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Prólogo  
 
A necessidade de criar confiança entre a ciência e a sociedade é cada vez mais importante 
e para isso é vital que a condução da ciência, ela  própria, seja baseada nas mais elevadas 
exigências éticas e que o comportamento censurável dentro da própria ciência seja  
identificado e tratado de uma maneira aberta e transparente. Diversos casos de 
comportamento censurável foram noticiados  nos últimos  anos provenientes de todo o 
mundo.   
(…)  
A declaração da ESF que se segue e o relatório em se  baseia  reflecte o enorme  trabalho 
já realizado pelas organizações membro da ESF.  
(…)  
 
Declaração da  ESF ( Fundação Europeia da Ciência )  
 
A boa prática científica na investigação e no trabalho académico é essencial para a 
integridade da ciência. Ela fixa  referências válidas internacionalmente  para a garantia de 
qualidade, a qual permite a  reprodução dos resultados  por outros cientistas e o seu 
posterior aprofundamento . Fornece ainda protecção contra  a desonestidade e a fraude 
científicas. A boa prática alimenta a confiança dentro da comunidade científica e entre a 
ciência e a sociedade,  as quais são ambas necessárias para o progresso científico.  
 
Diversas organizações europeias membro da Fundação Europeia da Ciência (ESF) , 
algumas  instituições individuais de investigação e as universidades publicaram  já guias, 
ou códigos de boa prática científica abrangendo todas as áreas, desde as ciências naturais 
e sociais, à engenharia e às humanidades. 

                                                 
1 Nota do tradutos: 
  Os títulos e nº de página referem-se ao original. Na tradução, a correspondência é feita pelo nº dos 
parágrafos numerados do original 



(…)  
Procedimentos para investigar alegações de conduta científica censurável complementam 
os códigos de boa  prática científica. 
(…)  
 
Com os seus membros abrangendo 23 países 2 a  ESF está  excepcionalmente bem 
colocada para desempenhar  um papel pan-Europeu na promoção de abordagens comuns 
entre as  suas organizações membro para gerir e regular as boas práticas científicas. 
 
 (…)  
   
Introdução  
 
A natureza da investigação e do trabalho académico ( página 4) 
 
1. A investigação científica e o trabalho académico são actividades diversas e 

multifacetadas abrangendo uma vasta gama de esforços intelectuais e práticos. 
     (...) 
     O objectivo é sempre alargar o conhecimento humano dos mundos físico,biológico e 

social. 
 
 
2.  O progresso na ciência depende da confiança. Os cientistas devem ter  confiança nos  
resultados obtidos por outros cientistas. A sociedade  tem também que confiar na 
honestidade e na motivação dos cientistas e na integridade dos seus resultados. Muita da 
actual desilusão com a ciência na Europa é devida a perda de confiança pública. 
 
3.   Para ganhar e  conservar  a confiança pública, é vital que a ética  e a integridade da 
ciência estejam acima de qualquer dúvida. As boas práticas no projecto, na conduta, na 
interpretação e no relato da investigação científica e do trabalho académico são os 
guardiães da integridade. São os pré-requisitos da confiança mútua dentro da comunidade 
científica global e de uma confiança maior entre cientistas e o público. Onde existir um 
clima da confiança, os resultados da ciência são melhor aceites,  explorados ou aplicados, 
em  benefício da humanidade, 
(…)  

                                                 
2 Nota do tradutor: 
Em Portugal são membros da ESF  

1. Fundação para a Ciência e a Tecnologia(FCT- Ministério da CES)  
2. Academia das Ciências  
3. GRICES (Gabinete de Relações Internacionais da Ciência e do Ensino 

Superior-Ministério da CES) 
 
 



Princípios da integridade científica  
 
8.   A integridade científica está no coração da confiança de que depende a comunicação 
e a colaboração científica  
A integridade científica exige que todos os envolvidos  na investigação e no trabalho 
académico adiram, sempre e sem qualquer excepção  aos seguintes princípios básicos: 

 
*  os mais elevados padrões profissionais no planeamento e na condução da 

investigação  
 
*   uma atitude crítica e uma mentalidade aberta  na condução da investigação, no 

trabalho académico e na análise dos dados. 
 
*   franqueza e equidade quanto às contribuições dos parceiros, dos concorrentes, e 

dos predecessores  
 
*   absoluta honestidade em todas as fases do inquérito científico, evitando, em 

particular: 
- qualquer forma de fraude,  como sejam a fabricação ou falsificação de            

dados ou  registos; 
- pirataria ou plágio; 
- a  sabotagem do trabalho, dos registos ou dos protocolos de outros     

cientistas; 
-a quebra de  confiança como revisor ou supervisor, e  

                  - cumplicidade  em tais acções de colegas cientistas  
    

Para manter a confiança profissional e pública, é vital que todos os cientistas aceitem a 
responsabilidade pessoal de fazer cumprir estes valores fundamentais . 
 
Boa Prática Científica  
 
9.   A boa prática científica abrange todos os procedimentos e práticas que são  
necessárias para o planeamento, a condução e o relato da investigação e do trabalho 
académico no âmbito de uma estrutura de integridade científica. Fornecendo padrões 
comuns,  a boa prática facilita os processos vitais de avaliação externa pelos pares, de 
verificação e de  repetibilidade . Isto permite a outros cientistas  julgar a validade de 
novas contribuições para o conhecimento e a compreensão.  
(…)  
 
 



BIRKBECK 
 

(Universidade de Londres) 
 

  
CONDUTA CIENTÍFICA CENSURÁVEL E FRAUDE  
 
A  Faculdade  está totalmente empenhada na completa  honestidade e  integridade na rea-
lização de qualquer trabalho empreendido por membros de, ou em nome da,    Faculdade , 
tal como está empenhada na protecção dos seus  funcionários de acusações maldosas. 
A Faculdade   não tem nenhum procedimento separado para investigar alegações de 
conduta científica censurável. Aplicar-se-ão  as seguintes provisões e procedimentos: 
 
1.  Procedimentos  
 
a)  Conduta censurável  e  Queixa, Procedimentos  (funcionários académicos, 
Secretário e  Bibliotecário)  
 Charter & Statutes number 51 Parts I and III (misconduct) and VI (grievance). Estes 
aplicam-se à investigação de assuntos disciplinares graves a serem ouvidos em Tribunal.   
Tais queixas devem ser feitas ao Secretário dos Governadores. 
 
b) Procedimentos de queixa,  disciplinares e de despedimento (relacionados com  
professores e outros , de escritório,  técnico e especializado)  
 Staff handbook 1998 - section 7 (disciplinares e demissão); section 11 (queixa).   Estes 
tratam das processos disciplinares que abrangem delitos menores e graves(incluindo       
falsificação de registos).   As acções de acordo com os procedimentos são feitas pelo 
Secretário do  Faculdade e Secretário dos  Governadores em consulta com o director de 
pessoal , podendo incluir um painel disciplinar 
. 
c) Divulgação de interesse publico (denúncia):  Política da faculdade (todos os 
membros da faculdade)  
Isto aplica-se a todos os membros da faculdade ( funcionários, estudantes e 
governadores) e cobre o delito e a indecência, incluindo o delito académico e o 
comportamento  imoral. Normalmente a alegação deve ser  primeiramente  levantado 
com a Secretaria da Faculdade o Secretário para os Governadores. Dependendo da 
natureza do alegação, uma investigação interna ou  solicitação à  polícia pudem ser 
apropriados.   Actualmente disponível no  web site da  Faculdade (Personnel)   ou em 
cópia de papel no Serviço de Pessoal, e para ser incorporado nas edições futuras do 
manual dos funcionários. 
 
Em todos os casos, os  funcionários interessados devem procurar o conselho do 
Director do Pessoal, numa  base confidencial  
. 



 
2.  Definição  
 
A conduta censurável na investigação académica inclui, mas não está  limitada a: 
 

pirataria    - exploração deliberada das ideias de outros sem o devido 
reconhecimento  
 
plágio    -  cópia de ideias, de dados ou de texto sem autorização ou 
reconhecimento  
 
deturpação -  tentativa deliberada de representar falsa ou desonestamente as ideias 
ou o trabalho de outros, seja  ou não para benefício e engrandecimento pessoal 
  
fraude - engano deliberado, incluindo a invenção de dados, e a omissão da análise 
ou da publicação de dados inconvenientes. 
 

 
3. Boa Prática  
 

A fim evitar, tanto quanto possível, tais incidentes, a boa prática científica deve sempre ser 
seguida chamando-se a atenção para as boas práticas  e para os guias de ética produzidos 
por muitos Conselhos da Investigação e Associações Académicas e  Profissionais. 
(...) 
. 
[ aprovado pelos  Governadores  
Julho 1999 ]  
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PREFÁCIO  
A empresa científica da investigação, como outras actividades humanas, é construída na 
base da confiança. Os cientistas confiam em que os resultados relatados por outros são 
válidos. A sociedade confia em que os resultados da investigação reflectem uma tentativa 
honesta dos cientistas para descrever exactamente o mundo,  sem preconceitos. O nível 
de confiança que caracterizou a ciência e o seu relacionamento com a sociedade 
contribuiu para um período de produtividade científica sem paralelo.  Mas esta confiança 
apenas irá durar  se a comunidade científica se devotar a exemplificar e a transmitir os 
valores associados com a conduta científica ética. 
(…)  
 
TÉCNICAS EXPERIMENTAIS E  TRATAMENTO DOS DADOS  (página 4) 
 
 
Um objectivo dos métodos é facilitar a verificação independente de observações 
científicas. Assim, muitas técnicas experimentais (…)     foram projectadas para 
minimizar a influência do preconceito  individual na investigação. Aderindo a estas 
técnicas, os investigadores produzem os resultados que outros podem mais   facilmente 
reproduzir, o que promove  a aceitação daqueles resultados no consenso científico. 
(....)  
 
