subsequently published emails make clear, she 
was repeatedly pressured to find something in the data she was given (“squeeze some blood out of this rock”) – data that 
had already been worked on and determined to have no interesting or significant findings.  The student was praised for 
putting all her available time into running, re-running, and re-re-running the data until something was found that pleased 
her new mentor.  While a post-doc in the lab who elected not to work further on the data in order to focus on her primary 
(and presumably more promising) projects, is snarkily called out for making this choice (“Boundaries. I get it.”) by 
condescending to her poor time management and suggesting she is “resentful” of the visiting student.  This is, without 
question, egregious behavior and a stunningly poor way to run a functional research group.  Rather than collaboration, 
Wansink fostered a cut-throat atmosphere that served neither his trainees nor the field at large.  He encouraged the notion 
that time-management for young scientists means managing how to maximize your time in the lab and minimize sleep, 
family and friends, or hobbies – behaviors that will only serve to undermine productivity and creativity.  He exploited one 
young scientist in a vulnerable position and treated another with contempt.  And it goes without saying that his ethical 
training, both explicit and by example, was abhorrent.  He is damaging the reputation of his students, his university, and 
our field. 

One of the things that the Society for the Study of Ingestive Behavior has long stood for is strong mentorship of the next 
generation of scientists. Many members have provided excellent role-modeling for doing so effectively, but, occasionally, 
as in this case, we get an anti-role model can also inform our approaches.  Of the many lessons we can learn from this 
situation, that may be the most critical.

Increasing the Reproducibility and Transparency of Ingestive 
Behavior Research* - Kyle S. Burger

*For further discussion contact kyle_burger@unc.edu 

Over the past 5 years, the field of psychology has gone through a critical period of self-imposed evaluation and criticism 
of the reproducibility of their science. This ‘reproducibility crisis’ (referring to the staggeringly low rate of reproducibility and 
replicability of psychology studies1) has increased focus on the challenges to reproducibility and placed emphasis on finding 
viable solutions to increase rigor of the scientific process2,3. Concerns around gaps in reproducibility extend well beyond 
psychology, for example, reports indicate only 40% of highly cited phase III clinical trials were replicated4. 

Critiques of research rigor and reproducibility is not new to ingestive behavior research. For example, debate regarding the 
inability to accurately assess dietary intake on population level with any specificity has been ongoing for decades. 
Perhaps the most salient example of gaps in research rigor and reproducibility in ingestive behavior is the scientific 
misconduct performed by Brian Wansink. In brief, over 30 studies from Wansink’s research group have come under 
substantial scrutiny regarding their validity. Queries into the group’s research uncovered considerable anomalies in 
statistical metrics in publications, e.g., statistics cannot exist, sample sizes are the exact same across multiple, 
“independent” studies. Evidence of misconduct also directly comes from Wansink himself e.g., a tweet (deleted since) 
boasting about directing a mentee to work to ‘work to find something significant in a dataset’, and an email to a colleague 
where he stated5, “...for some reason this is a p value of .06...if you can get the data, and it needs some tweaking, it would 
be good to get that one value below .05.” Clearly, this is an extreme example of one individual’s misconduct. 
Nevertheless, it harms public perception of our field and the rigor of ingestive behavior research. 

While not necessarily as malicious, use of p-hacking (running various statistical models until a significant finding is found), 
HARKing (Hypothesizing After Results are Known), PHaTing (Post-Hoc application of Theory) and unclear reporting of 
method are too common. For example, population level studies can easily fall victim to the impact of types of statistical 
modeling, which can change the valence of the result which can be particularly concerning when there is a lack of 
time-stamped documentation of an a priori hypotheses and statistical methods. Preclinical models can easily fall victim to 
these types of issues, e.g., few studies (0-34% in publications, 2%-19% in protocols) report methods to account for bias such 
as blinding, randomization, statistical plan, or adequate description of sampling decisions6, as well as general 
methodological issues e.g., reporting incorrect antigens7.          
               (CONTINUED ON PAGE 8)

The Importance of Conducting Good Science and Training 
Future Scientists Well - Andi Tracy (continued)
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(CONTINUED FROM PAGE 7)

Critically, all of the above issues can contribute to inflated effects and low reproducibility rates. Possible solutions for 
consideration are outlined below. Of note, the below practices can be a viable approach to assist in training mentees, 
perhaps more importantly they acts to highlight the rigor in the methodology, not necessarily the result, and they increase 
exposure of the research and subsequently the number of citations8.  

• Time-stamped, a priori preregistration of hypotheses, methodology & analysis plan for any study meant to be even-
tually published. This allows for accountability and transparency of the proposed study thereby clearly delineating 
post-hoc ‘adjustments’ from planned procedures. 

• Presenting studies following domain-specific guidelines (e.g., STROBE, ARRIVE). This allows for consistent, clear 
dissemination of methodology to increase reproducibility. 

• Open sharing of detailed methods, statistical code, and data (if possible). This allows for complete transparency of 
the methodology used, resulting in increased replicability and an opportunity for additional uses for methods/data 
(e.g., external validation of results, training purposes, secondary analyses, power analyses for future studies).  

• Utilizing pre-/post- print services (e.g., www.NutrXiv.org). Posting a preprint (PDF of a manuscript available while 
under review) allows of increased access to manuscripts and exposure via social media promotion provided by pre/
post-registration services. Postprints (posting of published articles) remove limitations, i.e., the paywall, to access 
articles while maintaining the link to the published article.

• Journals adopting Open Science Badges9. Badges are small visual indictors included in published articles indicating 
if the study was preregistered, whether the materials and/or data are publicly available, and (possibly) whether the 
results were independently verified. This highlights the use of the above practices and increase trust in the published 
results.  

• Journals offering registered reports. Registered reports are peer-reviewed publication of study rationale, hypothe-
ses, and methods prior to data collection. These reports offer similar benefits to study preregistration, with the added 
benefit of peer input, allowing researchers to proactively address concerns, as well as early, published documentation 
of ongoing research. 

The above solutions may seem overly optimistic and not feasible. However, the proposed approaches are not meant to be 
‘all or nothing’. Instead, approaches can be applied as they fit for every study. Importantly, 
adoption of a single suggestion will act to improve the rigor and reproducibility of our field. 
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Save The Dates

SSIB 2018

26th Annual Meeting of the
 Society for the Study of Ingestive Behavior

Bonita Springs, Florida
July 17-21, 2018

SSIB 2019

27th Annual Meeting of the
 Society for the Study of Ingestive Behavior

Utrecht, Netherlands 
July 9-13, 2019

SSIB 2020

28th Annual Meeting of the
 Society for the Study of Ingestive Behavior

Portland, Oregon
July 7-11, 2020


