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Vandadir starfsheettir og sioferdi i visindum og rannséknum

Visindi og rannsdknir hafa sérstaka st6du i samfélaginu, enda studla pau ad framprdun pess. bvi er
mikilvaegt ad efla visindi og rannséknir i islensku samfélagi. Forsenda pess er ad vanda til verka, setja
markid hatt og treysta grunn visinda- og rannséknarsamfélagsins. Mikilvaegt er ad efla rannsakendur
en jafnframt koma i veg fyrir tilhaefulausar dsakanir um svik og misferli i visindum og rannséknum.
Eitt af pvi sem studlar ad vondudum starfshattum og sidferdi i visindum og rannséknum eru
sidareglur sem rannsakendur setja sér sjalfir med pad ad leidarljési ad gera vinnuumbhverfi sitt betra
og skilvirkara.

Til ad rannsdknir og nidurstodur peirra séu marktaekar og areidanlegar verda visindamenn og
rannsakendur ad laga sig ad sidareglum visindasamfélagsins. Slikar sidareglur fela medal annars i sér
ad visindamenn og sérfreedingar sem stunda rannséknir

1. fylgi peim verklagsreglum sem visindasamfélagié hefur sett sér, p.e. ad rannséknir séu
unnar af heilindum, vandvirkni og ndkvaeemni og ad slik vinnubrégd séu vi6hofd vid
skraningu og kynningu nidurstadna og vid mat a4 rannsdknum;

2. vandi gagnao6flun og astundi rannséknar- og matsadferdir sem samraemast visindalegum
vidmidum;

3. taki, i eigin rannséknum og vid birtingu nidurstadna peirra, tillit til fyrri rannsdkna og birti
nidurstodur i samraemi vid vidurkennd vinnubroégd i visindum.

A0 auki er pad i anda sidareglna visindasamfélagsins ad

4. rannsoknir séu skipulagdar, framkvaeemdar og utskyrdar i smaatridum og samkvaemt
krofum visindalegrar pekkingar;

5. spurningum sem varfa stodu, réttindi, sameiginlegan hoéfundarétt, abyrgd og skyldur
beirra sem skipa rannséknarteymid sé svarad adur en gengio er til verks. A8 réttur til ad
fa og birta rannsdknarnidurstodur sé skyr og vardveisla gagna sé dkvedin og skrad, a pann
hatt sem allir adilar saettast 4, 40ur en rannsdknarverkefnid hefst eda visindamadur er
radinn;

6. vid upphaf rannséknar sé gerd grein fyrir pvi hvernig verkefnid skuli fjdrmagnad auk
tengsla sem mogulega geta haft ahrif & hlutleegni rannséknarinnar. Pa er mikilvaegt ad
pbessar upplysingar séu kynntar um leid og nidurstédurnar;

7. umsysla sé til fyrirmyndar og starfsmanna- og fjarmalastjorn sé vondud.

Ad auki hafa mismunandi fraedigreinar sin sérkenni sem taka parf mid af i sidareglum vidkomandi
fredasamfélaga og fagfélaga. Z£0dri mennta- og rannsdknastofnanir hafa og geta gefid Ut sérstakar
reglur um framkvaemd rannsdkna a peirra vegum.

Visindasamfélagid skal ad sja til pess ad sidareglur og rannséknarsidferdi séu hluti af menntun
nemenda sinna. Ollum sem koma ad pvi ad pjalfa visindamenn og rannsakendur ber pannig skylda til
ad fraeda pad um sidareglur og sidfraedi og spurningar peim tengdum med sérstakri skirskotun til pess
fraedisvids sem vid & hverju sinni.
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Visindasamfélagid ber abyrgd a ad sidareglum sé fylgt. Skuldbindingin um ad fara eftir slikum reglum
er i hondum hvers og eins en rannséknarhépar bera einnig sameiginlega dbyrgd 4 ad framfylgja
sidareglum. bess utan bera stjdrnendur slikra hdpa, samtaka og stofnana sidferdilega abyrgd.