ERRO E NEGLIGENCIA  NA CIÊNCIA  (página 15) 
 
Os resultados científicos são inerentemente provisórios. Os cientistas nunca podem  
provar conclusivamente que descreveram algum aspecto do mundo natural ou físico com 
exactidão completa. Neste sentido todos os resultados científicos devem ser tratados 
como susceptíveis de erro. 
Os erros resultantes da falibilidade humana também ocorrem na ciência. Os cientistas não 
têm  tempo nem recursos ilimitados. Mesmo o cientista  mais responsável pode cometer 
um erro honesto. Quando tais erros são descobertos, devem ser reconhecidos,    de 
preferência no mesmo jornal em que a informação errada  foi publicada. Os cientistas que 
o fazem, pronta  e abertamente,  raramente são condenados pelos colegas. 
 (…)  
 
CONDUTA CENSURÁVEL NA CIÊNCIA  (página 16) 
 
Além dos erros honestos e dos erros causados por negligencia existe  uma terceira 
categoria de erros: aqueles que envolvem fraude. Criação de dados   ou resultados 
(fabricação), mudança ou adulteração de dados ou resultados  (falsificação), e utilização 
das ideias ou  palavras de outras  pessoas sem lhes dar o reconhecimento devido (plágio) 
- todos atacam o coração dos valores em que a ciência se baseia .Estes actos de conduta 
científica censurável não só destroem insidiosamente o progresso mas também todo o 



conjunto de valores em que a empresa científica se apoia. 
(…)  
 
RESPOSTA ÀS VIOLAÇÕES DOS  PADRÕES ÉTICOS (página 18) 
 
Uma das situações mais difíceis em que um investigador  se pode encontrar deve ser a de 
constatar ou suspeitar que um colega violou os padrões éticos da comunidade científica. 
É fácil encontrar desculpas para não fazer nada, mas   quem testemunhou um 
comportamento censurável tem a obrigação inequívoca de agir  
(…)  
Temos a certeza de que levantar a questão de uma conduta  imoral é raramente  fácil de 
fazer. Nalguns casos, o anonimato será possível - mas não sempre. Represálias da pessoa 
acusada e de colegas mais cépticos  ocorreram no passado e tiveram consequências 
sérias. Toda a alegação   de conduta censurável é uma acusação importante que deve ser 
tomada muito a sério. Se mal conduzida, uma alegação pode prejudicar gravemente  a 
pessoa acusada, o autor da acusação , as instituições envolvidas, e a ciência em geral.  
(…)  
 
  A  National Science Foundation e o Public Health Service   exigem que  todas as 
instituições de investigação que recebem fundos públicos tenham procedimentos para 
lidar com  alegações de práticas imorais. Estes procedimentos têm em conta a razoabi-
lidade para o acusado, a protecção do acusador, a  coordenação com as agências de finan-
ciamento e exigências de confidencialidade e divulgação. 
(…)  
 



Traduzido de : 
76260     Federal Register/Vol. 65, No. 235 /Wednesday, December 6, 2000 /Notices 
  
 
  OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY 
  Executive Office of the President; Federal Policy on Research Misconduct; 

Preamble for Research Misconduct Policy 
 
  AGENCY:   Office of Science and Technology Policy. 
  ACTION:     Notificação da política final  
 
 
SUMÁRIO:    O  Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP)    publicou em   14 
de Outubro de 1999   um pedido de comentário público à proposta  de política federal 
sobre  conduta censurável em investigação Federal Register   (pp. 55722-55725). O 
OSTP    recebeu 237 conjuntos de comentários  antes de terminar do período de consulta 
pública., em 13 de  Dezembro de 1999. Após consideração dos comentários públicos a 
política foi revista  e foi agora. Esta notícia dá a informação de base sobre o 
desenvolvimento da política, explica como a política foi modificada, e discute planos 
para sua implementação. 
 

DATA EFICAZ:  6 de Dezembro de 2000.  PARA INFORMAÇÃO  ADICIONAL 
CONTACTAR:  Holly Gwin, Office of Science and Technology Policy, Executive 
Office of the President, Washington, DC 20502.  Tel: 202-456-6140; Fax: 202-456-6021;   
e-mail: hgwin@ostp.eop.gov.     
 
INFORMAÇÃO SUPLEMENTAR:  Os avanços na  ciência, na engenharia, e em todos 
os campos da investigação dependem da fiabilidade do seu registo da investigação seu  
passado , tal como os benefícios associados com ele em áreas tais como a saúde e a 
segurança nacional. A confiança pública sustentada no trabalho de investigação requer 
também a confiança no seu registo de investigação e nos processos envolvidos no seu 
desenvolvimento em curso. Por  estas razões, e de modo a  conseguir maior uniformidade 
nas  políticas federais nesta área,  o  National Science and Technology Council (NSTC) 
iniciou discussões sobre este tema em Abril  de 1996 ... 
 
(....)  
 
 
Etapas Seguintes 1 
As agências federais têm até um ano a partir da data de publicação desta notícia para 
implementar a política definida .Um grupo da execução do inter-agências foi 
estabelecido sob os auspícios do   National Science and Technology Council    para 
ajudar as Agências no seu processo de implementação e para se empenharem na 
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obtenção de um nível de uniformidade o mais elevado possível  compatível com os seus 
planos de implementação.  
 
 
Política Federal sobre Conduta Censurável em  Investigação 1  

 
I. Definição de conduta censurável em Investigação 2  
 
Conduta censurável em  investigação é definida como a fabricação, a falsificação, ou  o 
plágio na proposta, na  execução, na revisão  ou no relato de resultados da investigação. 
 

•  Fabricação é  inventar dados ou resultados e registá-los ou relatá-los. 
 

•  Falsificação é manipular materiais, equipamentos, ou processos de 
investigação, ou  mudar ou omitir dados ou resultados de tal modo que a 
investigação não seja representada com rigor nos registos da investigação.  3  

 
•  Plágio é a apropriação de ideias, de processos, de resultados, ou de palavras 

de uma outra pessoa sem lhe dar o crédito apropriado.  
 
•  A conduta censurável em  investigação não inclui o erro ou  as diferenças de 

opinião honestas. 
 
II Descobertas de conduta censurável em investigação  
Uma descoberta de  conduta censurável em  investigação requer que: 

•  Haja um significativo afastamento das práticas aceites pela  comunidade de 
investigação relevante;   e  

•  A conduta censurável seja cometida intencionalmente, com conhecimento , ou 
imprudentemente;   e  

•  A alegação seja provada por uma preponderância de evidências. 
_______________________________________________________  
' Pela simples publicação desta directiva nenhuns direitos, privilégios, benefícios ou 
obrigações são criados ou reduzidos. A criação ou  redução de direitos, privilégios, 
benefícios ou obrigações, se existirem, ocorrerão apenas  após implementação  desta 
directiva pelas Agências Federais. 
 
2 Investigação, como utilizada aqui, inclui toda a investigação  básica, aplicada, e de 
demonstração em todos os campos da ciência, da engenharia, e da matemática.   Isto 
inclui, mas não é limitado a  investigação na economia, educação, linguística, medicina, 
psicologia, ciê ncias sociais, estatística, e investigação que envolva pessoas ou animais. 
 
3 O registo de investigação ( research record) é o registo dos dados ou dos resultados que 
contêm os factos resultantes do inquérito científico, e incluem, mas não são limitados a, 
propostas de investigação, registos de laboratório,  tanto físicos como electrónicos, 
relatórios de progresso, sumários, teses, apresentações orais, relatórios internos, e artigos 
de jornal. 
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Good scientific practice in research
and scholarship

Foreword

At a time when the need to build trust

 between science and society is

becoming ever more important, it is vital

that the conduct of  science itself  is based on

the highest ethical considerations and that

misconduct within science itself can be

identified and dealt with in an open and

transparent manner. Several cases of

misconduct have been reported over recent

years from across the World. This does not

mean that there is an epidemic of  such

cases but each one destroys trust both in the

science system itself  and between scientists.

Most agencies concerned with science have

taken action to deal with these problems

and develop best practice. The ESF

statement which follows and the report on

which it is based reflects the very large

amount of  work which has already been

undertaken by our Member Organisations.

Although we may have overlooked some

activities, nevertheless, I trust that this

report will help in the ongoing actions

necessary to develop and further improve

good research practice across Europe. This

report is not the end of  such efforts. Further

developments in the way in which science is

conducted are inevitable in a rapidly

changing world and there will always be a

need to update and refine our approaches

and this calls for ongoing action. ESF hopes

that this may be carried out in close

partnership with other European

organisations representing institutions such

as academies of sciences and the universities.

Finally, I should re-iterate that the public

must have confidence in the conduct of

science. We in ESF and our Member

Organisations are determined that only the

highest standards should prevail.

Enric Banda
ESF Secretary General

ESF statement

Good scientific practice in research and

scholarship is essential for the integrity

of  science.  It sets internationally valid

benchmarks for quality assurance, which

enable replication and further studies by

other scientists.  And it provides

safeguards against scientific dishonesty

and fraud.  Good practice, thus, nurtures

trust within the scientific community

and between science and society, both of

which are necessary for scientific

advance.

Several European Science Foundation

(ESF) Member Organisations and some

individual research institutions and

universities have already published

guidelines, or codes, for good scientific

practice across the full range of  the

natural and social sciences, engineering

and the humanities.  However, to be

fully effective, such codes have to be

more widely adopted by European

universities and research institutions,

observed by all researchers and scholars

and monitored for compliance. Both

institutional and individual

commitment are prerequisites.

Procedures for investigating allegations

of scientific misconduct complement

codes of  good scientific practice.  Such

investigations are commonly carried out

at local (institutional) level, with gui-

dance and oversight by national bodies.

Some countries, however, prefer to carry

out investigations at national level.

To achieve full compliance, and thus

demonstrate effective self-regulation, the

various players – national academies and

research funding agencies, universities

and research institutions employing

scientists and the scientists themselves,

each has distinctive advisory, managerial

or regulatory responsibilities.
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ESF, with its two sets of  stakeholders

firstly, (its membership drawn from

funding agencies, national research

organisations and academies of  sciences

and letters and, secondly, the research

community at large) is uniquely placed to

play a significant role in promoting the

highest levels of  scientific integrity and

better self-regulation across Europe.  At a

strategic level, there is a need for more

commonality in codes of good scientific

practice, in the effective managing and

monitoring of  those standards and in

developing transparent procedures for

investigating allegations of  scientific

misconduct.  Pan-European progress in

these areas would improve quality

assurance, strengthen the self-regulation

of  science and help reinforce public trust

in science. Therefore, ESF believes that

the following conclusions and

recommendations set out a basis for

further action at European level on this

important topic:

1. Both the globalisation of science, with its extensive inter-organisational

and international collaborations, and current public concerns about self-

regulation underline the need to extend and harmonise codes of good

scientific practice and procedures for investigating allegations of

scientific fraud.

2. European scientific institutions are responding, though somewhat

unevenly, to these pressures and are addressing the moral issues of

scientific ethics and integrity and the more practical matters associated

with self-regulation.

3. With its extensive membership in 23 countries, the ESF is uniquely

placed to play a pan-European role in promoting common approaches

amongst its Member Organisations for managing and regulating good

scientific practice.

4. The current debate about a European Research Area introduces a

favourable political dimension and creates a window of opportunity for

action.

5. At a strategic level, there are several possible initiatives which need to

be taken, at a European level, to strengthen approaches to scientific

integrity and good scientific practice across Europe.  Some of those listed

below are purely advisory; others require a more active intervention.

