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1. Research integrity
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Commission
moves
to
strengthen
Research
Integrity
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• The EU's Horizon 2020 research funding programme has now a
more specific set of rules on research integrity to be followed by
beneficiaries
– Do to a new provisions in the Horizon 2020 Model Grant Agreement.

• The revamped model agreement provides more clarity on
previously general requirements contained in Article 34 of the
agreement.
• The article now explicitly calls for beneficiaries to
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

respect the principles of honesty,
reliability,
objectivity,
impartiality,
open communication,
duty of care,
and fairness and
responsibility for future science generations
WG3 Meeting, Bucarest, Romania
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Clear research procedures

• Ethics is the integral part of research from beginning to
end
• Ethical compliance is seen as pivotal to achieve real
research excellence
• Ethical research conduct implies that application of
fundamental ethical principals and legislation to
scientific research in all possible domains of research
• It also includes the avoidance of any breach of research
integrity, which means , in particular avoiding
fabrication, falsifation, plagirism or other reserach
misconduct
https://ec.europe.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en
/h2020-section/etichs
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• Ethics is given the highest priority in EU funded research
– all the activities carried out under H2020 must comply with
ethical principles and relevant national, EU and
International legislation

• The research misconduct cases in the 1980s in the
United States have led to the adoption of guidelines and
codes of conduct, however , the cases are very complex
and diverse
• As there is no single approach to research misconduct,
the pros and cons of different methods should be
assessed
• The cases where suspicion was confirmed and lead to
sanctions are indispensable
https://ec.europe.eu/programmes/horizo
h2020/enn/h2020-section/etichs
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Safeguards

• Ethics dumping:
– Due to the progressive globalisation of research
activities, the risk in higher that research with
sensitive ethical issues is conducted by European
organisation outside the EU in a way the would
not be accepted in Europe form an ethical point of
view
• This exportation of these non-compliant research
practices is called ethics dumping
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Collaborative working

• To mitigate and reduce the risk, European,
national and international ethics bodies
should collaborate actively and at multiple
levels:
– within the EU,
– Between the EU
– Other high-income countries
– Between high-income and low-income countries
(where the risks of dumping is higher)
WG3 Meeting, Bucarest, Romania
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Clear rules on authorship

• Authorship confers credit and has important
academic, social, and financial implications
• Authorship also implies responsibility and
accountability for published work
• The following recommendations are intended to
– ensure that contributors who have made substantive
intellectual contributions to a paper are given credit
as authors
– but also that contributors credited as authors
understand their role in taking responsibility and
being accountable for what is published
From the Vancouver criteria for publication
within medicine
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Authorship

• Because authorship does not communicate what
contributions qualified an individual to be an author,
– some journals now request and publish information about
the contributions of each person named as having
participated in a submitted study
– at least for original research

• In addition to being accountable for the parts of the
work he or she has done, an author should be able to
identify which co-authors are responsible for specific
other parts of the work
• In addition, authors should have confidence in the
integrity of the contributions of their co-authors
From the Vancouver criteria for publication within
medicine
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2. Misconduct in research
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Academic dishonesty

• Academic dishonesty, academic misconduct or academic fraud is
any type of cheating that occurs in relation to a formal academic
exercise. It can include
– Plagiarism: The adoption or reproduction of original creations of
another author (person, collective, organization, community or other
type of author, including anonymous authors) without due
acknowledgment
– Fabrication: The falsification of data, information, or citations in any
formal academic exercise
– Deception: Providing false information to an instructor concerning a
formal academic exercise—e.g., giving a false excuse for missing a
deadline or falsely claiming to have submitted work.
– Cheating: Any attempt to obtain assistance in a formal academic
exercise without due acknowledgment
– Bribery or paid services: Giving assignment answers or test answers
for money
WG3 Meeting, Bucarest, Romania
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Academci dishonesty

– Sabotage: Acting to prevent others from completing their
work. This includes cutting pages out of library books or
willfully disrupting the experiments of others
– Professorial misconduct: Professorial acts that are
academically fraudulent equate to academic fraud and/or
grade fraud
– Impersonation: assuming a student's identity with intent
to provide an advantage for the student