Visindasamfélagid skal jafnframt astunda vondud vinnubrégd en peim ma medal annars vidhalda
med jafningjamati a ritryndum birtingum og er brynt ad umraedu um sidareglur sé haldid stédugt a
lofti.

4 | RANNIS — Drog ad sidareglum
Helga Run Viktorsdéttir tok saman




Misferli i visindum og freedum

Vandadar rannséknir leida af sér areidanlegar nidurstodur og pvi purfa rannsakendur ad bua yfir
faglegri pekkingu og kunnattu sem krafist er i hverri fraedigrein. Faglegt sidferdi studlar ad gédum og
heidarlegum vinnubréogdum og areidanlegum nidurstédum.

Adgaesluleysi vid rannsdknir, skraningu gagna og kynningu nidurstadna getur grafid undan
areidanleika nidurstadna og jafnvel égilt rannsdkn. Brot a reglum um vandadar rannséknir, sem er
lyst hér ad nedan, eiga sérstaklega vid um skort a faglegu sidferdi. bratt fyrir ad erfitt geti reynst ad
skilgreina slikt brot med 6tvireedum haetti, er mogulegt, med hjalp nokkurra deema, ad greina
6faglegt sidferdi rannsakenda.

Brotum a vondudum starfshattum og gédu sidferdi visindasamfélagsins ma skipta i tvo flokka:
misferli (misconduct) annars vegar og svik (fraud) hins vegar. Misferli og svik i visindum geta att sér
stad baedi i rannsdknarferlinu og kynningu & nidurstédum og alyktunum. Misferli og svik brjéta ekki
adeins gegn visindalegum heidarleika, heldur getur i sumum tilvikum verié um l6gbrot ad raeda.

Misferli i visindum er skilgreint sem grof vanraeksla og dbyrgdarleysi, sérstaklega vid framkvaemd
rannsokna. Pa er pad einnig deemi um misferli pegar litid er gert Ur framlagi annarra rannsakenda og
vanraekt ad visa i fyrri nidurstédur; kaeruleysislega eda villandi er sagt fra nidurst6dum rannsdkna og
adferdum sem notadar voru vid rannsoknina; vanraekslu er vart i skraningu og vardveislu
nidurstadna; somu nidurstdédur eru gefnar Ut nokkrum sinnum undir pvi yfirskyni ad paer séu nyjar.

Svik i visindum fela i sér blekkingu gagnvart visindasamfélaginu og peim sem taka akvardanir, svo
sem med pvi ad gefa rangar upplysingar, falsa nidurstédur eda dreifa peim, t.a.m. i ritverkum og
umséknum um styrki. Mismunandi birtingarmyndum svika ma skipta i fernt: uppspuna, villandi
upplysingar, ritstuld og misnotkun.

o Uppspuni (fabrication) er ad kynna uppspunnin gogn fyrir visindasamfélaginu, nidurstodur
sem hafa ekki verid fengnar med peim heetti eda adferdum sem lyst er ad ofan. Uppspunnar
nidurstodur i rannsoknarskyrslu falla einnig i pennan flokk.

e Villandi upplysingar (misrepresentation/falsification); upprunalegum uppgoétvunum er
viljandi breytt & pann hatt sem skekkir nidurst6dur eda Ur peim er valid 3 visindalega
Oréttmaetan hatt. bad telst einnig til villandi upplysinga pegar videigandi nidurst6dum eda
gdgnum er sleppt dr alyktunum.

e Ritstuldur (plagiarism) er ad kynna rannséknaraatlun, handrit, grein eda texta annarra, eda
hluta ur peim sem manns eigin.

e Misnotkun (misappropriation) er pegar rannsakandi eignar sér eda notar nafn sitt i tengslum
vid frumlega rannséknarhugmynd annarra, nytir sér dsetlun eda nidurstodur sem honum
hefur verid traad fyrir.

