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Guidelines for processing of individual cases of possible violations 
of recognised research ethics norms at UiO. 
 
These guidelines were established by the University Board on 7 May 2019 pursuant to the Research Ethics 
Act (Act of 28 April 2017 No. 23 on the organization of research ethics work) section 6 third subsection1.  
 
I Common rules for the processing of research ethics cases 
 

1. Definition of violations of recognised research ethics norms and scientific 
misconduct 

Violations of recognised research ethics norms means violations of general and subject-specific 
guidelines for good scientific practices, particularly important in this regard are general 
and subject-specific guidelines prepared by the National Research Ethics Committees.  
 
Scientific misconduct is defined as forgery, fabrication, plagiarism, and other serious violations of 
recognised research ethics norms that are committed intentionally or with gross negligence in the 
planning, implementation or reporting of research, cf. the Research Ethics Act Section 8 second 
subsection. 
 
Hereinafter, the generic term "research ethics case" is used for the reported circumstance2. 
 
Discrepancies in medical and health research, regarding possible violations of the Health Research 
Act (Act of June 20, 2008 no. 44 on medical and health research), are handled administratively in 
accordance with specific discrepancy procedures, and likewise possible violations of the Personal 
Data Act (Act of 15 June 2018 no. 38 on the processing of personal data) in the processing of 
personal data in research are processed in accordance with specific discrepancy procedures. 
 

2. Responsibilities and delegation 
The Rector, or a person authorized by the Rector, is formally responsible for the processing of 
research ethics cases at UiO. The authority to process and determine a research ethics case at the 
faculty level is delegated to the Dean. The Vice-Dean will also be the Dean's substitute in the 
processing of research ethics cases when the Dean has longer absences, cf. Normal Rules for 
Faculties section 5. If the Dean is disqualified, the case shall be transferred to the Research Ethics 
Committee. 
 
 

3. Research Ethics Committee  
The Research Ethics Committee is UiO’s integrity committee and advisory body on research ethics. 
Research ethics cases may be submitted to the committee by the Rector, Dean or Museum Director. 
At the centres directly subordinate to the University Board, cases may be submitted by the Head of 
Centre with the endorsement of the Rector. The Committee itself may also decide to process a 
research ethics case. The Committee's opinion will be advisory for the University’s management. 

                                                           
1 "Research institutions shall stipulate guidelines for processing cases of possible violations of recognised research 
ethics norms. The guidelines shall also indicate when an opinion should be sought from the integrity committee as an 
element in the processing of such cases." 
2 The Research Ethics Act uses the term "misconduct cases". 
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4. Basic principles for the processing of individual research ethics cases 

Claims of scientific misconduct or possible violations of recognised research ethics norms shall be 
handled immediately by the appropriate faculty. The administrative procedure should take place in 
the line. It is also possible to bring cases before the Research Ethics Committee, cf. Section 10.  
 
The administrative procedure shall be carried out so that it ensures proper progress and handling 
of the individual case. 
 
A person accused of scientific misconduct is deemed innocent until the contrary is proven with a 
clear overweight of probability.  
 
When a research ethics case is being processed, the reported person shall be entitled to access the 
basis for the case and have the right to make a statement, including refuting the allegations that are 
presented, in accordance with the contradictory principle.  
 
 

5. Freedom of information 
The public's right to access the supporting documents in research ethics cases follows the rules of 
the Freedom of Information Act (Act of 19 May 2006 on the right to access documents in public 
sector activities). Information may be exempt from disclosure in accordance with Section 11 of the 
Research Ethics Act on deferred publication until the case has been processed. With disclosure of 
information consideration should be given, in particular, as to whether information in the case is 
exempt from public disclosure under the Public Administration Act (Act of 10 February 1967 on the 
processing method in administrative cases) section 13 no. 1 because it contains information on 
"someone's personal circumstances", cf. Freedom of Information Act Section 13. Information in the 
case may also be exempt under the Freedom of Information Act Section 23 first subsection with 
consideration to the proper implementation of UiO’s personnel management.  
 
