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Introduction

This guide, alongside our short guide to misconduct investigations,' will support you
in reporting suspected research misconduct and questionable research practices
(QRPs) to institutions, publishers, and elsewhere, and to let you know what to expect
from the process.

Research misconduct includes:?

® Using other people's ideas, intellectual property, or work without their
permission and/or acknowledging their input (plagiarism);

® Breaching legal, ethical and professional requirements needed for research,
for example those needed for human research participants, animals, or
human organs or tissue used in research, or for the protection of the
environment. An example of this includes proceeding with research without
ethical approval or not obtaining informed consent;

® Proceeding with research without necessary permissions and approvals in
place;

® Making up data or results, or other aspect of the research such as patient
consent (fabrication);

® Manipulating and/or selecting research processes, materials, equipment, data
etc. to present a false impression or outcome (falsification);

® Misrepresenting data or other information; and

® Failing to declare or appropriately manage conflicts of interest.

Examples of research misconduct from: What is research misconduct??

Behavioural misconduct, such as harassment or bullying, may overlap with
research misconduct but is not covered by this guidance, though we include brief
guidance on reporting research misconduct alongside other misconduct.

When you report a research integrity concern, you will be known as a ‘complainant’
or ‘initiator’, or sometimes a claimant or ‘whistleblower’. Independent readers or
consultants who uncover concerns can be informally known as ‘sleuths’. This guide is
for those who are, or are considering becoming, a complainant. Those who an
allegation is about are known as the respondent and those to whom allegations are
reported are known as the recipient.

For guidance on reporting a specific concern, please contact our free, impartial,
expert, and confidential Advisory Service. If something we advise will get in the way
of reporting, please disregard it and let us know to improve our guidance.
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When to report

Reporting research misconduct should be done as soon as possible after you have
confirmed that the concerns meet the definition of research misconduct used by
the relevant organisations or national guidelines (in the UK, The Concordat to
Support Research Integrity?®). Report suspected research errors or research
misconduct when you have reason to believe there has been a serious breach of
good research practice or publication ethics. Your institutional/employer’s
regulations may require reporting.

The discovery of research misconduct often depends on
good-faith whistleblowers who observe the wrongdoing
and come forward to report it.

US National Academies®.

Reporting concerns is expected by the UKRIO Code of Practice® (see excerpts below)
and the Concordat expects researchers to “handle potential instances of research
misconduct in an appropriate manner; this includes reporting misconduct to
employers, funders and professional, statutory and regulatory bodies as
circumstances require”. The European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity® notes
that “Ignoring putative violations of research integrity by others or covering up
inappropriate responses to misconduct or other violations by institutions” is itself
research misconduct.

3.17.5 Organisations should support those who raise concerns about
the conduct of research in good faith and not penalise them.
This support should be in accordance with the organisation’s
policy on raising concerns or “whistle blowing”.

3.17.7 Researchers should know what constitutes misconduct in
research and report any suspected misconduct through the
relevant procedure of the organisation as soon as they
become aware of it. They should recognise that good practice
in research includes reporting concerns about the conduct of
research and should cooperate with any investigation of
misconduct in research when requested. Researchers should
work with their institution to support those who raise
concerns in good faith about the conduct of research and
those who have been exonerated of suspected misconduct.

Excerpt from the UKRIO Code of Practice for Research?®.
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https://ukrio.org/news/research-misconduct-a-short-guide/
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Hesitation to report is understandable — whether to blow the whistle or not is often
given as an example of ‘moral distress’” — but not reporting real concerns harms
research integrity®. Researchers may not wish to report for good reasons®, and it can
be hard for early-career researchers to ‘break ranks™. However, if you do not report
suspicions and it becomes known you were aware of potential misconduct, you risk
being implicated in an investigation or seen as being complicit in a cover-up.
You may also allow continued harm, e.g., to research participants”.

The alternative to reporting, i.e,, to continue working with someone whom you
suspect of research misconduct or in a research culture that allows such behaviour,
should be unacceptable. Malek (2010) more fully discusses this™.

This said, consider whether the concern is valid or whether it is a case of ‘academic
mobbing’, i.e, a collective, deliberate, and concerted effort to remove someone for
reasons unrelated to misconduct, perhaps due to unconscious bias®.

Formal vs informal reporting

Dispute resolution can be an alternative to formal reporting. Some questionable
research practices (QRPs)™ can be resolved by negotiation, maybe involving a
neutral person, if you are not required to report. Future concerns can be prevented
by changes to training and processes, which complainants can lead®™. However,
power imbalances in research are often significant and trying to informally resolve
issues may be ineffective or impossible™.