• Academic dishonesty has been documented in every
type of educational setting from elementary school to
graduate school
• Throughout history this type of dishonesty has been
met with varying degrees of approbation
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Academic_dishonesty
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Scientific misconduct

• Scientific misconduct is the violation of the standard codes of scholarly
conduct and ethical behavior in the publication of professional scientific
research
• A Lancet review on Handling of Scientific Misconduct in Scandinavian
countries provides the following sample definitions: (reproduced in The
COPE report 1999.)
– Danish definition: "Intention or gross negligence leading to fabrication of the
scientific message or a false credit or emphasis given to a scientist"
– Swedish definition: "Intention[al] distortion of the research process by
fabrication of data, text, hypothesis, or methods from another researcher's
manuscript form or publication; or distortion of the research process in other
ways."

• The consequences of scientific misconduct can be damaging for
perpetrators and journal audience and for any individual who exposes it
• In addition there are public health implications attached to the promotion
of medical or other interventions based on false or fabricated research
findings
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scientific_misco
nduct
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Example

• On behalf of The Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences, we wish to
express our concerns regarding a paper
– by Philipp Jungebluth and colleagues
– “Tracheobronchial transplantation with a stem-cell-seeded bioartificial
nanocomposite: a proof-of-concept study”
– published in The Lancet on Dec 10, 2011

• Available information shows that the paper does not present the
condition of the patient in a correct way
• It is evident from biopsies and bronchoscopy data that
epithelialization of the graft was incomplete, that the patient
suffered serious complications, and that he eventually died
• The published report states that ”there were no major
complications, and the patient was asymptomatic and tumor free 5
months after transplantation”
http://www.thelancet.com/journals/lance
t/article/PIIS0140-6736(16)005201/fulltext
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Example

• According to an independent expert, who evaluated
the paper in an investigation into possible scientific
misconduct by its senior author, this is a severe
misrepresentation of the hospital records describing
the patient's condition after the operation
• A reference to the person who investigated the matter
he wrote “There is much to indicate that the
judgement reached by Karoline Institute last summer
should be amended to scientific misconduct, which in
plain language means research fraud.”

WG3 Meeting, Vlinius, Lithuania
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H2020 Project

• H2020 project are under the same scrutiny as
other funded project
• Therefor the regulation and inspection are
becoming more tight
• For example – the common legislation about
Personal Data Act which is being implemented
in all Europe
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• There is a specific call within H2020:
– “Develop the governance for the advancements of
responsible research and innovation by all
stakeholders, which is sensitive to society needs
and demands and promote and ethics framework
for research and innovation”

• Open new:
– Developing research integrity standard operating
proceudres (Science with and for Society)
WG3 Meeting, Bucarest, Romania
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3. Bankruptcy in H2020 projects
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Participant Guarantee Fund (PGF)
• The object of the PGF is to
– To protect the financial interests of the EU budget
– The fund covers any unpaid loss in the EU budget for FP7 and H2020
• except for FP7 liquidated damages or financial penalties

• As in FP7, 5% of the pre-financing will be automatically withheld
and paid into the Commission’s Guarantee Fund for Horizon 2020
• The funds are returned to beneficiaries at the end of the project
• The Guarantee funds could be used in specific instances such as
when one of the beneficiaries in a consortium goes bankrupt to
ensure that remaining project partners do not have to carry the
financial burden
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• Guarantee Fund
– Article – 21.2 Pre‐financing payment
– Amount retained for the Guarantee Fund (GA)

• Partners are not liable each other on financial
terms
• Important on case of bankruptcy
WG3 Meeting, Bucarest, Romania
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if
a
beneficiary
goes
bankrupt
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• The consortium request an amendment to end the
beneficiary’s participation in the project
• The liquidator sends the Coordinator a leaving report and a
financial statement
• The REA checks the costs and establishes the amount of
debt owed by the beneficiary
• If the amount due is not returned, the REA will order the
Fund to transfer the equivalent amount to the Coordinator
• The Coordinator must inform the REA as soon as possible in
case of financial difficulties that any of the beneficiaries are
facing
WG3 Meeting, Bucarest, Romania
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4. PRESENTATION OF RESULTS OF ONLINE
SURVEY
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• The survey was sent by e-mail to 20 Bucharest
participants of BESTPRAC WG3
• 13 BESTPRAC respondents (65%)
• Survey conducted 28-30.1.2018.