Vitavert er ad eydileggja, tefja eda hindra verk annarra rannsakenda viljandi og geeti slikt vardad vid
|6g. besshattar hegdun geeti einnig verid skadabodtaskyld. Rannsakendur sem brjéta sidareglur
visindasamfélagsins geta einnig gerst sekir um ad afvegaleida almenning med pvi ad dreifa villandi
og/eda rongum upplysingum um eigin rannsdknir, nidurstédur, visindalegt gildi eda notagildi peirra.
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Vidmidin hafa verid sett fram til ad vernda visindaleg heilindi, tryggja geedi og vidhalda peim.
Visindasamfélagid i heild sinni ber hins vegar abyrgd a pvi ad koma i veg fyrir framferdi sem grefur
undan rannséknum eda afvegaleidir almenning og ber skylda til ad gripa inn i med videigandi haetti.
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Framkvaemd og ferli

Lagt er til ad sett verdi & laggirnar sjalfstett starfandi nefnd um visindasiéferdi sem heyri undir
raduneyti visinda. Hlutverk nefndarinnar yrdi einkum radgefandi en baedi veeri haegt ad visa malum til
hennar og hun gaeti rannsakad mal ad eigin frumkvaedi.

Komi upp grunur um misferli skal yfirmadur vidkomandi stofnunar, fyrirtaekis eda samtaka, fa
teekifaeri til ad greida ur malinu dan utanadkomandi afskipta. Sliku mali verdur samt sem adur ad ljuka
med satt allra hlutadeigandi en ad 6drum kosti er malinu visad til nefndar um visindasidferdi.
Jafnframt ber ad upplysa nefndina um nidurstédur mala sem lykur dn afskipta hennar.

Nefndina skulu skipa sérfraedingar af dlikum svidum innan sem utan visindasamfélagsins. Pad er
einnig hlutverk nefndarinnar ad upplysa stjornvold, almenning og visindasamfélagid um
visindasidfreedi og vidhalda umraedum um vandamal sem eru tengd sidferdi rannsékna og visinda.
Nefndin skal halda radstefnur, fundi, malstofur og/eda kynningar.

Nefndin & ad skila skyrslu drlega par sem han fer yfir storf sin.
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Vidauki

Ufaersla & pvi hvernig efla megi vandada starfshaetti og sidferdi i visindum og rannséknum er nokkud
mismunandi @ hinum Nordurldndunum. Vid samantektina hér ad ofan hefur verid tekid nokkurt mid
af peirri leid sem Finnar hafa farid. beir stofnudu sérstaka nefnd (e. National Advisory Board on
Research Ethics, TENK) sem hefur pad markmid ad efla umraedu um sidferdileg alitamal i visindum og
rannsoknum og leggja linuna i slikum malum. Nefndin hefur i samvinnu vid finnska visindasamfélagio
sett fram sidareglur eda viomid um vandada starfshaetti og hvernig sé best ad koma i veg fyrir svik og
misferli. Skipun og umbod nefndarinnar midast vid ad rannséknarstofnanir, haskdlar, fyrirtaeki og
samtok innleidi sidareglur nefndarinnar ad eigin frumkvaedi og an tilskipunar; sjai sér hag i pvi ad
fylgja pessum reglum. Hér ad nedan gefur ad lita enska pydingu finnsku sidareglanna sem nefnast
Good Scientific Practice and Procedures for Handling Misconduct and Fraud in Science.
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Good Scientific Practice and Procedures for Handling Misconduct
and Fraud in Science®

The statutory task of the National Advisory Board on Research Ethics (TENK) is to promote discussion
on and to disseminate information about research ethics in Finland and to take initiatives concerning
research ethics (Decree 1347/1991). To this end, the Board, together with the Finnish research
community, has devised guidelines for good scientific practice and for handling misconduct and fraud
in science. Although the composition and mandate of the Board are based on law, the effectiveness
of the guidelines will depend on the voluntary commitment of the research community to comply
with it.