ESF commits itself:

� to support and promote vigorously the concepts and principles of good

scientific practice in research and scholarship; and

� to promote the principle that the selection of scientists by academic insti-

tutions should be transparent, based primarily on criteria of scientific

quality, creativity and promise, without discrimination on grounds of sex,

race, political opinions or cultural backgrounds.
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ESF considers that a number of other actions are necessary. In taking action,

it is vital that the approach is inclusive and sensitive to what has already

been achieved by many of the ESF Member Organisations and other

European organisations and by relevant international developments carried

out by International Council of Scientific Unions (ICSU) and other similar

bodies.  Real progress will require linkages with these initiatives.  And it is

important that the goal of harmonising policies and procedures on the basis

of best practice should be achieved without compromising the principle of

subsidiarity in matters of executive action.

Therefore it is recommended that:

� ESF Member Organisations that are national academies should draw up

national codes of good scientific practice in research and scholarship,

where these do not yet exist; and

� ESF Member Organisations that are national academies should initiate dis-

cussions on the most appropriate national approach to procedures for

investigating allegations of scientific misconduct (where this has not yet

been done), whether by means of an independent national body (as in

Denmark), formal procedures in each university and research institution,

or by other means.

� ESF Member Organisations that are research-funding agencies should

consider ways of making an institution’s eligibility to apply for research

grants conditional on that institution having adequate policies for good

scientific practice and procedures for investigating scientific misconduct.

� ESF Member Organisations that employ scientists should act as responsible

employers with clear, fair and robust guidelines for good scientific

practice, coupled with effective and transparent management procedures

for implementing these guidelines and for investigating allegations of

scientific misconduct.

Finally, it is important to consider whether there is a need for any pan-

European structures to reinforce national arrangements, for example, by

maintaining a college of eminent scientists who might serve on local or natio-

nal committees investigating scientific misconduct, or by setting up an Om-

budsman system to provide a third party for counselling “whistleblowers” in

the scientific community. Consideration of such issues will need to involve not

only ESF and its Member Organisations but also other relevant European or-

ganisations, including those representing the universities.
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Introduction

The nature of research and
scholarship
1. Scientific research and scholarship are

diverse and multifaceted activities

embracing a wide range of  intellectual

and practical endeavours.  These

include theoretical studies,

experimental work and surveys, as well

as the verification, further analysis and

extension of  earlier work.  The objec-

tive is always to extend human

knowledge and our understanding of

the physical, biological and social

worlds.

2. Progress in science depends on trust.

Scientists must have confidence in the

results of  other scientists.  Also, society

has to trust the honesty and motives of

scientists and the integrity of  their

results.  Much of  the current

disillusionment with science in Europe

is due to a loss of  public trust.

3. To regain and retain public trust, it is

vital that the ethics and integrity of

science are beyond question.  Good

practices in the design, conduct,

interpretation and reporting of

scientific research and scholarship are

the gatekeepers of  integrity.  They are

the prerequisites of  mutual trust

within the global scientific community

and of  greater trust between scientists

and the public.  Where there is a

climate of  trust, the results of  science

are more likely to be accepted,

exploited or applied, for the benefit of

humankind.

Self-regulation
4. Science has had a tradition of  informal

self-regulation to ensure that the

highest professional standards of

integrity are maintained.  Over the

past 20 years several trends in the

increasingly complex world of  science,

however, have strained the traditional,

low-key approach to self-regulation.

 5. Greater competition between scientists

for scarce research and scholarship

funds and the emphasis on publica-

tions as measures of  performance have

put pressures on scientists to produce

results quickly, in turn creating

temptations to short-cut proper

procedures.  Senior researchers and

scholars sometimes have insufficient

time to involve themselves personally

in the day-to-day conduct of  the

various investigations they may be

directing.  The greater weight that

some public funding agencies attach to

the utilitarian value of  science, too, has

sharpened the focus on outputs, as well

as challenging traditional academic

values of  freedom of  thought and ac-

tion.

 6. The ethical issues always inherent in

social science and clinical research,

where people are the subjects, and

increasingly posed by advances in

biomedical and biotechnological

research, have added to the problem.

In today’s more inclusive society, these

issues are now widely held to be too

important, at best, to be left to

informal and private debate within the

scientific community, or, at worst,

neglected by scientists.  Last, but not

least, self-regulation has been damaged

by several well-publicised allegations

and some proven cases of  scientific

misconduct and fraud.

 7. All this has turned a spotlight on issues

of  scientific integrity and professional

standards, and put pressure on the

scientific community to strengthen the

process of  self-regulation and make it

more visible.

 Principles of scientific integrity
 8. Scientific integrity is at the heart of

the trust on which scientific communi-

cation and collaboration depend.

Scientific integrity demands that those

engaging in research and scholarship

should at all times, and without excep-

tion, adhere to the following basic

principles:
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�highest professional standards in

designing and conducting investiga-

tions�a critical, open-minded approach in

conducting research and scholarship

and in analysing data�frankness and fairness with regard to

the contributions of  partners,

competitors, and predecessors

�absolute honesty at all stages in

scientific enquiry, in particular,

avoiding:

– any form of  fraud, such as

fabricating or falsifying data or

records;

– piracy or plagiarism;

– sabotaging the work, records or

protocols of  other scientists;

– breach of  confidence as a reviewer

or supervisor, and

– complicity in such actions by

fellow scientists.

To retain professional and public trust, it is

vital that all scientists accept personal

responsibility to uphold these fundamental

values.

Good scientific practice
9. Good scientific practice embraces all

the procedures and practices that are

necessary for planning, conducting and

reporting research and scholarship

within a framework of  scientific

integrity.  By providing a common

currency, good practice facilitates the

vital, external processes of  peer review,

verification and repeatability.  This

enables other scientists to judge the

validity of  new contributions to

knowledge and understanding.  Stan-

dard methodologies for collecting and

interpreting information also reduce

the individual bias that might be

introduced, perhaps unwittingly, by a

scientist’s personal background and

values.  And the audit trail created by

good scientific practice provides

quality assurance and a valuable

buttress against scientific misconduct

and fraud.

10. To be effective, good scientific practices

have to be made explicit in written

guidance or codes.  There also have to

be managerial procedures for

implementing them and monitoring

processes to ensure compliance.

European universities and research

institutions are increasingly

introducing these measures.

11. The main components of good scientific

practice are described in paras. 18-50,

along with brief  accounts of the present

position in selected countries.

Scientific misconduct
12. Allegations of  scientific misconduct

and fraud first attracted major public

and political attention in the USA,

where there were several well-

publicised cases in the 1980s. Some of

these cases led to litigation.  Although

a few prominent cases may have

attracted disproportionate publicity, it

was difficult to deny the conclusion

that self-regulation of  science, based

on traditional approaches to instilling

values of  scientific integrity, was not

sufficiently meeting heightened public

and political expectations.

13. In response, the US National

Academies of  Science established a

Panel on Scientific Responsibility and

the Conduct of  Research to review

scientific misconduct. In 1992-3 the

Panel published a defining two-

volume report Responsible Science:

Ensuring the Integrity of  the Research

Process.i  Volume II contains guidelines

for good research practice and for

handling allegations of  scientific

misconduct.

Ethical and responsible science
14. The moral dimensions of  the sciences

and the ethical and social responsibilities

of  scientists are themselves the subject

of  academic study and debate.  These

topics are developed, for example, in

two collections of  essays published

under the patronage of the Confederation

of Swiss Scientific Academies ii  iii  and
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books and articles by authorities such

as Professor John Ziman FRS.iv  There

is now an international peer-reviewed

journal, founded in 1995, devoted to

ethical issues of  direct concern to

scientists and engineers.1  These

studies, however, go beyond the scope

of  current review.

15. The growing concern about the ethics

of  science is also reflected in the

creation of  high-level fora by the In-

ternational Council of  Scientific

Unions (ICSU) 2 and by UNESCO,3 by

the agenda of the joint ICSU/

UNESCO World Conference on

Science in Budapest in 1999, and more

recently by a working group report on

the Misuse of  Science, presented to the

50th Pugwash Conference in Cam-

bridge, UK in August 2000.

The present position
16. Generally speaking, the global

scientific community is responding

positively, though too slowly in the opi-

nion of  some scientists, to the concerns

and expectations of  society.  Questions

of  scientific integrity, high professional

standards and public trust are high on

scientists’ agendas.  Several national,

European and international bodies 4

have taken initiatives designed to raise

awareness of  the ethical dimension of

science, to encourage good scientific

practice, and to set procedures for

investigating allegations of  scientific

misconduct.  All this is helping to

strengthen the processes of  self-

regulation.

17. However, one senses a lack of

unanimity in the European scientific

community, at both institutional and

individual levels, on the extent to

which new measures are needed and

on the pace of  their introduction.

There is a clear opportunity for the

ESF to exercise leadership by co-

ordinating further developments in the

European arena.

Good scientific practice

Introduction
18. In the late 1980s, biomedical research

witnessed some of  the first initiatives

in codifying good scientific practice

and establishing procedures for dealing

with misconduct.  By mid-2000 a good

deal of  progress has been achieved by

individual European research organi-

sations.  Several of  the more

significant developments are

summarised below.

19. In the mid-1990s the UK Medical

Research Council (MRC) produced a

series of  reports on the ethics of

biomedical and clinical research, on

good scientific practice and on

procedures for inquiring into

allegations of  scientific misconduct.

The MRC has recently published up-

dated guidelines on good scientific

practice that could serve as a general

model for biomedical research.v  Other

UK research councils have now

produced their own guidelines of  good

scientific practice.vi

20. Stimulated by a well-publicised case of

scientific misconduct in Germany –

the Herrmann/Brach affair, the

Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft

(DFG) in Germany appointed an inter-

national Commission, Selbstkontrolle in

der Wissenschaft, to:�explore causes of  dishonesty in the

science system�discuss preventative measures�examine the existing mechanisms of

professional self-regulation in

science.

21. The Commission presented a

comprehensive report in late-1997

with an analysis of  the issues along

with 16 recommendations covering

principles and operation of  good

scientific practice as well as procedures

for investigating allegations of

scientific misconduct.vii These

recommendations would provide an

excellent basis for developing a set of

common European standards.

1 Science and Engi-
neering Ethics.

2  The Standing
Committee on
Responsibility and
Ethics in Science
(SCRES; created in
1996).

3 World Commission
on the Ethics of
Scientific Knowledge
and Technology
(created in 1998).

4 For example the
Comité d’éthique
pour les sciences
(Comets) of the Cen-
tre National de Re-
cherche Scientifique
(CNRS) in France; the
All European
Academies (ALLEA)
and the European
Union in Europe; the
ICSU and UNESCO
internationally.
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22. By mid-2000, 13 German universities

had finalised their rules on good

scientific practice, in line with the

Commission’s recommendations, and

work was in progress in another 17

universities.