Bucharest WG3 Meeting
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Demographics of respondents (1)
– Type of institution

n=1

n=1

n=11
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Demographics of respondents (2)
– Number of years in PM

• 8 respondents (61.6%) have 6+ yrs in project
management
Bucharest WG3 Meeting
7-10/2/2018
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Demographics of respondents (3)
– Country of work
• 10 responses, 3 did not reply
– Bulgaria
– Moldova
– Iceland
– Romania
– Austria
– Finland
– Belgium
– Serbia
– UK
– Ireland
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• In 10 institutions there is a procedure in place
to authorise project applications while in 3
institutions there is no such procedure

Bucharest WG3 Meeting
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• In 9 institutions there are mechanisms to deal
with misconduct, while in 4 there are no such
mechanisms

• The average rating of such mechanisms where in
place is 3.2 on the scale from 1 (worst) to 5 (best)
Bucharest WG3 Meeting
7-10/2/2018
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Describe the mechanisms in place (1):
• The research director evalutes all application. He/she has the right
to say no if the quality of the application is not good enough. If
issues arise, the research director contacts one of the lawyers of
the university for legal right of the University.
• Escalation of issues and various procedures and processes
• Internal regulations on documents flow and internal controls
(approval procedures)
• Is the conviction of the Manager is the best mechanism
• Briefly we verify with Human Resources if there are formal penalies
Scientific Councel, and then Legal Office as aplicable.
Bucharest WG3 Meeting
7-10/2/2018
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Describe the mechanisms in place (2):
• My university (…) is committed to follow the guidelines for ethical
principles of research in the humanities and social and behavioral sciences
as well as the guidelines for responsible conduct of research, both given
by the Finnish Advisory Board on Research Integrity:
http://www.tenk.fi/en. In addition, my university has a code of conduct
that helps to create a better work environment, protects the reputation
towards partners and strengthens the image of being a responsible and
reliable organization.
• Ethical code of the University
• …workshops to address responsible conduct of research topics such as
avoiding research misconduct, mentorship responsibilities, handling of
data, responsible authorship, ethics and questionable research practices.
All allegations of misconduct are dealt with via the HR dept.
Bucharest WG3 Meeting
7-10/2/2018
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• 8 respondents have experienced some form
of disregard of administrative requirements
of project applicants, 3 have not

• 2 respondents chose „I don’t want to reply”
Bucharest WG3 Meeting
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• Only 3 respondents (23.1%) think that
electronic applications without paperrequired signature are more problematic in
terms of misconduct than paper-based ones, 6
think they are not while 4 do not know
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• Only 1 respondent has experienced
unauthorized PIC use at his/her institution,
while 12 have not
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• 69.2% of respondents (9) have not
experienced any breach of research integrity
while 2 respondents have

• 2 respondents chose „I don’t want to reply”
Bucharest WG3 Meeting
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• 69.2% of respondents (9) have not
experienced ethical misconduct related to a
project while 3 respondens have

• 1 respondent chose „I don’t want to reply”
Bucharest WG3 Meeting
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Suggested solutions to misconduct:
• Tighten your inspection on research and be sure all the license are
in place
• Own electronic monitoring system unabling submission of the
application without outhorization (pending)
• Not to communicate PIC details to third parties
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Suggested solutions to misconduct (non-BESTPRAC):
•
•
•
•
•

Better control
Clearly authorized and empowered administrative staff.
There should be no paper signed. Instead, in the process of electronic submission
the legal representative could be obliged to approve the submission
established procedure of financial management of projects within financial unit
"long term approach: enhancing management, business and communication skills
of PhD students (from the very beginning);
short term: (on institutional level): enhancing Research support mechanisms,
investing in high professionals within Research offices, additional education of
academics (what is a business process, how to manage projects in cooperation
with research support staff, how project and institutional objectives/results must
be coherent and correlate, etc.)”
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