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INTRODUCTION  
 

The LERU Research Integrity Forum was initiated by the LERU Expert Group on Research Integrity 1. 
The aim of the Forum is to enable LERU colleagues to share perspectives and experiences and to 
learn from and help each other to continue to foster the responsible conduct of research.  
In October 2012, Oxford University hosted the first meeting of the LERU Research Integrity Forum, 
during which a broad range of topics related to research integrity was discussed. Each LERU member 
university was invited to send delegates (academics/researchers, administrators and or PhD  
students) to the meeting.  
Following this meeting, the Expert Group organized a survey to gather information from the LERU 
Universities about their research integrity policies, codes of conduct and complaints procedures. The 
purpose of this survey was not to evaluate, but to get a general understanding of the state of affairs 
at the LERU Universities and to learn from the experiences of the LERU members .    
Also, upon advice of the Expert Group, the LERU Office is setting up a database of contacts and 
research integrity experts at LERU universities that can share good practice and advice among each 
other. The database can be used by LERU members as a resource as and when needed and as a 
platform for networking and information exchange. It will also feature a mailing list to which 
members can subscribe for asking questions, getting advice and exchanging relevant information.  
 
In addition to these initiatives, Utrecht University hosted a second meeting of the LERU Research 
Integrity Forum in December 2014, in the form of a working conference. The conference focused on 
the handling of allegations of research misconduct. Two main topics were discussed: 

1. procedural matters:   
What kind of procedures and procedural rules are required or advisable  for investigating 
allegations of research misconduct? Who should carry out the investigations? How do we 
ensure that the basic requirements of a fair trial are met? How do we deal with the dilemma 
transparency vs. confidentiality during the investigation procedure?  

2. delineating norms of research integrity:  
What constitutes (a breach of) research integrity? How to distinguish between “sloppy 
science” and misconduct?   

 
Professor Kees Schuyt, former chair (2006-2014) of the Dutch National Research Integrity Office 
(LOWI), professor Nicholas Steneck, director MICHR Research Ethics and Integrity Programme and 
Professor Emeritus of History of the University of Michigan, and mr. James Parry, chief executive of 
the UK Research Integrity Office (UKRIO), kindly took part as Key Note speakers. Professor Govert den 
Hartogh, professor of ethics and legal philosophy University of Amsterdam, mr. Ludo Koks, head of 
communications at Utrecht University and mr. Jan Henk van der Velden LLM, lawyer at lawfirm Wijn 
& Stael, also kindly took part by special invitation. We are very grateful to the speakers and to the 
delegates of the LERU Universities for sharing their experiences, thoughts and insights.   
 

                                                 
1 
 The members of the LERU Expert Group on Research Integrity are: 

 • Katrien Maes, Chief Policy Officer, League of European Research Universities 

• Glenn Swafford, Director of Research Services (Chair) and Kathryn Dally, Assistant Registrar 

(Research), University of Oxford 

 • Etienne Augé, Vice-President Research & Evaluation,  Université Paris-Sud 

 • Itziar de Lecuona, Bio-ethics and Law Observatory,  Universitat de Barcelona 

 • Ton Hol, Chair of the Research Integrity Committee, Universiteit Utrecht 

 • Paul Van Houtte, Chair of the Research Integrity Committee, KU Leuven 

 • Nicholas Steneck, Director MICHR Research Ethics and Integrity Programme and Professor 

Emeritus of History, University of Michigan, as external advisor 
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INFORMAL NOTES OF THE MAIN TOPICS 

 

Investigation procedures and protocols 

1. Transparent and professional procedures for handling allegations of research misconduct as 

well as providing easy access to an academic integrity counsellor or ombudsman should form 

a vital part of research integrity-policies at LERU-Universities.  A quick institutional response 

to dilemmas and (early) signs of research misconduct helps to enforce integrity policies and 

to prevent possible misconduct-cases at an early stage.   

2. A quick survey of the LERU Universities websites showed that information about complaints 

procedures is not everywhere publicly accessible. Publishing adequate information about 

these procedures on the university websites is not only important for the researchers 

involved, it is also helpful for LERU Universities to learn from each other’s procedures and 

maybe in due course develop a standard investigation protocol for all LERU Universities.       

3. Allegations of misconduct should be handled professionally by experienced (not ad hoc) 

committees that consist of both scientists and lawyers. 

4. As a principle, anonymous complaints should not be allowed, except for very serious and 
credible concerns that are likely to be confirmed from alternative, credible sources. 
Universities should instead implement sound regulations to protect whistleblowers.  Do all 
LERU Universities have regulations to protect whistleblowers?    
 