You might informally ask the authors of a thesis, book, or article about an issue and
only suspect research misconduct once they have replied or you have seen the
underlying data, e.g., due to unrealistic statistical patterns'”®. You will need to
formally report at this point.

You may be unsure whether issues are deliberate or a mistake. However, this is for
the institution to decide: they must be made aware. If the investigation finds no
evidence for research misconduct, then an institution might instead opt to educate
and retrain the respondent.

Preparing yourself

Before you report, seek advice from others. Consult someone who you trust, such as
a local research integrity champion/lead, and seek assurance beforehand that they
will keep what you share confidential. Discuss your concerns with them and decide
on the right actions; informal approaches, as noted above, may be enough and a
formal investigation might not be needed.

Stay calm and be patient because due process cannot always proceed quickly. Be
ready to engage constructively by giving timely responses and sufficient detail.
Being aggressive, terse, or insulting will be counterproductive. If you are personally
affected by or invested in the concerns, this can result in a loss of perspective.
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Considering the views of others involved in the process can help maintain a
balanced approach.

Respect the integrity and confidentiality of the process, e.g., by not contacting
the respondent, panel members, or other potential witnesses once a formal
investigation begins.

Prepare for outcomes to be less than you hope for and for the process to be hard.
You may tell the Named Person or Research Integrity Officer in your organisation in
advance in case they are contacted due to your reporting, if you feel this will be
helpful. Prepare for negative consequences: Do you have a support structure in
place? Have you mentally prepared yourself for retaliation by the respondent or
others?® Rarely, a report may be seen as ‘frivolous, vexatious, or malicious’, which
should not affect those raising in good faith matters they believe to be true. Not
everyone appreciates the reporting of concerns — some who do so publicly have
been labelled ‘vigilantes’ or ‘data thugs’, which some wear as a badge of pride".
However, despite risks such as stigma or public or media attention'™, 80-90% of
surveyed whistleblowers say they would blow the whistle again™.

Consider getting legal advice®. Some people advise to not have lawyers in meetings
because this may escalate costs and tensions?.

If you are unsatisfied with the outcome, use an appeal process before you consider
other steps?. However, be aware that formal appeals may not be available to
complainants at some institutions and that within the UK only in Scotland is there
formal oversight of universities (see the section on regulators, below). You may have
only one chance to make your case unless new evidence arises.

Preparing your report

Focus on the evidence: how do you know there is an issue and what are the
implications for the research process and any outputs? Prioritise factual statements,
use a neutral tone, and avoid speculation and legal threats. Avoid bolding,
exclamation marks, colour, underlining and ALLCAPS! These may distract you from
clearly communicating your concerns and negatively affect the perception of your
report.

Securely gather the evidence and back it up. Clearly label files and provide an index
for the recipient if there are many files. Do not allow a file transfer service to expire
before you have received confirmation of download.

Avoid insisting on a particular outcome. This prejudges an investigation, and the
recipients may not have the power to provide that outcome, e.g., institutions may
only recommend retraction because that decision is made by the editor and/or
journal/publisher, and most UK research misconduct investigations make findings of
fact and do not impose sanctions, which may follow in a disciplinary process.

Find the research misconduct and/or whistleblowing policies of the relevant
organisations; remind recipients of their relevant policies, quote and link to the
policies, and be aware when the correct processes are not followed.
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If the policies are not available, ask for a copy when you report and suggest they be
made public.

Remind recipients of the need for confidentiality. If you are not anonymous, say they
need your permission to reveal your identity to anyone. Note: it can be impossible to
remain anonymous, e.g., due to the type of evidence or an authorship dispute.

If there are additional allegations beyond research integrity and/or publication
ethics, such as financial fraud or harassment, then you may note these but be aware
that they are outside the remit of a research misconduct investigation and will be
referred to another department, e.g., HR, legal, or finance, or another organisation.

How to report

Take care to find the correct recipients to avoid undue harm to respondents or
alerting them to the report. For help with finding contacts or reporting concerns
connected to UK research, ask the UKRIO Advisory Service. Individualise reports to
each recipient, rather than copying everyone into a single email. Tell each recipient
who else you have contacted. However, a single mass report may be appropriate for
large-scale reporting, e.g., of suspected paper mills.

If there are serious issues of suspected research misconduct, make the institution
aware before anyone else, e.g., the respondent or a publisher, so the institution may
secure evidence?®,

Journals should be aware that in cases of suspected data
fabrication or falsification, raising concerns with the authors first
could enable researchers to destroy or alter evidence that might be
important for an institutional investigation. Therefore, when journals
have well-founded suspicions or evidence of falsification or
fabrication they should consider informing the institution at the
same time as, or before, they contact the author(s).

