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




































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Abstract
Research ResearResear misconduct is a serious threat a serious thra serious thr to science and to society. societysociety A variety of Codes of 
Conduct for researrr ch esearesear integrity have been developed in Europe EurEur by universities, academies 
of sciences and funding organisations, but this has roror esulted ganisations, but this has rganisations, but this has r in a patchwork of codes and 
procedurprpr es, which hampers international ocedurocedur collaborative researrr ch. esearesear ALLEA and ESF have taken 
the initiative to achieve more international mormor harmonisation by developing a European Code a Eura Eur
of Conduct for Research Integrityof Conduct for Researof Conduct for Resear . This paper prch Integritych Integrity esents a description of this Code, including . This paper pr. This paper pr

practices, and recommendations on how to deal with allegationpractices, and rpractices, and r s of misconduct. This Code 
is a canon for self-regulation. is a canon for self-ris a canon for self-r Hopefully, it HopefullyHopefully will establish standards acrstandarstandar oss Eurds acrds acr ope that oss Euross Eur can 
eventually be held valid and implemented world-wide.

1. Misconduct in Science and Scholarship 
During the last few decades an increasing number of 

unacceptable cases of misconduct in science and scholarship 
have been reported in the press. This is certainly due to the 

become more transparent and subject to critical control by 
the public press. But one cannot help thinking that there is the public press. But one cannot
an increasing prevalence of various forms of misconduct. 
Scientists are under mounting pressure to perform and to 
publish. Output scores, citation and h-indices are becoming 
increasingly important factors for appointments, tenure 
decisions, promotions and funding. The commercialisation 
of science, the harder competition for restricted funds, 
more opportunities through internet and an inadequate 
peer-review system for complex research projects have 
given rise to a climate in which scientists are too easily 
tempted to engage in unacceptable behaviour and to commit 
infringements upon the norms of proper and responsible 
research.

“ he Commercialisation of 
science, the harder compe-
tition for restricted restrrestr funds, 
more opportunities through 
internet and an inadequate 
peer-review system for 
complex research projects 
have given rise to a climate 
in which scientists are too 
easily tempted to engage in 
unacceptable behaviour and 
to commit infringements 
upon the norms of proper 
and responsible research.”
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reports and surveys are probably quite inaccurate. Scientists, and certainly the leadership 
of universities and research institutes exercise a natural reserve when it comes to exposing 
research misconduct. They are inclined to defend their profession, tend to keep the dirty 
laundry indoors, want to protect individuals, or are afraid to become the subject of public 

facts when making charges. It could even lead to costly legal procedures, as Deyo et al. 
have shown in a case in which the pharmaceutical industry lobby applied undue pressure on 
researchers who intended to publish data that it found unwelcome.1 It should also be recognised 

that the demarcation line between unacceptable and still acceptable behaviour is often vague 
and debatable. Nevertheless, some empirical data have become available lately, leading to 
the conclusion that major research misconduct may occur rather infrequently (Steneck, the 

.1 % and 1% of funded research projects), but that in absolute terms it is given the scale of 
present day research, anything but a rare phenomenon. Steneck’s estimate implies between 

Europe. In addition, the fear expressed by some (among others the Presidents of European 
Academies in a modest survey that I conducted in 2000) who noticed far more small-scale 

underestimated or scaled down the extension of research misconduct. Serious misbehaviour 
was seen as very exceptional and imputed to particular, probably even disturbed, researchers. 
Cases discussed in the press were considered anecdotal and blown up incidents. Science 
cherished the hope that self-regulation and the peer-review system would keep things under 

potentially undermine the very foundation of science and scholarship.

science itself, incorrect theories are not disproved, false insights are not invalidated and 
deceptions continue. Individuals or the society at large may also suffer. Wrong applications 
may be defended, wrong treatments or drugs may be recommended and wrong decisions 
may be taken. In the third place trust in science will be subverted. As a result of disclosed 

information and a dependable base for decision making. 

Therefore, given its occurrence and its injurious effects research misconduct is a serious 
threat for science itself as well as for the society at large. A proper and well accepted 

actions deserve a high priority on the agenda of research institutes, universities, academies 

during the last decades, not in the least stimulated by electronic communication means 

vigorously stimulate such international collaboration, and many international funding bodies 
(e.g. Framework Programmes of the European Commission) accept this as a mandatory 
condition. 
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integrity apply equally strongly in internatio-
nal collaborative research. And it will be clear 
that a common agreement on norms, rules and 
standards within the collaborating parties is a 
prerequisite for the furthering of research 
integrity and for proper dealing with cases 
(allegations) of misconduct. And that is a 

-
rent and generally accepted policy and 

sanctions often differ between countries. Codes and rules of good practice vary or are even 
non-existent. It became evident that we need an international approach and agreement on 

-

European Federation of National Academies of Sciences and Humanities and the European 
Science Foundation (ESF), and also international learned societies with individual members, 
such as Academia Europaea and the World Academy of Art and Science (WAAS) should see 
the importance of this challenge and take up this gauntlet.