5. Investigators of misconduct-cases should have a thorough knowledge of the procedural rules, 

the principles of fair trial and the standards of proof, universities should invest in training and 

professional (legal) support.   

6. Situation in the Netherlands:  a system of selfregulation in 13 universities, each with their 

own “jurisdiction”, coördination is needed to prevent the 13 universities from interpreting 

the principles of the Dutch National Code of Conduct differently. After 10 years of experience 

with the system of selfregulation, the Dutch are considering to re-evaluate this system and 

maybe install state boards (special disciplinary courts) comparable to the boards for the 

medical profession and the judicial branch.  

7. Who / what university will lead the investigation in case of misconduct allegations in 

international collaborative research projects or concerning scientific articles written by 

multiple authors from different universities?  Should universities agree on the “applicable 

law” beforehand, at the start of a collaborative research project, a solution that was 

proposed by the OECD Global Science Forum in 20092?  

8. Each LERU University should have a protocol for handling allegations of research misconduct. 

It must be clear for researchers, students and third parties how and where to raise concerns. 

                                                 
2  “Investigating Research Misconduct Allegations in International Collaborative Research Projects, A Practical 

Guide”, April 2009 (http://www.oecd.org/science/sci-tech/42770261.pdf) . 
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LERU could provide a checklist of the basic principles of fair trial, which can be used by LERU 

Members to make their own protocol.    

Definition of research misconduct / assessing allegations  

9. To be able to form any judgment about an allegation of misconduct, consensus is needed 

about what behavior is exactly  to be prevented. What constitutes research misconduct? 

What sort of complaints should be investigated, what are the priorities and where should we 

draw the line? 

10. Codes of Conduct are often too vague and therefore difficult to enforce, they describe best 

practices instead of clear don'ts (e.g. the Dutch National Code of Conduct). There is a lack of 

clear criteria against which to assess whether or not research misconduct has taken place. 

11. Codes of Conduct should distinguish clearly between misconduct and misbehavior (cf. 

“crimes and misdemeanors”). 

12. Kees Schuyt distinguishes between breaching  game rules  (Fabrication, Falsification, 

Plagiarism: FFP) and breaching  goal rules (Questionable Research Practices: QRP, i.e. 

sloppiness , trimming, cooking, sloppy data-management, not archiving etc.). 

13. Nick Steneck proposes a fundamental and rational approach (a correlation between the 

importance of the harm done and the intent) to rethinking the concept of research 

misconduct, instead of implementing and changing misconduct policies in response to 

individual embarrassing cases  (as has been the case in the US).  

14. In the Netherlands, publishing all investigated cases anonymously on the internet, 

contributes to forming a shared jurisprudence and a shared interpretation of the principles 

that are described in the Dutch National Code of Conduct.  LERU Universities could adopt this 

system and form a knowledge base to be used as a resource by LERU members. Analyzing 

the individual cases may also help to derive general principles and to establish a uniform 

definition of research misconduct for LERU Universities (see recommendations Oxford 2012). 

15. Most LERU Universities have their own Code of Conduct / Principles of good research, e.g. in 

Sweden, Spain and Switzerland  there is no national Code of Conduct. In Italy the discussion 

about a national Code of Conduct is just starting.   

16. Each LERU University should have a Code of Conduct, which describes the principles of 

research integrity. 

17. It would be a good thing for LERU to derive a Model Code of Conduct from the principles that 

are described in all the existing Codes of Conduct at LERU Universities and in the ALLEA Code, 

the UNESCO Code and the Singapore statement. LERU could subsequently endorse this 

Model Code as a model to be followed (voluntarily) by LERU members. 
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Role of academic integrity counsellor / ombudsman 

18. Dutch universities have very good experiences with academic integrity counsellors. They play 

an important role in addressing questions about research integrity and in attempting to 

mediate, where possible, between parties involved in a conflict or complaint. The counsellor 

can also advise complainants to submit an official complaint to the Committee for Academic 

Integrity, if an amicable resolution is not an option.  

19. It is necessary to strictly regulate the responsibilities and position of the academic integrity 

counsellor. It should be made clear to all parties involved that the counsellor is independent 

and can be consulted confidentially. 

20.  Because of this independent position, the counsellor can’t take part in the investigation of an 

allegation of research misconduct: these two roles have to be separated.     

21. Counsellors should preferably be experienced scientists and they should be trained in 

mediation skills.  