The research ethics guidelines formulated by the Board seek to define good scientific practice and
violations of it in multidisciplinary terms. The aim is to promote good scientific practice and prevent
research misconduct in all public organisations carrying out research, such as universities, research
institutes and polytechnics. The code may also be applied to research and development conducted in
cooperation with business enterprises, where appropriate.

Different scientific disciplines have their own sets of ethical norms, which provide more detailed
instructions concerning for instance the relationship between the researcher and the object of
research. Information about these can be obtained from the National Advisory Board on Health Care
Ethics (ETENE), the Advisory Board for Biotechnology, (BTNK) learned societies and professional
organisations. Relevant links and contact information.

Misconduct in science and fraud in science have serious consequences for science and scholarship.
Although they are rare, competition in the research community may lead people to resort to
dishonest means in order to gain prestige or other benefits. This is why the research community
must bolster adherence to good scientific practice and address questions of research ethics.

The National Advisory Board on Research Ethics issued its first guidelines for handling alleged
misconduct in science in 1994. They were revised in 1998 based on the experience gained from their
application and international debates on the subject. The aim of these first guidelines was to identify
misconduct in science and to establish a common set of norms for handling it.

In recent years, good scientific practice and means of identifying misconduct and fraud in science
have been debated extensively in different parts of the world. This has resulted in various definitions
and codes of conduct. On the other hand, these definitions and codes have been severely criticised.
The dissimilarities between disciplines alone preclude the formulation of unambiguous, universally
applicable standards which would definitely state what is or is not research or professional conduct
conforming to good scientific practice for researchers or scientific experts.

In Finland, too, questions of research ethics are increasingly debated, and it has transpired that what
is needed, apart from identifying and investigating misconduct, is commitment to ethically

! sja: http://www.tenk.fi/eng/HTK/#practice
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sustainable research methods and procedures which serve the interests of science and scholarship.
To this end, the National Advisory Board on Research Ethics has formulated the following description
of good scientific practice. In support of this positive point of departure, the Board provides
examples of actions which infringe good scientific practice. These descriptions help to identify
unacceptable conduct in research and thereby to promote good scientific practice. It is also
important in terms of researchers’ legal protection to identify questions of actual research ethics and
thereby distinguish them from other problems in the science communities.

In this context the Board has also revised the guidelines for handling misconduct and fraud in science
based on the feedback obtained from universities, research institutes and polytechnics. These
guidelines enable alleged violations of good scientific practice to be processed promptly and fairly.
Universities, research institutes, polytechnics and other organisations conducting research can
commit themselves to following the guidelines by signing them.

The point of departure in the Finnish guidelines is that the responsibility for maintaining good
scientific practice and handling allegations of misconduct in science first and foremost rests with the
organisations which carry out research in Finland. In its work, the Board focuses on promoting
discussion and disseminating information about research ethics and formulating general guidelines
on this basis. The application of the guidelines constitutes selfregulation by the research community
within the scope determined in legislation.

For scientific research to be ethically acceptable and reliable and its findings credible, the conduct of
research must conform to good scientific practice. Good scientific practice entails, among other
things, that researchers and scientific experts

1. follow modes of action endorsed by the research community, that is, integrity,
meticulousness and accuracy in conducting research, in recording and presenting results, and
in judging research and its results;

2. apply ethically sustainable data-collection, research and evaluation methods conforming to
scientific criteria, and practise openness intrinsic to scientific knowledge in publishing their
findings; and

3. take due account of other researchers’ work and achievements, respecting their work and
giving due credit and weight to their achievements in carrying out their own research and
publishing its results. Further, it is in keeping of good scientific practice that

4. research is planned, conducted and reported in detail and according to the standards set for
scientific knowledge;

5. questions relating to the status, rights, co-authorship, liabilities and obligations of the
members of a research team, right to research results and the preservation of material are
determined and recorded in a manner acceptable to all parties before the research project
starts or a researcher is recruited to the team;

6. the sources of financing and other associations relevant to the conduct of research are made
known to those participating in the research and reported when the findings are published;
and

7. good administrative practice and good personnel and financial management practices are
observed.
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In addition, different disciplines have special characteristics relating to good scientific practice, which
are specified in more detail in the codes of practice issued by learned societies and professional
organisations. Higher education institutions and research institutes have issued, and can issue,
specific guidelines concerning research conducted under their auspices.