23. In France, a Working Group on

scientific integrity recommended in

1998 that the Institut National de la

Santé et de la Recherche Médicale (IN-

SERM) should actively promote good

laboratory practice in its units, buil-

ding on existing legal requirements for

clinical research.  The Working Group

also recommended that the organisa-

tion should have formal principles and

procedures for dealing with allegations

of  scientific fraud.

24. The INSERM Working Group noted

that, to be most effective, good

laboratory practices and procedures for

investigating allegations of  fraud

require some harmonisation between

the various universities and research

organisations in France, especially

when research was being undertaken

collaboratively.  Looking wider, the

Working Group envisaged that the ESF

might seek to harmonise ethical codes

and good practices at a pan-European

level.

25. On handling allegations of  serious

misconduct, the Working Group

argued that there should be a degree of

independence (from INSERM)

amongst the investigating experts and

suggested that, longer term, the ESF

should create a college of  scientists

who could serve as independent ex-

perts, on a case-by-case basis, in investi-

gations of  scientific fraud allegations

anywhere in Europe.

26. In accord with the Working Group

recommendation, INSERM has now

produced a comprehensive code of

good practice in conducting biomedical

research.  It is in an attractive format

suitable for distribution to all its

researchers.viii

Scope of codes of good
scientific practice
27. Though the details will vary to meet

the requirements of  particular discipli-

nes and national circumstances,

guidelines for good scientific practice

should cover the following key areas,

which are elaborated in the following

paragraphs:�designing and conducting research

and scholarship, including

documenting and analysing the data

or findings�accumulating, storing or archiving

data�publishing the results of  research

and scholarship�protecting intellectual property (IP)� training, development and

mentoring of  young scientists�appointing academics and other

researchers.

28. Several codes of  good practice have

been built around a core of  legislative

requirements for health and safety in

the workplace, the use of  human

beings and animals in research,

environmental protection, data protec-

tion and individual privacy.

Design and methodologies

29. All research should be designed so that

it has a clear objective, either

answering a valid scientific question or,

in scholarship, adding to the

understanding of  an event, individual,

concept or phenomenon.  The design

of  the study must be robust, the

procedures proposed technically

feasible and the intended methods of

analysis appropriate.

30. Protocols and plans should, therefore,

be written in clear and unambiguous

terms.  They should include specific

details of  the aim, materials, methods,

time schedules and analytical

approaches to be used.  Unambiguous

and fully documented protocols are not

only necessary for those conducting the

research, but also for those who may

wish to assess or replicate the work at a

later date.  It is essential that all
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participants in the research accept

responsibility for these crucial initial

steps.

31. Throughout the conduct of  research

all participants must keep clear and

accurate records on a daily basis of  the

procedures followed and the results

obtained.  Particular attention should

be paid to the completeness, integrity

and security of  these records.  Those

conducting the research should

authenticate their findings by signing

the records at the end of  each day’s

work.  These records must be kept

securely in paper or electronic format.

The aim is to provide a continuous and

verifiable record of  good scientific

practice.

32. Research in the humanities and social

sciences often involves interactions

with people.  In these circumstances,

private citizens have a right to be

protected against unethical

interference in their personal lives.

The Swedish Council for Research in

the Humanities and Social Sciences

has published a code of ethical

principlesix, which sets our four key

requirements for such research, as

follow:� to inform individuals about all as-

pects of  the proposed research� to secure their voluntary agreement

to participate – the principle of

‘informed consent’� to handle and store personal infor-

mation under conditions of  the

highest possible confidentiality� to use such information exclusively

for the purposes of  the research.

33. The balance between protecting the

individual and allowing genuine

researchers to access data is, however, a

delicate one.  Guidelines should be

sufficiently flexible to allow legitimate

replication and even secondary analy-

ses of  valuable (and costly) data sets to

address new, and quite possibly

unforeseen, research questions.  Such

an approach actually reduces the need

for new data collection and social

surveys – a point that has been

acknowledged by data protection

commissioners.

34. The UK Economic and Social Research

Council (ESRC) has produced a draft

policy statement and guidelines for the

social science community designed to

maximise the benefit of  social data to

the community while protecting the

interests of  the data subjects.x

35. The French Institut de Recherche

pour le Développement (IRD) has

recently initiated a debate 5 on a

professional code specifically for

development research.  It is seeking to

determine whether there are special

factors concerning scientific conduct in

co-operation-based research for

development, bearing in mind the

vulnerability of  partner countries in

terms of  their political, social and cul-

tural characteristics, as well as their

human and material resources.

Data accumulation, handling and
storage

36. Data are produced at all stages in

experimental research and in

scholarship.  Data sets are an impor-

tant resource, which enable later

verification of  scientific interpretation

and conclusions.  They may also be the

starting point for further studies.  It is

vital, therefore, that all primary and

secondary data are stored in a secure

and accessible form.

37. Institutions must pay particular atten-

tion to documenting and archiving ori-

ginal research and scholarship data.

Several codes of  good practice

recommend a minimum period of  10

years, longer in the case of  especially

significant or sensitive data.  National

or regional discipline-based archives

should be considered where there are

practical or other problems in storing

data at the institution where the

research was conducted.

5  At http://
www.ird.fr/fr/inst/
ird/debat/
en_remarq.shtml
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Publishing the results of research and
scholarship

38. Publication in a peer-reviewed journal

or as a scholarly book is an important

stage in the scientific process, marking

the point when data, theories,

interpretations and paradigms formally

enter the public domain.  The right to

authorship of  publications derives

solely from a creative contribution to

the work in question.  In the case of

joint authors, each should have made a

significant contribution to the creative

or analytical process and each has to

accept shared responsibility for the

content of  the resulting article or book.

The practice of honorary, or “ghost”,

authorships is inconsistent with these

principles and with good scientific

practice.

39. Authorship brings further

responsibilities.  In particular, authors

need to provide accounts of  the

materials and methods and of  any

analytical and statistical techniques

they used in sufficient detail to enable

the reader to judge the validity of  the

approaches adopted and, if  so desired,

to replicate the analysis.  Authors must

also be honest and frank in referring to

earlier work, acknowledging the

intellectual contributions of other

scientists and declaring any potential

conflicts of  interest.

40. Scientific journals, too, have

responsibilities.  They should make it

clear in their guidelines that they are

committed to best international publishing

practice.  Generally accepted rules have

been drawn up and the majority of

high quality publications adhere to

them.  In particular, reviewers and

members of  editorial boards should be

required to declare actual or potential

conflicts of  interest.  Moreover, the

membership of  such boards and the

names of  those who serve as expert

referees should be published on a

regular basis.  Many publishers have

also issued clear guidelines for authors.

41. Many in the scientific community

share their ideas and data freely with

colleagues as their thinking proceeds -

through discussion, correspondence or

at scientific meetings.  Any subsequent

exploitation of  information gained

through these informal contacts,

without the direct involvement or the

explicit approval of  the originator of

the ideas, amounts to infringement of

the proprietary rights of  the scientist

concerned.

Protection of IP

42. Research workers have a duty to ensure

that intellectual property arising from

their work is properly safeguarded.

This requires them to keep thorough,

accurate and contemporaneous records

of  the steps leading to their discovery.

It is important they understand that

their records may have to stand up to

legal challenge.  It is also vital that

they avoid public disclosure before pa-

tent protection is achieved.  Laws on

disclosure vary significantly between

Europe and the USA.

43. Scientists have a further duty to

ensure, insofar as is possible, that their

research and scholarship should be

developed for the benefit of  the

community.  This may involve

assigning or licensing the IP to

industry or commerce if  a product

needs to be developed and marketed.

Training, development and
mentoring of young scientists

44. The training and development of

young researchers is an important

responsibility of  all those in science.

These activities should not be limited

to providing the technical skills

necessary to enable them to conduct

their research and become

independent investigators.  Training

must also inculcate the core ethical

standards and norms of  science, as well

as principles of  best scientific practice.

45. In the past, young scientists have

learned these values and norms

informally, by working alongside
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senior scientists and by mentoring.

Such approaches were supplemented

by occasional publications that offered

general advice; for instance Sir Peter

Medawar’s book Advice to a Young

Scientist. xi

46. With the pressures of  today’s world,

greater formality is needed to help

young scientists understand the impor-

tance of  scientific integrity and to

adopt good scientific practices as early

as possible in their careers.  Some

universities now routinely provide

short courses on these issues for their

graduate students.  In 1989 the US Na-

tional Academy of  Science published a

booklet On Being a Scientist:

Responsible Conduct in Research,

which described the ethical foundations

of  scientific practice and some of  the

professional issues and dilemmas that

scientists might encounter.  It was

addressed to junior research workers,

and some 200,000 copies were distributed

to graduate and undergraduate students.

47. An expanded second edition was

published in 1995, jointly by the Na-

tional Academy of  Sciences, the

Institute of  Medicine and the National

Academy of  Engineering.xii  Although

it is written for American readers, the

principles and values it describes are

universally valid.  The booklet could

be of  value throughout Europe.

48. On the question of  mentorship, the

DFG Commission advised that it is

good practice for graduate students to

be associated with two experienced

scientists in addition to their formal

supervisor, one of  whom should be

chosen by the student.  This arrange-

ment would create a safety valve for

mediating in any conflict situations, on

scientific practice or other matters,

which might arise.

Academic and other scientific
appointments

49. Advances in science are the result of

free, creative thinking by individual

scientists.  When recruiting to

scientific posts, academic and related

institutions should put a high

premium on scientific excellence,

creativity and potential as selection

criteria.

50. Appointment procedures for scientific

positions should be transparent, with

the selection criteria clearly publicised

in advance and adhered to during the

selection process.  The procedures

should also be socially inclusive,

aiming to address deficits of  under-

represented social groups.  Under no

circumstances should political or any

other external influence be applied to

press the appointment of  particular

candidates.
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Managing good scientific
practice

Introduction
51. Scientists have a moral duty to

maintain the highest standards of

integrity without the imposition of

external controls and the threat of

sanctions.  Nevertheless, in today’s

world the sensitivity of  the issues

involved in scientific integrity

underline the need for the scientific

community to be seen to be regulating

itself.  Hence the importance of

scientific institutions having formal

and transparent procedures for

managing and monitoring their

policies of  good scientific practice.

Responsibilities of institutions
52. It is primarily the responsibility of

individual universities and research

institutions to develop practical rules

for good scientific practice for the

scientists they employ.  The need to

establish clear and robust institutional

policies is a central recommendation of

most recent reviews of  scientific

integrity – for example, the DFG Com-

mission.