2. Coordination Initiatives
Codes of Conduct for research integrity are and have been developed by universities, 

research institutes, academies of sciences, funding organisations and national governments. 
As indicated above, however, this has resulted in a patchwork of codes and procedures, 
which is most inconvenient in (international) collaborative research. A number of initiatives 
to achieve more international harmonisation have been taken in recent years.

First of all, a series of World Conferences on research integrity may be mentioned. This 
Research Integrity: fostering responsible research) took place in Lisbon on 

Sept. 17-19, 2007. The second world conference in Singapore (July 21-24, 2010) resulted 
in the Singapore Statement on Research Integrity, emphasising four principles (honesty, 
accountability, professional courtesy, and good stewardship) and fourteen responsibilities 
(integrity and good practices). The third conference is planned for the year 2013 in Montreal, 
Canada.

The second initiative took place at the European level and resulted in a European Code of 
Conduct that will be discussed in the next section in some more detail.

As a follow up of the Lisbon Conference, ALLEA and ESF decided to combine forces 
and to prepare a project ‘European Coordinated Approach to Research Integrity (ECARI)’. 
Objectives of this project were to share information and experiences, to provide a vehicle for 
benchmarking best practices, to stimulate the development of appropriate structures, and to 
encourage the development of common approaches across Europe. Within the framework 
of this project ESF, together with the Spanish National Research Council CSIC, organised 
a workshop on research integrity (From Principles to Practicea workshop on research integrity (a workshop on research integrity ( , Madrid, Nov. 17-18, 2008), 
and started a Member Organisation Forum on Research Integrity with the objectives ‘to serve 
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as a platform for the exchange of information on attempts and initiatives to ensure research 
integrity and to prevent misconduct, and to encourage organisations which do not yet have 
appropriate structures to initiate debates in their respective communities on adequate models’. 
The following four working groups were created with the task each to address one particular 
aspect of the problem area in question:

WG 1 ‘Raising awareness and sharing information’ (chair: Sonia Ftacnikova (SK)). 
The task of this working group was to develop and implement activities to continue 
raising awareness and sharing information on good practices to promote and 
safeguard research integrity.

WG 2 ‘Code of Conduct’ (chair: Pieter Drenth (NL)). This working group was to 

be complied with in responsible research, and which could be used as a template for 
national or institutional codes of conduct in Europe.

WG 3 ‘Setting up national structures’ (chair: Maura Hiney (IE)). This working group 
had to analyse and make proposals for setting up national and institutional structures 
to promote good research practices and deal with research misconduct.

group had to develop and promote research programmes to map out what is already 
known and to better understand research misconduct (occurrences, contributing 
factors, effectiveness of various measures, etc.).

Each of the four working groups produced an interim report. Their insights and conclusions 
Fostering Research Integrity in Europe that appeared in 

March 2011 (www.esf.org). An executive summary had already been published earlier (June 
2010) under the same title. The report hopes to offer a comprehensive strategy for promoting 

the wider European context. 

3. The European Code of Conduct

The Code of Conduct proposed by Working Group 2 emerged from a series of discussions 
both within WG2 and ALLEA on the basis of a preliminary discussion paper.2 Evaluation 
and feedback were given by ALLEA’s Standing Committee on Science and Ethics and by 
representatives of ALLEA’s Member Academies at a special meeting in Berne (June 29-30, 
2009). Each subsequent version was discussed and commented on by WG2. Pursuing this 

Forum has also met with the general approval of the European National Academies 
associated in ALLEA. This is an important achievement, since in the further promotion and 
implementation of this code both the national funding organisations (strongly represented in 
ESF) and the national academies have to play an important role. 

We present a few elements from the European CoC below. *, 3
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3.1 Principles

have a fundamental and universal character. They apply to all countries and all disciplines 
and should be observed in pure research as well as applied settings. They include: 

(1) Honesty in presenting research goals and intentions, in precise and nuanced reporting 
on research methods and procedures, and in conveying valid interpretations and 

research results.
(2) Reliability in performing research (meticulous, no carelessness, no inattention), and 

in communication of the results (fair and full and unbiased reporting).
(3) Objectivity: founding interpretations and conclusions on facts and data capable of 

proof, transparency in the collection, analysis and interpretation of data, and general 

(4) Impartiality and independence from commissioning or interested parties, from 

(5) Open communication in discussing the work with other scientists, in contributing to 

the general public. This openness presupposes a proper storage and availability of 
data, and accessibility for interested colleagues.

(6) Duty of care for the object of research, be it a human being, animal, the environment 
or a product of culture. Research on human subjects should always rest on the 
principle of respect.