Wager et al., 2021; Cooperation & Liaison between Universities & Editors (CLUE) guidelines®.

This was reinforced by the founders of Retraction Watch: “Contacting authors before
anyone else knows about potential issues in their work, only serves to give unethical
scientists time to hide their tracks — and let’s face it, those who are actually guilty of
misconduct probably don’t have any scruples about covering up the evidence of
that misconduct. That will make it much more difficult for universities and oversight
agencies to investigate cases properly™®.

It can be difficult to find the right contacts for non-UK organisations. If your
institution has a research office, ask them to report the concerns on your behalf and
find the right contacts. Responsiveness varies by country and you may need to be
persistent in finding contacts®.

Reporting research misconduct 6 © UK Research Integrity Office 2023


https://ukrio.org/get-advice-from-ukrio/
https://researchintegrityjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s41073-021-00109-3
https://retractionwatch.com/

UKRIC

I EEEEEEEE——, RESEARCH INTEGRITY OFFICE

Contact methods

Reporting suspected research misconduct is usually done by email and sometimes a
web form. Written reports are preferred to a phone or video call so there is a clear
record. If you report by a call or face-to-face, ask for minutes to be taken that you can
check for accuracy.

The process may take a long time, so use an email address you will continue to have
access to, e.g., if you change institution or employer?. To stay anonymous, use an
account with an email provider such as Proton Mail or Private-Mail.

Reporting to institutions and publishers

Research institutions and publishers have different roles:

® |nstitutions are responsible for the research conducted using their facilities
and resources or in their name by academics, staff, visiting researchers,
students, or others. Their investigations aim to find whether research
misconduct occurred, who was responsible, and what actions are needed to
address the results of any misconduct. A disciplinary process may then decide
on conseguences, e.g., someone leaving the institution.

® pPublishers are responsible for the integrity of the published record and decide
whether they need to correct or retract articles, books, etc.

If a concern involves a published output, contact the institution and publisher at the
same time unless the institution first needs to gather evidence, as noted above.
Publisher decisions can depend on institutional investigations, but not always:
they may be able to correct errors, post an Expression of Concern, and consider
actions for ongoing submissions and respondents’ roles as a reviewer or editor
without or before a formal institutional finding.

Reporting to institutions

Most UK research institutions, especially universities, have a ‘Named Person’ or main
contact for research misconduct on their website, as required by the Concordat. First
speak to this person. There should also be a research integrity officer (RIO) or a
research governance, research administration, or research support office. Contacts
for UKRIO'’s subscribing institutions are on our website.

If you are based in the institution to which you are reporting, you may speak
confidentially and informally with a research integrity champion or a member of the
research integrity team. If you are reporting elsewhere, ask your institution’s Named
Person or research integrity/governance team for advice and help with reporting.

Before you report, consider possible conflicts of interest (COls) between the
recipient and respondent, such as recent co-authorship or collaboration. If there is a
COl, they should recuse themselves from discussing or investigating the complaint.

Reporting research misconduct 7 © UK Research Integrity Office 2023


https://proton.me/mail
https://privatemail.com/
https://ukrio.org/our-subscribers/contact-our-subscribers/

UKRIC

I EEEEEEEE——, RESEARCH INTEGRITY OFFICE

As well as or in place of the research misconduct procedure, UK institutions should
have a whistleblowing process, also known as a public interest disclosure or
complaints policy, particularly for staff and academics at an institution. The policies
should explain which process should be followed. UKRIO has a template research
misconduct investigation procedure that institutions may refer to.

If the correct contact is unclear, ask someone senior in the institution’s
administration who to contact about research misconduct, without giving details of
the allegation. There may also be a general web form or email address to contact the
institution; again, do not include details of alleged misconduct.

For editors reporting to institutions, see guidance from the Committee on
Publication Ethics (COPE), CLUE, the US Enhancing Partnerships of Institutions and
Journals Working Group, and the Council of Science Editors (CSE)%2>2627,

Russell Group universities in the UK have agreed to follow guidelines on cooperating
with other institutions on research misconduct investigations®.

Reporting to publishers

Contact both the editors and publisher staff to ensure action is taken. Editors are
often busy volunteer academics and may miss an email or not be aware of the
correct process. Many publishers have research integrity or publication ethics
contacts and a central reporting email or web form. Otherwise, someone in the
position of Editorial Director, Executive Editor, Managing Editor, Publisher,
Publishing Director, Chief Publishing Officer, or similar, will let you know the correct
contact. Only give details of the allegation to the right contact. You may also
contact the handling editor and the Editor-in-Chief.