53. Institutional policies for good research

practice must incorporate and reinforce

any existing civil legislation or codes of

practice concerning, for example, the

use of animals in scientific

experimentation, human patients in

biomedical research and the use of

surveys in the social sciences.

54. The rules will affect individual

scientists and it is important that

universities and research institutions

formulate their rules of  good scientific

practice in a democratic manner that

involves their professional members of

staff.  Once agreed, these rules should

be widely publicised 6 and made

binding on all members of  an institu-

tion, if  necessary through terms and

conditions of  employment.

55. Universities and research institutions

need to have appropriate management

structures and procedures to

implement their codes of good

scientific practice, including

mechanisms for:�delegating responsibilities for direc-

tion, supervision, conflict resolution

and quality assurance within their

management structures, taking into

account the size of  each scientific

unit�maintaining an effective manage-

ment audit trail to verify these

procedures�appointing mediators to whom

scientists can turn in conflict situa-

tions, including cases of  suspected

scientific misconduct� investigating allegations of  scientific

misconduct� incorporating the principles and

rules of  good scientific practice into

teaching curricula and the education

of  young scientists and scholars.

Responsibilities of research
groups
56. Institutions should delegate to

individual departments, research

laboratories and groups the

responsibility to adopt good scientific

practice and to operate within

institutional policy frameworks at all

times.  These operational groups must

develop mechanisms, appropriate to

their particular discipline and situa-

tion, for ensuring compliance with

good practice.  In particular, there need

to be mechanisms for monitoring

methodologies, data records and

notebooks and checking the integrity

of  audit trails.  Responsibility for

compliance monitoring is best assigned

to an experienced member of  each

research group.

57. At a more philosophical level, there is

a responsibility on the heads of

schools, departments and research

groups and their senior colleagues to

create a climate in their groups or

units that encourages all to aspire to

the highest professional standards in

the conduct of  their research and

scholarship.

6  A good, recent
example of an
institutional code is
the Code of Good
Scientific Practice (in
the field of Health
and Life Sciences)
published jointly in
July 2000 by the
Universitat Pompeu
Fabra and the Institut
Municipal
d’Investigació
Mècida, Barcelona.
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Responsibilities of individual
scientists
58. Recently, there have been suggestions

that the intrinsic moral responsibility

of  scientists to work with absolute

integrity might be reinforced if

students were to make pledges at their

graduation, along the lines of  the

Hippocratic Oath in the case of

medical graduates.  Some professional

bodies and institutions already do this

for their members.  The idea would be

to extend the approach to the

generality of  scientists, irrespective of

their discipline, at the time of  gradua-

tion.  The support and co-operation of

universities would clearly be essential.

59. Such a proposal was discussed at the

Budapest World Conference on Science

in 1999 and is now being followed up

in Europe and in the USA.  Some

members of  the scientific community,

however, strongly oppose the idea as

impractical.

Leadership by national
academies
60. National academies are well placed to

provide leadership in the pursuit of

scientific integrity and good practice.

They are often the most appropriate

independent body to establish and sup-

port a national committee for scientific

ethics and to nominate independent

experts to panels investigating cases of

alleged scientific misconduct.  Those

academies that employ scientists have

the added responsibility of

formulating and managing their own

guidelines and codes of  practice.

The role of research funding
agencies
61. Research funding agencies have a

particular opportunity to demonstrate

leadership in promoting high stan-

dards of  scientific integrity.  As a con-

dition of  their research grants they can

oblige institutions and principal

investigators to adhere to good

scientific practice in the conduct of

research and scholarship and to make

the results and data collections

available, for example by archiving.

Some research funding agencies have

already gone further.  In the USA, as a

precondition for accepting research

grant applications, the National

Science Foundation (NSF) and the Na-

tional Institutes of Health (NIH)

require all submitting universities and

other research institutions not only to

have in place rules for good scientific

practice, but also procedures for

handling allegations of  scientific

misconduct.  The DFG Commission

recommended a similar approach for

Germany.

62. By the same token, funding agencies,

research councils and foundations have

a duty to set an example by the probity

of  their research appraisal processes.  It

is essential that their operating policies

and practices be characterised by

equity, integrity, confidentiality and

transparency.  Some have published

guidelines.7

63. Confidentiality requires that all those

who assess or administer applications

for research funds should not pass

privileged information to others and

should take all necessary steps to

ensure that it is stored securely.  They

must be required to treat the research

proposals they review confidentially

and to disclose any conflicts of  interest.

This extends to those who contribute to

the review process by acting as

external referees.

64. Considerations of  openness or

transparency require that the

procedures used by research funding

agencies should be published,

including the criteria that peer

reviewers will apply.  The names of

their advisory committees, as well as

those who carry managerial and admi-

nistrative responsibilities, should also

be publicly available.

7  For example, the
Czech Academy of
Sciences, the UK
Medical Research
Council, and the
Swedish Research
Council for
Engineering
Sciences.
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The contributions of learned
and professional societies
65. Learned and professional societies in

science have traditionally prepared

guidelines of  professional standards for

their members, particularly in areas

with obvious ethical considerations.

The DFG Commission encouraged

scientific learned societies to be more

active in this area.

Contract research
66. The guidance provided by codes of

good scientific practice is equally appli-

cable to contract research funded by

commercial sponsors, governments or

official agencies.  Certain tensions do,

however, arise from time to time when

research projects are carried out under

contract.  These frequently relate to the

ownership and exploitation of

intellectual property and to publication

arrangements, which should be clearly

addressed and agreed before a contract

is finalised.

67. Some government and commercial

research customers now expect

research organisations to have acquired

formal accreditation, such as ISO 9000,

as a measure of  quality assurance, and

may restrict their competitive

tendering processes to accredited orga-

nisations.

A pan-European approach
68. In early 2000 the European Commis-

sion adopted a policy paper by the

Commissioner for Research, Training

and Development entitled Towards a

European research area.xiii  The paper

was designed to stimulate a debate

about the need for, and ways of

achieving, a better overall framework

for research in Europe.

69. On scientific ethics, Towards a

European research area 8 argues that

there should be stronger links between

ethics committees established at natio-

nal and European levels.  The ethical

criteria and rules adopted in national

and in European research programmes

should be compared with a view to

alignment around common principles,

while respecting differences in

sensitivities and opinions between

member states.  The paper concludes

that the process of  spreading best

practice would be enhanced if  the

various national committees included

experts from other European countries.

70. Though primarily concerned with

scientific ethics, these observations are

equally relevant to the policies and

management practices needed to

achieve more uniform standards of

good scientific practice across Europe.

8  Section 7.2
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Investigating allegations
of scientific misconduct

Introduction
71. Major incidents of scientific

dishonesty are uncommon, but they do

cause considerable concern when they

do occur.  They not only call into ques-

tion the data reported, but also

undermine public confidence in

science and the mutual trust between

scientists.  The Herrmann/Brach

affair is still reverberating in Germany.

And as recently as August 2000, a prin-

cipal author had to retract a molecular

biology paper already published in

Science, after peer review, because a co-

author had admitted altering gel re-

cords and other data.xiv

Formal procedures
72. The primary responsibility for

establishing a procedure for

investigating allegations of

malpractice rests with each university

and research institute where research

is carried out.  Preliminary enquiries

should normally be carried out in that

institution.  It is also the responsibility

of  each institution to ensure that its

entire staff  are aware of  what

constitutes misconduct and that its

investigating procedures are properly

publicised.

73. Whatever the source of  an allegation

of scientific misconduct, it is essential

to ensure that justice is done, and is

seen to be done, to the complainant

and to the accused.  Bona fide

complaints must be pursued with

integrity, in confidence and without

detriment to the complainant.  Equally,

staff  who are the subject of  such

allegations are entitled to expect that

their work will be regarded as honest

unless proved to be otherwise, and that

they will be protected against ill-

founded, frivolous, mischievous or

malicious allegations.

74. With these considerations in mind, the

following general requirements,

largely based on the recommendations

of the DFG Commission, should be

included in all procedures for

investigating allegations of

misconduct:�a definition of  categories of  action

that seriously deviate from good

scientific practice and which are

held to constitute scientific

misconduct� jurisdiction, rules of  procedure

(including rules for the burden of

proof), and time limits for

preliminary and substantive investi-

gations designed to ascertain the facts� the rights of  the involved parties to

be heard, and rules for the exclusion

of  conflicts of  interest� the confidentiality of  investigations,

though if  there is conflict between

the need for confidentiality and the

need to seek the truth, the latter

must prevail� the range of  available sanctions,

which should be related to the

seriousness of  any proven

misconduct� the jurisdiction for determining

sanctions.

Local and national investigations
75. In the USA, the two main public

research-funding agencies, the NSF

and the NIH, have established perma-

nent offices to maintain the integrity

of  their science programmes - the NSF

Office of  Inspector General (OIG) and

the NIH Office of  Research Integrity

(ORI).  However, the primary

responsibility for dealing with

allegations of  scientific misconduct

rests with institutions.  The federal bo-

dies, OIG and ORI, are there to

provide policy guidance and technical

assistance to those institutions and to

perform a review and oversight

function.  Since it was formed in 1992,

ORI has logged more than 1,500

allegations of  misconduct in public

health and biomedical research.  About

20% required a formal inquiry.

Misconduct has been proved in about

100 cases – about 6% of  the original

allegations.
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76. Apart from in Scandinavia, the

European approach is also to

investigate allegations locally – by the

university or research institute where

the alleged misconduct took place.  In

most countries this is done without the

oversight of  national bodies like the

ORI in the USA.  Several research bo-

dies 9 have issued regulations for

dealing with allegations of  scientific

misconduct in their research institu-

tions.

77. The approach in Scandinavia is the

main departure from the prevalent

European practice of  investigations

being undertaken at institutional level.

The Danish Medical Research Council

founded the Danish Committee on

Scientific Dishonesty in 1992, initially

to investigate allegations of  fraud in

biomedical research.  The Committee

now works under the Danish Research

Ministry and covers the full range of

scientific disciplines.  The Danes

believe that centralising the investiga-

tion introduces an important

independent element at the outset and

overcomes any inhibitions that

universities might have in investigating

one of  their own scientists.

78. Other Nordic countries have largely

followed the Danish model of  an

independent committee of  investiga-

tion, but they generally allow local ins-

titutions to conduct preliminary

investigations.  For example, the

Research Council of  Norway

established a National Committee for

the Evaluation of  Dishonesty in

Health Research in 1994.  As well as

investigating cases of  alleged scientific

dishonesty, the Committee promotes

measures to prevent dishonesty in

health research.  To date the Committee

has investigated nine cases.xv

79. In early 1999, a Parliamentary Com-

mission in Sweden made wide ranging

recommendations in a report Good

Practice in Research designed to

increase public oversight of  the

research system, including setting up a

national commission to deal with cases

of  alleged scientific fraud.