Universities, research institutes, polytechnics and other organisations carrying out research must see
to it that the education they provide familiarises students with good scientific practice and research
ethics. Every unit providing researcher training has a duty to include in its researcher training
programme questions relating to good scientific practice specific to its disciplines.

The responsibility for abiding by good scientific practice rests with the research community as a
whole. Commitment to good scientific practice is primarily up to each researcher and each member
of a research team individually, but also to each research team collectively, the head of a research
unit and the leadership of an organisation carrying out research. Learned societies operating in
Finland, on their part, are responsible for upholding and promoting good scientific practice, which
they can maintain for instance through the peer review system of scientific publications.

The practice of science entails quality research which produces reliable results. To achieve this,
researchers must have good professional competence. Researchers’ professional competence can be
seen to comprise good command of knowledge and research methodology required in each
discipline and professional ethics, which together constitute good research practice. Poor command
of the discipline and lack of care in conducting research and in recording, preserving and reporting
the results are a sign of poor research competence and undermine the reliability of the researcher’s
findings, and can even invalidate the research. Lacking knowledge and carelessness do not, however,
necessarily mean that the researcher’s professional ethics are dubious. The violations of good
research practice described below specifically refer to lack of professional ethics which precludes
high-quality research. Although such offences defy detailed and unambiguous definition, it is
possible, by means of examples, to characterise activities which go against researchers’ professional
ethics.

In the following, violations of good scientific practice have been classified into two categories, which
are misconduct in science and fraud in science. Misconduct and fraud in science may be perpetrated
in the research process and in the presentation of results and conclusions. Misconduct and fraud in
science not only violate the integrity of science, but those perpetrating them may also be guilty of an
unlawful act. Honest differences in interpretations or judgments of data, meanwhile, are part of the
scientific debate and do not violate good scientific practice.

Misconduct in science Misconduct in science is manifested as gross negligence and irresponsibility
especially in the conduct of research. Other examples of misconduct in science include
understatement of other researchers’ contribution to a publication and negligence in referring to
earlier findings; careless, and hence misleading, reporting of research findings and the methods used;
negligence in recording and preserving results; publication of the same results several times as new;
and misleading the research community about one’s own research.

Fraud in science means deceiving the research community and often also decision-makers. It is to
give false information or present false results to the research community or to disseminate them for
instance in a publication, in a paper presented at a scientific conference, in a manuscript submitted
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for publication or in a grant application. Different manifestations of fraud are illustrated below in
four categories: fabrication, misrepresentation, plagiarism and misappropriation.

Fabrication is to present fabricated data to the research community. Fabricated data have
not been obtained in the manner or by the methods described in the report. Presenting
fabricated results in a research report is also fabrication.

Misrepresentation (falsification) means intentionally altering or presenting original findings
in a way which distorts the result. Misrepresentation means scientifically unjustified
alteration or selection of results. It is also misrepresentation to omit results or data pertinent
to conclusions.

Plagiarism is to present someone else’s research plan, manuscript, article or text, or parts
thereof, as one’s own.

Misappropriation means that a researcher illicitly presents or uses in his/her own name an
original research idea, plan or finding disclosed to him/her in confidence.

It is naturally reprehensible to damage, delay or impede another researcher’s work intentionally, and
this may also be subject to criminal law. Additionally, such activity may create responsibility to
compensate for the damage. Researchers who violate good scientific practice may also be guilty of
misleading the public in disseminating misleading or distorted information about their research, its
results, the scientific relevance of the results or the applicability of the results. Although this kind of
behaviour is detrimental to the research community and condemnable, the procedure described
below is not applied to investigating such behaviour, unless it can also be considered to constitute
misconduct in science in the meaning of the foregoing. The guidelines have been formulated to
safeguard the integrity of science and to assure and maintain the quality of science. However,
universities, research institutes, polytechnics, other organisations conducting research and the
research community as a whole bear responsibility for preventing activities which undermine
research or misleads the public, and must intervene in reported incidences in a manner they see fit.