A person on whom personal data is processed in accordance with these guidelines has the right to 
know what the information is, where it originates and why UiO has them. The person in question is 
also entitled to receive a copy of the personal data that UiO processes on them. 
 
Parties to the case are entitled to access the documents in accordance with the Public 
Administration Act Section 18 cf. Section 19 . In the event that the reported person asks for access 
to information on the case, they will, as a general rule, be entitled to have the identity of the 
reporter disclosed. 
 
II Reporting, receipt and decision regarding the further process for a research 
ethics case 
 

6. Reporting of a research ethics case 
An allegation or suspicion of misconduct in research, or possible violation of recognised research 
ethics norms, lodged against an employee of UiO may be reported in writing on a special form via 
the Speak-Out system. This also applies for any applicant for appointment at UiO, anyone who is 
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awarded a PhD or is admitted to the doctoral programme, or anyone who is awarded or will be 
awarded the degree of Dr. Philos. 3. 
 
Everyone has the right to report a research ethics case, irrespective of whether they are employed 
by or are a student at UiO, and regardless of whether the individual reporting has been personally 
affected by the suspected circumstance. 
 
The university can also create a research ethics case when it has gained knowledge of possible 
violations of recognised research ethics norms or possible scientific misconduct. 
 
An employee of UiO who reports a research ethics case is protected against retaliation under the 
Working Environment Act (Act of June 17, 2005 no. 62 on working environment, working hours 
and position protection etc.) Section 2 A-2.  
 

7. Verbal or anonymous reporting of a case 
If the web form is not used, the recipient must ensure that corresponding information is obtained. 
This is confirmed in writing by the reporter, unless it relates to an anonymous report. 
 
It is possible to report a research ethics case anonymously. If it is important to the case that the 
reporter identifies himself, the individual in question should be encouraged to do so. An 
anonymous report may provide limited opportunity for follow-up and possible sanctions against 
the reported individual. Furthermore, information must be provided about the reported 
individual’s right to access information about the complaint and who has reported the case. 
 

8. Central Council for the receipt of Research Ethics Cases 
When a research ethics case is reported or created, either through one of the notification lines in 
the Speak-Out system or otherwise, the research ethics case shall be submitted to the Central 
Council. The Central Council consists of the Director of the Research Administration Department, 
Secretary of the Research Ethics Committee, a representative from the Internal Audit Unit and a 
representative from the Personnel Support Department. A first assessment of the reported case is 
done here: whether it should be processed and the further process is decided. In this connection, it 
will be possible to conduct a meeting with the individual reporting the case, and possibly also the 
relevant Dean if necessary.  
 
If the Central Council decides that a case should be rejected, the decision on rejection shall be 
justified and communicated to the individual reporting. 
 
 
III Processing of research ethics cases in the faculties 
 

9. Case processing rules 
The decision that the case is being processed by the faculty shall be communicated to the 
individuals reporting and being reported. 
 

                                                           
3 For employees at the Faculty of Medicine, Department of Clinical Medicine, research ethics cases shall be reported 
to the Joint Integrity Committee for Research at the Department of Clinical Medicine and the University Hospitals 



 4 

 

The administrative procedure in an investigation of a report of a research ethics case shall be 
documented and archived in UiO’s electronic administrative procedure and archive system. An 
investigation of the submitted report of a research ethics case shall be handled in accordance with 
the rules of the Public Administration Act (Act of October 2, 1967 no. 10 on the processing method 
in administrative matters). The rules in Chapter IV on case preparation by individual decision and 
Chapter V on the decision are applied even if the opinion in the case is not an individual decision. 
 
Consideration must be given as to whether publications should be stopped.  In some cases, it may 
also be necessary to inform editors, partners, sources of funding and co-authors that a report is 
being made regarding potential misconduct in research. This must take place in dialogue with the 
parties to the case. 
 
The faculty should be given access to all material necessary for a proper assessment of the case, and 
ensure that the case is as well illuminated as possible before it gives an opinion. 
 