Consider if the publisher or editor has a COl, e.g., the respondent owns or manages
the publisher, is linked to someone who does, or has collaborated with the editor.

For institutions reporting to publishers, see guidance fromm COPE, CLUE, and the US-
focused Enhancing Partnerships of Institutions and Journals Working Group?22¢,
COPE has guidance for journals sharing information with other journals® and a
Facilitation and Integrity Subcommittee that can help when you have concerns
about the process followed by a COPE member°.

Dr Elisabeth Bik, a science integrity consultant, wrote a guide to reporting concerns
to journals based on her experience, mainly in reporting biomedical image
manipulation?, and Dr Jennifer Byrne et al., 2021, wrote a case study of reporting
concerns with suspected paper mills to journals®'.
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Reporting to others

Occasionally, it may be necessary to report suspected research misconduct beyond
an institution or a publisher, such as to funders, regulators, or the police.

Reporting to funders

Reporting research misconduct investigations to funders is usually the responsibility
of the institutions who receive their grants. Some funders, in rare and exceptional
cases, reserve the right to directly investigate suspected research misconduct or
check that an institutional investigation followed the right process.

UK Research and Innovation (UKRI), the umbrella body for the UK research councils,
has a research integrity page that lists the contacts for institutions to report formal
research misconduct investigations to. Other UK funder reporting requirements are
summarised by the University of Bristol's research governance team, though it is
important to check the guidelines of each funder for updates.

Reporting to regulators

The UK government lists organisations (other than employers) to whom
whistleblowing disclosures may be made. You may also contact your Member of
Parliament (MP).

If suspected research misconduct may also be professional misconduct, the
relevant regulators should be informed. Institutions who find serious research
misconduct should refer researchers who are members of a regulated profession to
the regulator®. Relevant bodies in the UK include the Animal and Plant Health
Agency, Environment Agency, Food Standards Agency, General Dental Council,
General Medical Council, General Pharmaceutical Council, Health and Care
Professions Council, Law Societies of England and Wales, Northern Ireland, and
Scotland, Nursing and Midwifery Council, and Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons,
and, for social care, Northern Ireland Social Care Council, Scottish Social Services
Council, Social Care Wales, and Social Work England. Other UK regulated professions
and regulators are listed here.

Suspected misuse of human tissue should be reported to the HTA. Other regulators
in the UK in the area of health include the Health Research Authority (HRA), Human
Fertilisation and Embryology Authority (HFEA), Medicine and Healthcare products
Regulatory Agency (MHRA), and Administration of Radioactive Substances Advisory
Committee (ARSAC). Animal research concerns should be reported to the Home
Office's Animals in Science Regulatory Unit (ASRU). For data handling concerns,
contact the Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO). The National Audit Office
(NAQO) regulates public spending. The Office for Students (OfS) in England regulates
higher education, but not research. In Scotland, the Scottish Public Services
Ombudsman (SPSO) may review complaints that have been considered by public
bodies, including universities.
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https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/animals-in-science-regulation-unit
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Reporting to research ethics committees

Suspected breaches in the research ethics of an ongoing human or animal study
may be raised to the attention of the relevant committees, i.e., those who approved
the research or are based at the institutions at which the research is being
conducted, as well as being reported to the Named Person. Research participants
should have received details on how to raise complaints when they gave written
informed consent.

In the UK, for human research there are NHS and non-NHS research ethics
committees (RECs), the latter for social care, defence, and other non-health related
research.

Reporting to police and other authorities

Research misconduct is generally not criminalised®*, but some research
misconduct may also be criminal, e.g., funding misuse, pharmaceutical data
manipulation, mistreating research participants or other vulnerable people, or illegal
materials. Some countries treat certain research misconduct as criminal.

If you believe the conduct of research was criminal, highlight this in any report
and consider contacting the police or other organisations, e.g., Action Fraud.

Getting action taken

Corroboration of your complaint by others is valuable if you can obtain it, to “replace
isolation with solidarity”. This may be confirmation by others who also witnessed
potential research misconduct or by trusted people whose advise you seek who can
confirm your analysis in confidence®*:. Increasingly, sleuths are coordinating to avoid
duplication of effort and be more systematic®. If a case has UK links, please seek
advice from our Advisory Service, before or after reporting.