It is in the interests of society, the research community and researchers to investigate all allegations
of improper conduct in science. The revised guidelines of the National Advisory Board on Research
Ethics put forward below constitute the internal ethical code of the Finnish research community for
handling alleged violations of good scientific practice in universities, research institutes, polytechnics
and other organisations which carry out research. In addition to the guidelines, the research
community must comply with legislation in force (including provisions concerning immaterial rights,
criminal liability, the management of finances and administrative procedures; legislation concerning
access to official documents; and human rights conventions), which take precedence over the
present guidelines.

By signing this document, organisations which carry out research can commit themselves to applying
the following procedure when there are good grounds for suspecting misconduct or fraud in science.
The elements most relevant to legal protection in the process are: fairness and impartiality, the
hearing of all parties concerned, and a speedy process. The procedure entails that every phase in the
handling of an alleged violation is carefully recorded and that the right to information of the parties
concerned is respected. During the inquiry and the investigation, the rector of the university or
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polytechnic and the director of the research institute must take care of the legal protection of the
person making the allegation (complainant) and the suspected perpetrator (suspect) and otherwise
guarantee appropriate handling. Decisions taken during the process in regard of an individual’s rights
or obligations require statutory competence from the person making them.

The rector of the university or polytechnic concerned or the director of the research institute
concerned is responsible for compliance with the procedure described below and for decision-
making during the whole process. The process is initiated by the organisation to which the allegation
is made, but the matter may be transferred to the organisation in which the suspect research has
primarily been conducted. If the researcher suspected of misconduct or fraud in science has worked
in many different research communities, the consideration of the allegation requires cooperation
between these research organisations. The procedure comes under the Administrative Procedure Act
(434/2003), which, among other things, states the grounds for good administration and for
disqualification. In addition to impartiality, the procedure must also ensure sufficient expertise
during the whole process. Communications made to the National Advisory Board on Research Ethics
help the Board to follow developments in the field. Although all documents sent to or issued by
authorities are primarily public, research organisations must heed rules of confidentiality in these
communications.

1. The allegation of a violation of good scientific practice must be communicated to the rector
or director concerned in writing. The notification is submitted to the organisation in which
the suspect research has been conducted. The notification must specify what kind of
violation of good scientific practice is involved and substantiate the allegation. The rector or
director can also investigate allegations that have come to his/her attention in other ways.

2. The rector or director initiates the necessary inquiry. Its purpose is to examine the validity of
the allegation made in the notification. The rector or director may also decide not to launch
the inquiry when there are good grounds for it. The relevant decision and the reasons for it
must be made known to the complainant and the suspect. If the rector decides to undertake
an inquiry, it must be conducted within 60 days of the receipt of the notification. The
decision to initiate an inquiry and the reasons for it must be communicated to the suspect
without delay. The rector or director acquires the background information needed for the
inquiry and hears the complainant, the suspect and, if necessary, experts and other persons.

3. The rector or director dispatches a summation of the inquiry to the suspect and the
complainant for possible responses, which should be submitted to the rector or director
within 30 days of the service of the summation.

4. |If the inquiry shows the allegation to be unfounded, the rector or director makes the decision
to terminate the proceedings. The decision and the reasons for it are communicated to the
suspect and the complainant, and may also be published if requested by the suspect. The
action resulting from a false allegation made with intent to misuse the procedure is
determined by the rector or director.

5. If, based on the inquiry, the rector or director comes to the conclusion that the suspect’s
action may constitute misconduct in science but not fraud, he/she can decide on further
action at his/her discretion. The rector or director notifies the suspect, the complainant and
the National Advisory Board on Research Ethics of his/her decision and the grounds for it, as
well as the findings of the inquiry into the matter, and takes possible action in accordance
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7.