(7) Fairness in providing proper references and giving due credits to the work of others, 
in treating colleagues with integrity and honesty.

(8) Responsibility for future science generations: The education of young scientists and 
scholars requires binding standards for mentorship and supervision.

3.2 Violations

principles. Since the principles are universal, so are the condemnations of their violations. 
Here again we deal with universal basic standards. There is no room for cultural conditioning 
or contextualisation. These violations include the following:

(1) Fabrication: making up results and recording or reporting them as if they were real. 

(3) Plagiarism: the appropriation of other people’s ideas, research results or words 
without giving proper credit.

(4) Minor misdemeanours (a little tampering with data, leaving out an unwelcome 
observation, a selective citation) may not lead to formal investigations, but are just 
as damaging given their probable frequency, and should be corrected by teachers and 
mentors.
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(5) Misconduct also includes improper dealing with infringements, such as negligence, 
attempts to cover up misconduct, and reprisals on whistle blowers.

seems to be of a different order since it is expected to be more injurious to colleague scientists 
than to science as such. However, progress in present day science depends very much on 
open communication and discussion among fellow scientists and on a well-functioning peer-
review system. And, if scientists should hesitate or refuse to take part in this open debate for 
fear of not being recognised or being taken advantage of, the quality of science would suffer.

The response to these violations must be proportionate to the seriousness of the 
misconduct: as a rule it must be demonstrated that the misconduct was committed 
intentionally, knowingly or recklessly, and proof must be based on the preponderance of 
evidence. Research misconduct should not include honest errors or differences of opinion. 
Misbehaviour such as intimidation of students, misuse of funds and other behaviour that is 
already subject to universal legal and social penalties are unacceptable as well, but we prefer 

in stricto sensu, since it does not affect the 
integrity of the research record.

3.3 Good Practices
In addition to the principles and the violations thereof, the European CoC discusses and 

also undermine public trust in science and have to be taken just as seriously. We may think 
of the following categories:

(1) Data practices: including data management and storage, placing data at the disposal 

data.
(2) Proper research procedures: The choice of an improper research design, carelessness 

under this heading, although the walls between dishonesty and incompetence are 
rather thin here.

(3) Responsible research procedures: Deviations from desired practices include 

the environment, or cultural heritage, violating protocols, ignoring the requirement 

(4) Publication-related conduct
claiming or granting undeserved authorship and denying deserved authorship, 
inadequate allocation of credit. Breaching publishing rules, such as repeated 

contributors or sponsors, or a too long delay of publication falls within this category 
as well. 

(5) Reviewing and editorial issues
personal bias and rivalry, appropriation of ideas.
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to different traditions and legislative regulations and may differ over countries, even over 

on good practices. Some of them do have universal character since they join in with rules 
adhered to by science publishers and formulated by the Committee on Publication Ethics 
(COPE). Others do not. Anyway, the regulations to be agreed on should be part of any 
national or institutional system of Good Practice Rules.

3.4 Dealing with allegations of misconduct
It is generally accepted that the primary responsibility for investigating and handling 

cases of misconduct lies in the hands of the leadership of the institution where the accused 
researcher works, i.e. university or research institute. Such institutions should be supported 

(serious) allegations are dealt with by a national body (e.g. governmental body or Academy 
of Sciences). In many other countries such a national body has an advisory function or may 
act as a court of appeal.

Requirements for a proper procedure include a due and fair process, uniform and 

of such principles for dealing with cases of misconduct, that are in line with general 
recommendations developed by the OECD.

In international collaboration, partners should agree to conduct their research according 
to the same standards of research integrity, as developed in the European CoC. They should 
bring any suspected deviation from these standards to the immediate attention of the project 
leader(s). Cases of suspected misdemeanour should then be investigated according to the 
policies and procedures of the partner with the primary responsibility for the project.

In more formal large scale collaborative projects (e.g. funded by the European 
Commission) one is advised to follow the recommendations of the Co-ordinating Committee 
of the OECD Global Science Forum (2009) that describe the procedures for investigating 
allegations of research misconduct. The European CoC suggests to use a boiler plate text for 
International Agreements (Appendix OECD report, 2009), which should then be embodied 
in the formal documents for the collaborative project.4

4. Final Remarks
It should be understood that this Code is not a body of law. It does not have a legal 

Code applies to natural and life sciences, as well as to social sciences and humanities. These 
disciplines differ in method and content, but have a fundamental characteristic in common: 
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they depend on argument and evidence, based on observations of nature, or of humans and 
their actions and products.

The objective of the European Code of Conduct is to stimulate and further the emergence 
of institutional settings that enforce research integrity. The Code could be a basis for the 
development or improvement of national or institutional codes of ethics and could set a 
benchmark for proper behaviour in collaborative research. Hopefully, this Code will achieve 
to set standards across Europe that can, eventually, be held valid and be implemented world-
wide.
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