Appeals

80. Natural justice requires that

arbitration and appeal arrangements

are available.  Responsibility for

establishing such a facility might be

undertaken by national funding

agencies and/or professional bodies.

Arrangements for access to arbitration

and appeal mechanisms must be

available equally to employing

authorities, complainants and those

who have been the subject of

allegations of  misconduct.

Ombudsman

81. To address the dilemma facing

scientists who have doubts about the

conduct of  other, possibly senior,

scientists, the DFG Commission

recommended the creation of  a natio-

nal Ombudsman (or a small

committee).  Its mandate should be to

advise and assist scientists and scholars

in questions of  good scientific practice

and its impairment through scientific

dishonesty, and to give an annual pu-

blic report on its work.

82. A mediating person or committee of

this sort could become a trusted third

party to whom scientists would turn

with their problems.  It would alleviate

the isolation that potential “whistle

blowers” experience and could provide

wise counsel not available locally.  The

Ombudsman could take up matters

judged to be of  serious concern with

the university or research institute in

question.  But he or she would not have

a mandate to investigate alleged

misconduct.  In addition to its intrinsic

benefits, setting up a mediating

authority along these lines would send

a clear message to the public and

politicians that science is taking self-

regulation seriously.

83. The DFG Ombudsman, in fact a three-

person committee, has been active for a

year or so and has made its first report

to the DFG Senate.

9  Including the
Medical Research
Council (UK) and, in
Germany, the Max
Planck Gesellschaft
and the Herman von
Helmholtz
Gemeinschaft.
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SCIENTIFIC MISCONDUCT AND FRAUD 

The College is totally committed to complete integrity and honesty in the conduct of all work 
undertaken by members of, or on behalf of, the College, whilst also being committed to 
protecting its staff from malicious accusations. 

The College has no separate procedure for investigating allegations of scientific misconduct. The 
following provisions and procedures will apply: 

1. Procedures 

a) Misconduct and Grievance Procedures (for academic staff, Clerk and Librarian ) 
Charter & Statutes number 51 Parts I and III (misconduct) and VI (grievance). These provide for 
the investigation of serious disciplinary matters to be heard by a Tribunal. Such complaints 
should be made to the Clerk of Governors. 

b) Disciplinary and Dismissal, and Grievance Procedures (for academic-related, other-
related, clerical, manual, technical and craft staff ) 
Staff handbook 1998 - section 7 (disciplinary and dismissal); section 11 (grievance). These deal 
with disciplinary actions covering both minor and gross misconduct (including falsification of 
records). Actions in accordance with the procedures is taken by the College Secretary and Clerk 
to the Governors in consultation with the Personnel Director and may include a disciplinary 
panel. 

c) Public Interest Disclosure (Whistleblowing): College Policy (all members of the 
College) 

This applies to all members of the College (staff, students and governors) and covers malpractice 
and impropriety, including academic malpractice and unethical behaviour. The allegation should 
normally first be raised with the College Secretary and Clerk to the Governors. Depending on 
the nature of the allegation an internal investigation or reference to the police might be 
appropriate. Currently available on the College web site (Personnel) or in hard copy from 
Personnel, and to be incorporated in future editions of the staff handbooks. 

In all cases, staff are invited to take the advice of the Director of Personnel, on a confidential 
basis, if they have concerns. 

2. Definition 

Misconduct in academic research is taken to include, but is not limited to: 
piracy - the deliberate exploitation of ideas from others without acknowledgment 
plagiarism - the copying of ideas, data or text without permission or acknowledgment 
misrepresentation - the deliberate attempt to represent falsely or unfairly the ideas or      
work of others, whether or not for personal gain or enhancement 
fraud - deliberate deception, including invention of data, and the omission from analysis 
and publication of inconvenient data. 
 



3. Good Practice 

In order to avoid such incidents as far as possible, good scientific practice should always be 
followed and attention is drawn to the good practice and ethical guidelines produced by many 
Research Councils and professional and academic associations. Information about these can be 
sought from your Head of School, Dean of Faculty, or the Research Grants & Contracts Office. 

[Approved by Governors July 1999] 
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reference the ‘‘Tokeland Cow Dip Pit
CERCLA Site’’ and EPA Docket No.
CERCLA–10–97–0043 and should be
addressed to Ms. Shillcutt at the above
address.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Jennifer Byrne, Assistant Regional
Counsel, EPA Region 10, Office of
Regional Counsel, 1200 Sixth Avenue,
Seattle, Washington 98101, telephone
number (206) 553–0050.

Dated: November 21, 2000.
Charles E. Findley,
Acting Regional Administrator, Region 10.
[FR Doc. 00–30909 Filed 12–5–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560–50–U

OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND
TECHNOLOGY POLICY

Executive Office of the President;
Federal Policy on Research
Misconduct; Preamble for Research
Misconduct Policy

AGENCY: Office of Science and
Technology Policy.
ACTION: Notification of Final Policy.

SUMMARY: The Office of Science and
Technology Policy (OSTP) published a
request for public comment on a
proposed Federal research misconduct
policy in the October 14, 1999 Federal
Register (pp. 55722–55725). OSTP
received 237 sets of comments before
the public comment period closed on
December 13, 1999. After consideration
of the public comments, the policy was
revised and has now been finalized.
This notice provides background
information about the development of
the policy, explains how the policy has
been modified, and discusses plans for
its implementation.
EFFECTIVE DATE: December 6, 2000.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Holly Gwin, Office of Science and
Technology Policy, Executive Office of
the President, Washington, DC 20502.
Tel: 202–456–6140; Fax: 202–456–6021;
e-mail: hgwin@ostp.eop.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Advances
in science, engineering, and all fields of
research depend on the reliability of the
research record, as do the benefits
associated with them in areas such as
health and national security. Sustained
public trust in the research enterprise
also requires confidence in the research
record and in the processes involved in
its ongoing development. For these
reasons, and in the interest of achieving
greater uniformity in Federal policies in
this area, the National Science and
Technology Council (NSTC) initiated
discussions in April 1996 on the

development of a research misconduct
policy. The Office of Science and
Technology Policy (OSTP) provided
leadership and coordination. The NSTC
approved the proposed draft policy in
May 1999, clearing the way for the
October 14, 1999 Federal Register
notice. Public comments in response to
that notice have been reviewed. The
purpose of this notice is to provide
information about the policy as it has
now been finalized.

This policy applies to federally-
funded research and proposals
submitted to Federal agencies for
research funding. It thus applies to
research conducted by the Federal
agencies, conducted or managed for the
Federal government by contractors, or
supported by the Federal government
and performed at research institutions,
including universities and industry.

The policy establishes the scope of
the Federal government’s interest in the
accuracy and reliability of the research
record and the processes involved in its
development. It consists of a definition
of research misconduct and basic
guidelines for the response of Federal
agencies and research institutions to
allegations of research misconduct.

The Federal agencies that conduct or
support research will implement this
policy within one year of the date of
publication of this notice. An NSTC
interagency research misconduct policy
implementation group has been
established to help achieve uniformity
across the Federal agencies in
implementation of the research
misconduct policy. In some cases, this
may require agencies to amend or
replace extant regulations addressing
research misconduct. In other cases,
agencies may need to put new
regulations in place or implement the
policy through administrative
mechanisms.

The policy addresses research
misconduct. It does not supersede
government or institutional policies or
procedures for addressing other forms of
misconduct, such as the unethical
treatment of human research subjects or
mistreatment of laboratory animals used
in research, nor does it supersede
criminal or other civil law. Agencies
and institutions may address these other
issues as authorized by law and as
appropriate to their missions and
objectives.

Summary of Comments
The Office of Science and Technology

Policy received 237 comments on the
proposed Federal Research Misconduct
Policy. Letters were signed by
individuals, and by representatives of
universities, university associations,

Federal agencies, and private entities.
Comments are available for review.
Comments that resulted in a
modification of the policy are
summarized below. A section that
addresses other questions raised by the
comments follows the summary of
modifications.

Uniform Federal Policy

Issue: Many comments recommended
various mechanisms to ensure uniform
implementation of this policy.

Response: An NSTC research
misconduct policy implementation
group has been formed to foster
uniformity among the agencies in their
implementation of the policy.

Section I: Research Misconduct Defined

Issue: A number of comments
suggested that the definition of
fabrication be modified to read as
follows: ‘‘Fabrication is making up data
or results and recording or reporting
them.’’ (Italicized words are suggested
addition.) This change is to clarify that
the raw data collected or generated in
the research process can be fabricated
just as can the results of the research.

Response: This change was accepted.
Issue: A number of commenters

interpreted the definition of plagiarism
to imply that using material gathered
during the peer review process was
acceptable as long as it is cited.

Response: The policy is intended to
address the problem of reviewers who
take material from the peer review
process and use it without attribution.
This constitutes plagiarism. We have
deleted the phrase ‘‘including those
obtained through confidential review of
others’ research proposals and
manuscripts’’ to avoid any appearance
of condoning a breach of confidentiality
in the peer review process.

Issue: Despite general support for the
rationale for the phrase ‘‘does not
include honest error or honest
differences of opinion,’’ several
comments requested various
clarifications.

Response: This phrase is intended to
clarify that simple errors or mere
differences of judgment or opinion do
not constitute research misconduct. The
phrase does not create a separate
element of proof. Institutions and
agencies are not required to disprove
possible ‘‘honest error or differences of
opinion.’’ The phrase has been retained,
with the deletion of the second
‘‘honest’’ of the phrase as redundant.

Issue: A number of comments raised
questions about what fields of research
are included in the definition of
research. For example, some readers
were unsure about the applicability of
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the policy as written to medicine or the
social sciences.

Response: The policy applies to
research funded by the Federal agencies.
In order to be responsive to specific
inquiries about what fields of research
are covered by the policy, an
illustrative, non-exclusive list of
selected fields of research is now
included in the policy itself.

Section II: Findings of Research
Misconduct

Issue: Several comments stressed the
need for greater precision in the phrase
‘‘significant departure from accepted
practices of the scientific community.’’

Response: This phrase is intended to
make it clear that behavior alleged to
involve research misconduct should be
assessed in the context of community
practices, meaning practices that are
generally understood by the community
but that may not be in a written form.
For clarification purposes and in order
to be more comprehensive, the term
‘‘scientific community’’ has been
modified to read ‘‘relevant research
community.’’ The policy is not intended
to ratify those ‘‘accepted practices’’ but
rather to indicate that these may vary
among different communities.

Issue: Several comments requested
clarification regarding the level of intent
that is required to be shown in order to
reach a finding of research misconduct.