22. Counsellors may face dilemmas which they can’t easily discuss in their own university, 

because of their obligation to retain information in confidence. LERU could provide a 

platform for counsellors to discuss these dilemmas , to share good practice and to exchange 

information. 

Transparency vs confidentiality 

23.  James Parry (UKRIO) signals a trend towards greater transparency. Research misconduct 

procedures were traditionally designed for concerns raised by fellow researchers or students, 

not for ‘outsiders’. Universities worried about defamation lawsuits, employment tribunals 

and financial, contractual and reputational liability and could be overly defensive. However, 

there is now a clear trend towards greater accountability and transparency and the need to 

retain public’s trust: openness is becoming the expected norm. Funders and journals expect 

better communication/openness and there is increasing public interest in research practice , 

especially online (e.g. Retraction Watch, social media).  

24. UKRIO Procedure for the Investigation of Misconduct in Research sets out basic principles 

concerning transparency and confidentiality before, during and after an investigation, the 

most important principle being : balance all of the other principles.    

25. UKRIO recommends that if there is media interest, the organization should make a public 

statement - not least to restore the reputations of whistleblowers who raised concerns in 

good faith and researchers who are exonerated of misconduct.  

26. Ludo Koks, head of communications of Utrecht University, recommends that universities 

develop a communications strategy, preferably in agreement with all the parties involved, to 

ensure that immediate action can be taken if information is being leaked to the press and the 

reputation of parties involved could be wrongfully damaged by the (social) media.      
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Final session. Proposed/Possible Actions for LERU  

 

1. Establish shared principles and definitions, LERU Universities should work toward a common 
definition of research misconduct. 

2. Develop a Model Code of Conduct, based on shared principles, as a model to be used 

(voluntarily )by LERU members. 

3. Promote public accessibility of contact details / complaints procedures for raising concerns 

about research misconduct on the websites of all LERU Universities. 

4. Provide a checklist of the basic principles of fair trial, to be used (voluntarily) by LERU 

Members as a basis for their own protocol.    

5. Facilitate the sharing of knowledge and “jurisprudence” among LERU Universities. 

6. Consider developing a training curriculum for research misconduct investigators and 

academic integrity counsellors.   
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PROGRAMME 
 
 

Monday 15 December 2014 

Morning session: 09.00 - 12.30 

  

09.00  Registration and coffee 

09.30  Opening  

prof. dr. G.J. van der Zwaan, Rector Magnificus 

09.45   Introduction 

prof. dr. A.M. Hol, Chair of the UU Research Integrity Committee 

 

10.00  

 

Disciplinary procedures in allegations of scientific misconduct:  state-  or 
selfregulation? 

prof. dr. C.J.M. Schuyt, Former Chair of the Dutch National Board for 
Research Integrity (2006  –  1 December 2014) 

10.45  Coffee Break 

11.00  The origins and shortcomings of current definitions of research misconduct:  

Redefining what before tackling how 

prof. N.H. Steneck Ph.D, Director of the Research Ethics and Integrity Program of 
the Michigan Institute for Clinical and Health Research and consultant to the 
Federal Office of Research Integrity, HHS.  

11.45  Do we need more law or more virtue? 

prof. dr. G.A. den Hartogh, Professor of ethics and legal philosophy, University of 
Amsterdam 

 

12.30 – 13.15 

 

Walking lunch 
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Monday 15 December 2014  

Afternoon session: 13.15 – 17.45, followed by dinner 19.15 

 

13.15  
Transparency and confidentiality in research misconduct investigations: some 
thoughts from the UK 

mr. J. Parry, Chief Executive of the UK Research Integrity Office (UKRIO) 

 

14.00  2 parallel discussion sessions :        

A. Towards a uniform investigation procedure for LERU Universities? 

B.  Distinguishing 'sloppy science' from misconduct. 

 

15.15  Tea Break 

 

15.30  Reports on the parallel sessions to the plenary session 

 

16.00  

 

Research misconduct  and  the  media 

drs. L. Koks, Spokesperson and press officer, Utrecht University 

16.45  Integrity and The Ladder of Lies  

mr. J.H. van der Velden LLM, Lawyer at law firm Wijn & Stael 

 

17.30  

 

Closing remarks by prof. dr. A.M. Hol 

 

 

19.15 for 19.30 Pre-dinner drinks and dinner in the Maskeradezaal, University Hall 
(Academiegebouw), Domplein  (City Centre) 
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 Tuesday 16 December 2014  

Morning session: 09.00 - 12.30 

  

09.00  Coffee 

 

09.30  

 

2 parallel discussion sessions:   

C. ALLEA, the standard Code of Practice for LERU Universities? 

 