The faculty appoints two experienced scientific employees to assist in clarifying the basis for the 
complaint. The faculty may also contact other employees or persons outside the university with 
knowledge of the case, or persons possessing special expertise in the relevant research field, obtain 
documents of relevance to the case or obtain written statements from relevant informants. 
 
The faculty shall conduct talks with the reporting and reported individuals. The reporting and 
reported individuals should be allowed to have an authorized representative accompany them in 
the talks. Minutes should be taken, which should be approved by both parties. The minutes should 
provide information such as description and timing of the incident, title of relevant scientific 
works, and names of persons involved and their affiliation with the faculty. 
 

10. Written statement  
A statement shall be drawn up in cases of possible violations of recognised research ethics norms, 
cf. Section 8 first subsection of the Research Ethics Act. The statement shall contain and evaluate 

a. a summary of the documents of the case, verbal explanations and other material that the 
Dean has used as a basis  

b. whether there are violations of recognised research ethics norms 
c. whether the researcher has acted scientifically fraudulently or not 
d. whether there are system errors at the institution  
e. whether the scientific work should be corrected or withdrawn 

In research ethics cases, clear evidence of probability is required for the facts that underlie a 
behaviour that is scientifically fraudulent, cf. Research Ethics Regulation Section 7 third 
subsection. 

11. Finalization of the case and transfer to the Research Ethics Committee  
A research ethics case could have the following outcomes from the processing at the faculty: 

a. The faculty concludes that the research ethics guidelines have not been violated or that a 
violation of research ethics guidelines has taken place, but not scientific misconduct. The 
statement should be sent to the Research Ethics Committee. The Research Ethics 
Committee will then either take the statement into consideration, return the case to the 
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faculty for further processing to ensure that the case is handled satisfactorily or process the 
case on its own initiative, and then inform the faculty of this . 

b. The faculty concludes that a researcher has acted scientifically fraudulently. The case is then 
transferred for processing in the Research Ethics Committee. In the event that the 
researcher has admitted the circumstance, the case ends at the faculty level, and the opinion 
on the case is submitted to the Research Ethics Committee. 

 
III Processing of reported cases in the Research Ethics Committee 
 

12. The factual scope of the Committee 
The Committee shall process individual cases related to violations of recognised research ethics 
norms and scientific misconduct. 
 

13. Impartiality  
The rules of the Public Administration Act on impartiality apply to the Committee, cf. Chapter II of 
the Public Administration Act on impartiality. 
 
Members of the Committee who are disqualified shall not participate in the processing of the case, 
cf. Section 6 of the Public Administration Act. The Committee itself decides whether a member is 
disqualified without the participation of said member, cf. Section 8 of the Public Administration 
Act. 
 

14. Procedural rules 
The decision that the case is being processed by the Research Ethics Committee shall be 
communicated to the reporting and reported individuals. 
 
Chapter IV of the Public Administration Act on case preparation for an individual decision and 
Chapter V if the decision applies to the processing of the case. 
  
The committee should be given access to all material necessary for a proper assessment of the case, 
and ensure that the case is as well illuminated as possible before it gives an opinion. 
 
The committee may either itself, or through the faculty/museum/centre report on the basis for the 
complaint. The committee may also interview the reporting and reported individuals and possibly 
other employees or persons outside the university with knowledge of the case, or persons 
possessing special expertise in the relevant research field, obtain documents of relevance to the 
case or obtain written statements from relevant informants. 
 
Written minutes are to be recorded from interviews and meetings. The reporting and reported 
individuals should be able to have an authorized representative accompany them in the talks. 
 
The committee may obtain expert assistance in connection with the processing of the case. The 
committee determines the nature and scope of the expert's tasks. 
 
The reporting and reported individuals shall be given access to the facts obtained in relation to the 
case and be given the opportunity to make a statement before the committee arrives at a 
conclusion. 
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15. The Committee's statement 

The facts of the case, with copies of the relevant original documents, shall be incorporated in a 
written statement. Section 10 Correspondingly, the Committee's statement shall be in written form. 
 