Response: Under the policy, three
elements must be met in order to
establish a finding of research
misconduct. One of these elements is a
showing that the subject had the
requisite level of intent to commit the
misconduct. The intent element is
satisfied by showing that the
misconduct was committed
‘‘intentionally, or knowingly, or
recklessly.’’ Only one of these needs to
be demonstrated in order to satisfy this
element of a research misconduct
finding.

Section III: Responsibilities of Federal
Agencies and Research Institutions

Issue: Some comments indicated that
this section could be incorrectly
construed to require appeal of the
agency misconduct finding back to the
institution.

Response: The policy has been
clarified to affirm that each agency
should establish an appeals process for
persons found by the agency to have
engaged in research misconduct. The
subject of the agency finding cannot
appeal the agency decision back to the
institution, although some institutions
do offer an appeal of the institutional
finding at the institutional level.

Section IV: Guidelines for Fair and
Timely Procedures

Issue: The comments indicated some
uncertainty about to whom the actions
section applied.

Response: The actions delineated are
those that may be taken by the Federal
agencies if research misconduct has
been shown to have occurred. The
section has thus been renamed ‘‘Agency
Administrative Actions.’’

Issue: The suggestion was made that
publications based on false or fabricated
data, or including such data, should be
required to be officially withdrawn.

Response: Correction of the research
record has been added to the list of
possible actions to be taken if a
researcher is found to have engaged in
research misconduct.

Issue: The suggestion was made that
safeguards for informants and subjects
of allegations be made more explicit.

Response: More explicit safeguards
have been added to the policy for both
informants and subjects.

Other Comments

Several comments and clarifications
are addressed in the following question
and answer format rather than through
modification of the policy.

Will agencies be required to announce
the details of their implementation
plans? Yes. Agencies will announce the
details of their implementation plans,
including those plans that do not
require formal rulemaking.

What types of misconduct are covered
by this policy? This policy is limited to
addressing misconduct related to the
conduct and reporting of research, as
distinct from misconduct that occurs in
the research setting but that does not
affect the integrity of the research
record, such as misallocation of funds,
sexual harassment, and discrimination.
This policy does not limit agencies or
research institutions from addressing
these other issues under appropriate
policies, rules, regulations, or laws. In
addition, should the behavior associated
with research misconduct also trigger
the applicability of other laws
(including criminal law) this policy is
not intended to limit agencies or
research institutions from pursuing
these matters under separate authorities.

Does this policy address
misrepresentation of a researcher’s
credentials or publications? Yes,
misrepresentation of a researcher’s
qualifications or ability to perform the
research in grant applications or similar
submissions may constitute falsification
or fabrication in proposing research.

Are authorship disputes covered by
this policy? Authorship disputes are not

covered by this policy unless they
involve plagiarism.

Does research misconduct include the
mistreatment of human subjects or
animals in research? This policy
addresses activity that occurs in the
course of human subjects or animal
research that involves research
misconduct as defined by the policy.
Thus, falsification, fabrication, or
plagiarism that occurs during the course
of human or animal research is
addressed by this policy. However,
other issues concerning the ethical
treatment of human or animal subjects
are covered under separate procedures
and are not affected by this policy.

Why doesn’t the policy provide
immunity for research misconduct
investigative committees? Providing
immunity to research misconduct
investigative committees and other
participants in institutional and agency
research misconduct proceedings would
require significant statutory or
regulatory initiatives which will be
explored separately from this policy.

Aren’t there circumstances when
omission of data or results is
appropriate? A number of commenters
suggested that there are circumstances
when it may be appropriate to omit data
in reporting research results. It is not the
intent of this policy to call accepted
practices into question. However, the
omission of data is considered
falsification when it misleads the reader
about the results of the research.

Does this policy supersede
institutional policies regarding research
misconduct? Non-federal research
institutions have authority to establish
policies for research and employee
misconduct that serve their own
institutional purposes. However, the
Federal research misconduct policy (as
implemented by the agencies) provides
the relevant guidance to institutions for
purposes of Federal action.

Does this policy supersede other
agency policies, procedures, rules, and
regulations? Agencies must comply with
all relevant Federal personnel policies
and laws in responding to allegations of
research misconduct. However,
personnel actions may not adequately
protect the public from the
consequences of falsified, fabricated or
plagiarized research. For example,
Federal personnel policies may permit
termination of an employee who
commits research misconduct, but may
not address the problem of research
misconduct or seek to prevent it from
recurring. The administrative actions
available under the Federal research
misconduct policy, such as debarment
from federal funding, supervision and
certification of research, and correction

VerDate 11<MAY>2000 19:36 Dec 05, 2000 Jkt 194001 PO 00000 Frm 00052 Fmt 4703 Sfmt 4703 E:\FR\FM\06DEN1.SGM pfrm01 PsN: 06DEN1



76262 Federal Register / Vol. 65, No. 235 / Wednesday, December 6, 2000 / Notices

1 No rights, privileges, benefits or obligations are
created or abridged by issuance of this policy alone.
The creation or abridgment of rights, privileges,
benefits or obligations, if any, shall occur only upon
implementation of this policy by the Federal
agencies.

2 Research, as used herein, includes all basic,
applied, and demonstration research in all fields of
science, engineering, and mathematics. This
includes, but is not limited to, research in
economics, education, linguistics, medicine,
psychology, social sciences, statistics, and research
involving human subjects or animals.

3 The research record is the record of data or
results that embody the facts resulting from
scientific inquiry, and includes, but is not limited
to, research proposals, laboratory records, both
physical and electronic, progress reports, abstracts,
theses, oral presentations, internal reports, and
journal articles.

of the literature, are designed to
specifically address the problems raised
by research misconduct.

Must all three elements in the Finding
of Research Misconduct section be
present for there to be a finding of
research misconduct? Yes.

Who makes the final determination
about whether or not there is a finding
of research misconduct? The Federal
agency will make the final decision
about whether to make an agency
finding of research misconduct.
However, within its own internal
jurisdiction, a non-Federal research
institution may establish policies and
take actions as appropriate to its needs
and as consistent with other relevant
laws.

Shouldn’t the burden of proof be more
stringent, e.g., require ‘‘clear and
convincing evidence’’ to support a
finding of research misconduct? While
much is at stake for a researcher accused
of research misconduct, even more is at
stake for the public when a researcher
commits research misconduct. Since
‘‘preponderance of the evidence’’ is the
uniform standard of proof for
establishing culpability in most civil
fraud cases and many federal
administrative proceedings, including
debarment, there is no basis for raising
the bar for proof in misconduct cases
which have such a potentially broad
public impact. It is recognized that non-
Federal research institutions have the
discretion to apply a higher standard of
proof in their internal misconduct
proceedings. However, when their
standard differs from that of the Federal
government, research institutions must
report their findings to the appropriate
Federal agency under the applicable
Federal government standard, i.e.,
preponderance.

Why don’t the Federal agencies
conduct all inquiries and investigations?
Research institutions are much closer to
what is going on in their own
institutions and are in a better position
to conduct inquiries and investigations
than are the Federal agencies. While the
Federal agencies could have taken on
the task of investigating all allegations
of research misconduct, or established a
separate agency for this purpose, this
would have involved a substantial new
Federal bureaucracy, which is not
thought desirable. An agency may take
steps, as appropriate, should a research
institution demonstrate a lack of
commitment to the policy’s guidelines.

How will a lead agency be identified?
If more than one Federal agency has
jurisdiction over allegations of research
misconduct, those agencies should work
together to designate a lead agency.

What criteria will be used for selecting
the research institution that will handle
the response to the allegation of
research misconduct? In most cases,
agencies will rely on the researcher’s
home institution to respond to
allegations of research misconduct.
However, in cases where the subject has
switched institutions, it may be more
appropriate for the institution where the
alleged research misconduct occurred to
respond to the allegation. The
institution where the questioned
research was conducted may have better
access to the evidence and witnesses
and therefore will have the capability to
undertake a more efficient and thorough
response.

Shouldn’t the policy be more explicit
about time lines for a response to
allegations of misconduct? In
establishing reasonable time lines the
Federal agencies must balance the
interests of concluding the process
expeditiously while ensuring it has been
conducted fairly and thoroughly. This
will allow flexibility for the research
institutions while at the same time
ensuring that the process does not
extend for an unreasonably long period.
Research institutions should have the
option to request reasonable extensions
of agency timelines in individual cases.

What can informants or subjects of
allegations expect with regard to
confidentiality? The policy strives for
confidentiality for all involved to the
extent consistent with a fair and
thorough process and as allowed by law,
including applicable Federal and state
freedom of information and privacy
laws.

Should the policy punish informants
who act in bad faith or individuals who
harass informants? The principal aim of
this policy is to communicate to the
research community those behaviors
that constitute research misconduct and
to take actions where research
misconduct is found to have occurred.
As employers and managers of the
research, non-Federal research
institutions may adopt policies to
address the consequences of false,
malicious, or capricious allegations and
to respond to retaliation against
informants. Agencies may also address
this issue in their implementation of
this policy.

How should the ‘‘seriousness’’ of the
research misconduct be evaluated and
how will this relate to any actions
taken? In determining what action to
take, agencies should fully consider the
level of intent of the misconduct, the
consequences of the behavior, and other
aggravating and mitigating factors.

Next Steps

The Federal agencies have up to one
year from the date of publication of this
notice to implement the policy. An
interagency implementation group has
been established under the auspices of
the National Science and Technology
Council to assist agencies in their
implementation process and to strive for
the highest level of uniformity possible
and as appropriate in their
implementation plans.

Federal Policy on Research
Misconduct 1

I. Research 2 Misconduct Defined

Research misconduct is defined as
fabrication, falsification, or plagiarism
in proposing, performing, or reviewing
research, or in reporting research
results.

• Fabrication is making up data or
results and recording or reporting them.

• Falsification is manipulating
research materials, equipment, or
processes, or changing or omitting data
or results such that the research is not
accurately represented in the research
record.3

• Plagiarism is the appropriation of
another person’s ideas, processes,
results, or words without giving
appropriate credit.

• Research misconduct does not
include honest error or differences of
opinion.

II. Findings of Research Misconduct

A finding of research misconduct
requires that:

• There be a significant departure
from accepted practices of the relevant
research community; and

• The misconduct be committed
intentionally, or knowingly, or
recklessly; and

• The allegation be proven by a
preponderance of evidence.
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4 The term ‘‘research institutions’’ is defined to
include all organizations using Federal funds for
research, including, for example, colleges and
universities, intramural Federal research
laboratories, Federally funded research and
development centers, national user facilities,
industrial laboratories, or other research institutes.
Independent researchers and small research
institutions are covered by this policy.