8.

9.

with Item 9. The rector or director may also undertake an investigation as described in these
guidelines. This must always be done if requested by the suspect with good reason.

If the inquiry does not clear the suspect of the alleged misconduct, the rector or director
must undertake an investigation. The rector or director invites experts to carry out the
investigation, one of whom is appointed to chair the panel. The panel must represent
expertise in the discipline concerned, in law and in other specialist areas needed, and may
not be composed solely of employees of the university, research institute or research
organisation concerned. The appointment and work of the panel must comply with the
provisions concerning disqualification in the Administrative Procedure Act.

The investigation must be conducted as speedily as possible. If the panel has not concluded
the investigation within 120 days of its appointment, it must report this to the rector or
director, who decides on the necessary extension.

The panel must submit a final report of its work, comprising:

e an account of the scientific study or of the alleged conduct and the grounds for the
allegation,

e the panel’s opinion, with justifications, as to whether the suspect action constitutes
fraud or misconduct in science,

e the panel’s opinion, with justifications, as to what type of violation of good scientific
practice is involved,

e the panel’s opinion, with justifications, as to the severity and recurrence of the
violation of good scientific practice and the degree of misconduct, including possible
proposals for remedying its effects,

e alist of research results and publications which the panel considers fraudulent,

e aproposal for publishing the final report in accordance with Item 9, and

e an account of the panel’s activities.

The rector or director decides on the action and sanctions warranted by the findings of the
inquiry and the investigation and makes the decision initiating these measures. In
deliberating on possible action and sanctions, the rector or director must consider the
severity of the violation of good scientific practice and its possible recurrence, the degree of
misconduct and the extent of inappropriate conduct. If the investigation finds that the
misconduct constitutes fraud in science and if the findings of the fraudulent research or the
fraudulent end result has been publicised, measures must be taken to publish the findings of
the final report in a publication deemed appropriate by the panel. If the alleged fraudulent
research has been presented in a publication series, an effort must be made to publish the
findings of an investigation in the same or a corresponding manner as the suspect results. In
addition to publishing the findings of the final report, it is possible to apply statutory
administrative or legal procedures and possible sanctions under labour law. The sanction
may also be to discontinue or deny financing for the research. The rector or director
determines case by case what sanctions a substantiated fraud warrants under applicable
legislation and administrative regulation.

10. Also when the investigation finds that the suspect has not violated good scientific practice,

the rector or director must dispatch the investigation documents to the suspect. Further, an
effort must be made to publish the findings of the investigation if the suspect so desires.
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11.

When the rector or director, on receiving a written or other notification of an alleged
violation of good scientific practice, takes action in accordance with these guidelines, he/she
must notify the National Advisory Board on Research Ethics of the matter. The rector or
director must dispatch the following to the Board without delay, unless otherwise provided
by legislation concerning confidentiality,

e the summation of the inquiry, possible responses to it, and a decision concerning

sanctions imposed on the basis of the inquiry and
e the final report of the investigation.

If the suspect is conducting research under contract to an employer other than the higher
education institution (e.g. the Academy of Finland) or research organisation in which the
allegation has been handled or receives external research financing, the final report of the
investigation must also be dispatched to the employer or the funder.

12. A suspect or a complainant dissatisfied with the procedures used, the inquiry, the

The Nat
another

investigation or the final report can request the National Advisory Board on Research Ethics
to give its opinion. The Board must consider the matter based on the documents provided to
it promptly, no later than within 120 days of the receipt of the request, and issue an opinion
addressed to the appellant concerning the matter, which must also be made known to the
rector or director.

ional Advisory Board on Research Ethics may propose that the rector or director undertake
investigation, if warranted by the summation of the inquiry, the final report of the

investigation or matters communicated by the appellant in his/her request. The Board does not take

partint

he inquiry or in the investigation or arrange hearings.
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