Statements according to  Section 8 of the Research Ethics Act shall be presented in a meeting and 
have a simple majority. In the event of dissent, the minority may require that their reasons be 
included.  
  
VI Appeal 
 

16. Appeal 
Any statement from the Research Ethics Committee that concludes that a researcher has acted 
scientifically fraudulently, may be appealed by the reported individual to the National Committee 
for the Investigation of Misconduct in Research (The Investigation Committee), cf. Section 6 fifth 
subsection of the Research Ethics Act. The Public Administration Act Chapter VI relating to 
appeals and reversal applies with the limitations arising from the Research Ethics Act. 
 
VII Follow-up of the Committee’s or the Dean's statement, including reporting to the 
Investigation Committee 
 

17. Administrative follow-up of the Committee's statement  
When a statement has been received from the Committee in individual cases, the secretary of the 
committee shall summon a meeting of the University Director, Director of Research 
Administration and Director of Human Resources to provide information about the statement and 
the committee's conclusion. If it is concluded that there has been a breach of recognised research 
ethics norms, including that the researcher has acted fraudulently, the Personnel Support 
Department will assist in assessing whether the violation may also constitute a breach of the 
provisions of the Civil Servants Act.  
 
A feedback to the basic unit should always be given, both when it is concluded that there has been a 
violation of recognised research ethics norms and when it is concluded that no violation has 
occurred.  
 
 

18. Administrative follow-up of the Dean’s statement 
If it is concluded that there has been a breach of recognised research ethics norms, including that 
the researcher has acted fraudulently, the Personnel Support Department will assist in assessing 
whether the violation may also constitute a breach of the provisions of the Civil Servants Act. 
 
A feedback to the basic unit should always be given, both when it is concluded that there has been a 
violation of recognised research ethics norms and when it is concluded that no violation has 
occurred.  
 

19. Reporting to the Investigation Committee 
The institution is required to report to the Investigation Committee on all research ethics cases 
processed by the institution concerning possible serious violations of recognised research ethics 

https://lovdata.no/pro/#reference/lov/2017-04-28-23/%C2%A78
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standards, cf. Section 6 fourth subsection of the Research Ethics Act. Examples of serious 
violations may be incorrect information about scientific qualifications in applications etc., 
destruction of research materials to prevent investigations of misconduct in research or publication 
of results several times as apparently new (self-plagiarism). When the case has been fully processed 
at the institution, the University Director reports to the Investigation Committee. 
 
 
VII Relationship to the Personal Data Act 
 

20. Relationship to the Personal Data Act 
The processing of personal data in research ethics cases shall be conducted in accordance with the 
provisions of the Personal Data Act.   
 
The purpose of the processing is to investigate whether possible violations of recognised research 
ethics norms or scientific misconduct have occurred. 
 
The processing is undertaken to fulfil the requirement of Section 6 of the Research Ethics Act that 
research institutions are responsible for dealing with possible violations of recognised research 
ethics norms and has legal authority in GDPR Article 6 no. 1 letter c. Where personal data such as 
health information or other personal data are stored as mentioned in GDPR Article 9 no. 1 the 
processing has legal authority in the Working Environment Act Chapter 2A cf. GDPR Article 9 no. 2 
letter b. 
 
UiO is subject to the filing obligation in the Archives Act, so that documents stored in a research 
ethics case, as a general principle cannot be deleted without a statement from the Director General 
for the National Archives, cf. Section 9 of the Archives Act. 
 
The GDPR provides the person on whom personal data is registered a number of rights in addition 
to the right of access. For details of these rights, see the Privacy Statement for employees Chapter 
7:   
https://www.uio.no/for-ansatte/arbeidsstotte/personvern/personvernerklering-for-ansatte.html.  
 
  

https://www.uio.no/for-ansatte/arbeidsstotte/personvern/personvernerklering-for-ansatte.html
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