III. Responsibilities of Federal Agencies
and Research Institutions 4

Agencies and research institutions are
partners who share responsibility for the
research process. Federal agencies have
ultimate oversight authority for
Federally funded research, but research
institutions bear primary responsibility
for prevention and detection of research
misconduct and for the inquiry,
investigation, and adjudication of
research misconduct alleged to have
occurred in association with their own
institution.

• Agency Policies and Procedures.
Agency policies and procedures with
regard to intramural as well as
extramural programs must conform to
the policy described in this document.

• Agency Referral to Research
Institution. In most cases, agencies will
rely on the researcher’s home institution
to make the initial response to
allegations of research misconduct.
Agencies will usually refer allegations
of research misconduct made directly to
them to the appropriate research
institution. However, at any time, the
Federal agency may proceed with its
own inquiry or investigation.
Circumstances in which agencies may
elect not to defer to the research
institution include, but are not limited
to, the following: the agency determines
the institution is not prepared to handle
the allegation in a manner consistent
with this policy; agency involvement is
needed to protect the public interest,
including public health and safety; the
allegation involves an entity of
sufficiently small size (or an individual)
that it cannot reasonably conduct the
investigation itself.

• Multiple Phases of the Response to
an Allegation of Research Misconduct.
A response to an allegation of research
misconduct will usually consist of
several phases, including: (1) an
inquiry—the assessment of whether the
allegation has substance and if an
investigation is warranted; (2) an
investigation—the formal development
of a factual record, and the examination
of that record leading to dismissal of the
case or to a recommendation for a
finding of research misconduct or other
appropriate remedies; (3) adjudication—
during which recommendations are
reviewed and appropriate corrective
actions determined.

• Agency Follow-up to Institutional
Action. After reviewing the record of the
investigation, the institution’s
recommendations to the institution’s
adjudicating official, and any corrective
actions taken by the research institution,
the agency will take additional oversight
or investigative steps if necessary. Upon
completion of its review, the agency
will take appropriate administrative
action in accordance with applicable
laws, regulations, or policies. When the
agency has made a final determination,
it will notify the subject of the allegation
of the outcome and inform the
institution regarding its disposition of
the case. The agency finding of research
misconduct and agency administrative
actions can be appealed pursuant to the
agency’s applicable procedures.

• Separation of Phases. Adjudication
is separated organizationally from
inquiry and investigation. Likewise,
appeals are separated organizationally
from inquiry and investigation.

• Institutional Notification of the
Agency. Research institutions will
notify the funding agency (or agencies
in some cases) of an allegation of
research misconduct if (1) the allegation
involves Federally funded research (or
an application for Federal funding) and
meets the Federal definition of research
misconduct given above, and (2) if the
institution’s inquiry into the allegation
determines there is sufficient evidence
to proceed to an investigation. When an
investigation is complete, the research
institution will forward to the agency a
copy of the evidentiary record, the
investigative report, recommendations
made to the institution’s adjudicating
official, and the subject’s written
response to the recommendations (if
any). When a research institution
completes the adjudication phase, it
will forward the adjudicating official’s
decision and notify the agency of any
corrective actions taken or planned.

• Other Reasons to Notify the Agency.
At any time during an inquiry or
investigation, the institution will
immediately notify the Federal agency if
public health or safety is at risk; if
agency resources or interests are
threatened; if research activities should
be suspended; if there is reasonable
indication of possible violations of civil
or criminal law; if Federal action is
required to protect the interests of those
involved in the investigation; if the
research institution believes the inquiry
or investigation may be made public
prematurely so that appropriate steps
can be taken to safeguard evidence and
protect the rights of those involved; or
if the research community or public
should be informed.

• When More Than One Agency is
Involved. A lead agency should be
designated to coordinate responses to
allegations of research misconduct
when more than one agency is involved
in funding activities relevant to the
allegation. Each agency may implement
administrative actions in accordance
with applicable laws, regulations,
policies, or contractual procedures.

IV. Guidelines for Fair and Timely
Procedures

The following guidelines are provided
to assist agencies and research
institutions in developing fair and
timely procedures for responding to
allegations of research misconduct.
They are designed to provide safeguards
for subjects of allegations as well as for
informants. Fair and timely procedures
include the following:

• Safeguards for Informants.
Safeguards for informants give
individuals the confidence that they can
bring allegations of research misconduct
made in good faith to the attention of
appropriate authorities or serve as
informants to an inquiry or an
investigation without suffering
retribution. Safeguards include
protection against retaliation for
informants who make good faith
allegations, fair and objective
procedures for the examination and
resolution of allegations of research
misconduct, and diligence in protecting
the positions and reputations of those
persons who make allegations of
research misconduct in good faith.

• Safeguards for Subjects of
Allegations. Safeguards for subjects give
individuals the confidence that their
rights are protected and that the mere
filing of an allegation of research
misconduct against them will not bring
their research to a halt or be the basis
for other disciplinary or adverse action
absent other compelling reasons. Other
safeguards include timely written
notification of subjects regarding
substantive allegations made against
them; a description of all such
allegations; reasonable access to the data
and other evidence supporting the
allegations; and the opportunity to
respond to allegations, the supporting
evidence and the proposed findings of
research misconduct (if any).

• Objectivity and Expertise. The
selection of individuals to review
allegations and conduct investigations
who have appropriate expertise and
have no unresolved conflicts of interests
help to ensure fairness throughout all
phases of the process.

• Timeliness. Reasonable time limits
for the conduct of the inquiry,
investigation, adjudication, and appeal
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phases (if any), with allowances for
extensions where appropriate, provide
confidence that the process will be well
managed.

• Confidentiality During the Inquiry,
Investigation, and Decision-Making
Processes. To the extent possible
consistent with a fair and thorough
investigation and as allowed by law,
knowledge about the identity of subjects
and informants is limited to those who
need to know. Records maintained by
the agency during the course of
responding to an allegation of research
misconduct are exempt from disclosure
under the Freedom of Information Act
to the extent permitted by law and
regulation.

V. Agency Administrative Actions
• Seriousness of the Misconduct. In

deciding what administrative actions
are appropriate, the agency should
consider the seriousness of the
misconduct, including, but not limited
to, the degree to which the misconduct
was knowing, intentional, or reckless;
was an isolated event or part of a
pattern; or had significant impact on the
research record, research subjects, other
researchers, institutions, or the public
welfare.

• Possible Administrative Actions.
Administrative actions available
include, but are not limited to,
appropriate steps to correct the research
record; letters of reprimand; the
imposition of special certification or
assurance requirements to ensure
compliance with applicable regulations
or terms of an award; suspension or
termination of an active award; or
suspension and debarment in
accordance with applicable government-
wide rules on suspension and
debarment. In the event of suspension
or debarment, the information is made
publicly available through the List of
Parties Excluded from Federal
Procurement and Nonprocurement
Programs maintained by the U.S.
General Services Administration. With
respect to administrative actions
imposed upon government employees,
the agencies must comply with all
relevant federal personnel policies and
laws.

• In Case of Criminal or Civil Fraud
Violations. If the funding agency
believes that criminal or civil fraud
violations may have occurred, the
agency shall promptly refer the matter
to the Department of Justice, the
Inspector General for the agency, or
other appropriate investigative body.

VI. Roles of Other Organizations
This Federal policy does not limit the

authority of research institutions, or

other entities, to promulgate additional
research misconduct policies or
guidelines or more specific ethical
guidance.

Barbara Ann Ferguson,
Assistant Director for Budget and
Administration, Office of Science and
Technology Policy.
[FR Doc. 00–30852 Filed 12–5–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3170–01–P

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

Notice of Public Information
Collection(s) Being Reviewed by the
Federal Communications Commission

November 27, 2000.
SUMMARY: The Federal Communications
Commission, as part of its continuing
effort to reduce paperwork burden
invites the general public and other
Federal agencies to take this
opportunity to comment on the
following information collection(s), as
required by the Paperwork Reduction
Act of 1995, Public Law 104–13. An
agency may not conduct or sponsor a
collection of information unless it
displays a currently valid control
number. No person shall be subject to
any penalty for failing to comply with
a collection of information subject to the
Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) that
does not display a valid control number.
Comments are requested concerning (a)
whether the proposed collection of
information is necessary for the proper
performance of the functions of the
Commission, including whether the
information shall have practical utility;
(b) the accuracy of the Commission’s
burden estimate; (c) ways to enhance
the quality, utility, and clarity of the
information collected; and (d) ways to
minimize the burden of the collection of
information on the respondents,
including the use of automated
collection techniques or other forms of
information technology.
DATES: Written comments should be
submitted on or before January 5, 2001.
If you anticipate that you will be
submitting comments, but find it
difficult to do so within the period of
time allowed by this notice, you should
advise the contact listed below as soon
as possible.
ADDRESSES: Direct all comments to Judy
Boley, Federal Communications
Commission, Room 1–C804, 445 12th
Street, SW, DC 20554 or via the Internet
to jboley@fcc.gov.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
additional information or copies of the
information collection(s), contact Judy

Boley at 202–418–0214 or via the
Internet at jboley@fcc.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

OMB Control No.: 3060–0951.
Title: Service of Petitions for

Preemption, 47 CFR 1.1204(b) Note and
1.1206(a) Note 1.

Form No.: N/A.
Type of Review: Extension of a

currently approved collection.
Respondents: Individuals or

households; businesses or other for-
profit, not-for-profit institutions and
state, local or tribal government.

Number of Respondents: 125.
Estimated Time Per Response: 15

minutes.
Frequency of Response: On occasion

reporting requirement and third party
disclosure requirement.

Total Annual Burden: 30 hours.
Total Annual Cost: N/A.
Needs and Uses: These provisions

supplement the procedures for filing
petitions seeking Commission
preemption of state and local
government regulation of
telecommunications services. They
require that such petitions, whether in
the form of a petition for rulemaking or
a petition for declaratory ruling, be
served on all state and local
governments. The actions for which as
cited as a basis for requesting
preemption. Thus, in accordance with
these provisions, persons seeking
preemption must serve their petitions
not only on the state or local
government whose authority would be
preempted, but also on other state or
local governments whose actions are
cited in the petition.

OMB Control No.: 3060–0937.
Title: Establishment of a Class A

Television Service, MM Docket No. 00–
10.

Form No.: N/A.
Type of Review: Extension of a

currently approved collection.
Respondents: Businesses or other for-

profit.
Number of Respondents: 1,000

respondents; 19,370 responses.
Estimated Time Per Response: .166

hours to 52 hours.
Frequency of Response:

Recordkeeping requirement, on
occasion and quarterly reporting
requirement and third party disclosure
requirement.

Total Annual Burden: 396,251 hours.
Total Annual Cost: $2,284,000.
Needs and Uses: The Community

Broadcasters Protection Act directed the
Commission to make Class A television
licensees subject to the same operating
requirements as that of full-service
broadcast stations. The Commission has
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