D. Responsibilities and position of the Academic Integrity Counsellor. 

 

10.30   Coffee Break 

 

10.45  Reports on the parallel sessions to the plenary session 

 

11.15  Does the honest mistake exist? 

prof. dr. C.J.M. Schuyt, Former Chair of the Dutch National Board for Research 
Integrity (2006  –  1 December 2014) 

 

12.00 

 

Closing remarks and actions for LERU by prof. dr. A.M. Hol 

 

12.30  

 

Walking lunch 
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PARTICIPANTS 
 
Speakers: 
C.J.M. Schuyt   –  Former Chair Dutch National Board for Research Integrity  
N.H. Steneck   –  University of Michigan 
G.A. den Hartogh  –  University of Amsterdam  
J. Parry    –  UK Research Integrity Office (UKRIO) 
J.H. van der Velden  –  Wijn & Stael 
L. Koks    –  Utrecht University  
 
LERU Participants: 
I.M. Tieken   –  Leiden University   
W.J. de Wit   –  Leiden University  
T. de Craen   –  Leiden University   
H. Mandel   –  Leiden University 
W. Appleby   –  University College London 
R. Lamb   –  University College London 
R. Morgan   –  University of Cambridge 
E. Nyrövaara  –  University of Helsinki 
T. Särkämö  –  University of Helsinki 
K. Maes   –  LERU Office  
K. Dally    –  University of Oxford 
I. Lerouge   –  KU Leuven  
D. Droshout   –  KU Leuven  
K. Dierickx   –  KU Leuven 
L. Ognois   –  University of Geneva  
I. de Lecuona   –  University of Barcelona 
R. García-Manrique  –  University of Barcelona 
A. Morero Beltran  – University of Barcelona 
M. Jornet-Gilbert  –  University of Barcelona  
I. Rothäusler   –  University of Zürich 
C. Fischer   –  University of Zürich 
C. Schauz   –  University of Zürich 
G. Sandberg  –  University of Lund (SE) 
K. Malmqvist   –  University of Lund (SE) 
A. Noble   –  University of Edinburgh 
J.M.C. Krol  -  University of Amsterdam 
J.C.J.M. de Haes   –  University of Amsterdam 
T. Haas    –  University of Freiburg 
R. Benedictus   –  Utrecht Medical Center Utrecht  
A. Decarli   –  University of Milan 
M. Everaert   –  Utrecht University 
H. van Rinsum   –  Utrecht University 
 
 
Organization: 
A.M. Hol   –  Utrecht University 
J. Blok    –  Utrecht University 
M.H.J.G. Nijssen  –  Utrecht University 
P. Vlugter   –  Utrecht University 
M. Voermans   –  Utrecht University 
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PRESENTATIONS 
 

1. Disciplinary procedures in allegations of scientific misconduct:  state-  or selfregulation? 
prof. dr. C.J.M. Schuyt, Former Chair of the Dutch National Board for Research Integrity (2006  
–  1 December 2014) 

 
2. The origins and shortcomings of current definitions of research misconduct:  Redefining 

what before tackling how 
prof. N.H. Steneck Ph.D, Director of the Research Ethics and Integrity Program of the 
Michigan Institute for Clinical and Health Research and consultant to the Federal Office of 
Research Integrity, HHS.  

 
3. Do we need more law or more virtue? 

prof. dr. G.A. den Hartogh, Professor of ethics and legal philosophy, University of Amsterdam  
 

4. Transparency and confidentiality in research misconduct investigations: some thoughts 
from the UK 
mr. J. Parry, Chief Executive of the UK Research Integrity Office (UKRIO) 

 
5. Research misconduct  and  the  media 

drs. L. Koks, Spokesperson and press officer, Utrecht University  
 

6. Does the honest mistake exist? 
prof. dr. C.J.M. Schuyt, Former Chair of the Dutch National Board for Research Integrity (2006  
–  1 December 2014) 

 
 
 
Additional information:  
 

7. Provided by the UK Research Integrity Office (UKRIO):   
 sample UKRIO case studies 
- UKRIO's recommended checklist for researchers 
- short leaflet about UKRIO 
Please note: UKRIO is happy for LERU-delegates to make use of this material in their 
universities, provided that UKRIO is acknowledged. 

 
  

8. OECD Global Science Forum, “Investigating Research Misconduct Allegations in 
International Collaborative Research Projects, A Practical Guide”, April 2009 
(http://www.oecd.org/science/sci-tech/42770261.pdf)  

http://www.oecd.org/science/sci-tech/42770261.pdf