Consider disclosing your identity to the organisation(s) you are reporting to, even if
you wish to be anonymous to the respondents. While optional, this can increase your
credibility and help the recipients of your report because they can more easily check
details with you and handle potential COIs™. For some institutions it is at their
discretion whether to investigate anonymous reports, though COPE members are
expected to investigate “all allegations of plagiarism or other publication
misconduct that have specific, detailed evidence to support the claim’™®.

Depending on your relationship to the respondents and the research, you may be
identified as the complainant even if the recipients keep your report and the details
of the investigation confidential.
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Public comments

It is risky to make public allegations of research misconduct because it may result in
defamation action against you and unfair reputational damage to the respondent.
However, it is reasonable to publicly state facts about apparent errors in a public
output.

The rules of the post-publication commenting site PubPeer are useful®’=%, they allow
named and anonymous comments, but require that posts:

® Only discuss publicly verifiable information;
® Avoid accusations of misconduct;
® Avoid personal comments about respondents;

® Avoid speculation about motives.

Whether you post on PubPeer, social media, journal commenting, blogs, or speak to
the media, these principles can help protect you and the respondents and increase
the likelihood that your comments are taken seriously. Avoiding misconduct
accusations is particularly important when relying on automated or semi-automated
analyses such as tools to spot statistical anomalies®.

Many journals publish Letters to the Editor, i.e., responses to published articles*“,
They may be editorially reviewed or peer reviewed and authors may have the chance
to respond before publication. Peer-reviewed outputs are protected from
defamation claims under the UK Defamation Act 2013, chapter 26, section 6 if
statements are not made with malice. Following PubPeer's principles, above, can
make it more likely that your letter will be published. If there are concerns with the
article that may require correction or retraction, make clear to the editors and
publishing staff that they must consider correcting the literature as well as whether
to publish your letter.

Another option is to publish a peer-reviewed article that notes concerns such as risk
of bias, as is done by the authors of Cochrane Systematic Reviews*%

If serious issues are identified, or many issues are found with a particular researcher,
public comments are not enough and the Named Person at the institution and/or
the publisher must be informed.
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Checklists

These summarise steps to take and questions to ask.

—
.

Consider alternative explanations (especially that you may be wrong).

In light of rule one, ask questions, do not make charges.

Figure out what documentation supports your concerns and where it is.
Separate your personal and professional concerns.

Assess your goals.

Seek advice and listen to it.

Review your concerns with someone you trust.

Listen to what that person tells you.

2 ® N o 0 A 0D

Get a second opinion and take that seriously too.

—
o

If you decide to initiate formal proceedings, seek strength in numbers.

—
—
.

Find the right place to file charges; study the procedures.

—
L

Report your concerns.

13. Ask questions; keep notes.

From: Gunsalus, C.K. (2010). ‘How to Blow the Whistle and Still Have a Career Afterwards. Or...
How to Conduct Professional Disputes Professionally3.

® Questions to ask yourself when reporting research misconduct, by UKRIO
(also included on the next page).

® DPoints to consider when reporting, in the appendix of Bonito et al., 2012,

® Checklists for concerns about an article:
o REAPPRAISED*4

o TRACT, for randomised controlled trials*.
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Questions to ask yourself when reporting potential research misconduct (in the UK)

10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

[l

Question

Does the concern meet the definition of research misconduct versus,
e.g., data protection or behavioural misconduct? If yes, do any
concerns besides research practice also need reporting in other ways?

Might the concern be reasonably explained as not due to research
misconduct? If so, are there informal alternatives to formal reporting?

What are your goals and what outcomes do you want?

Have you sought advice, e.g., from UKRIO’s Advisory Service, the
whistleblower charity Protect, or your RIO or Rl lead/champion?

What support do you have in place, e.g., union representation, legal
advice, your supervisor, your MP, or your organisation’s administration?

Is anyone else aware of the concern and willing to confirm your
concerns and/or to report with you?

Do you have evidence, e.g., documents, emails, or data, which is
backed up and ideally well-organised, with a timeline of events?

Do you know the research misconduct policies and processes of the
relevant organisations?

Do you how long an investigation may take and what is expected of
you during an investigation?

Do you know how to report to the relevant organisations?

Should you or your RIO inform other organisations now or later, e.g.,
publishers, regulators, the police, or oversight bodies?

If the concerns involve both an institution and a publisher, should you
or your RIO contact the institution first so they may secure evidence?

N I | I A I | A O | R O [ R

Are there any relevant conflicts of interest, e.g., personal relationships
or financial interests, that may affect an investigation, i.e., your own, the
respondent's, or the investigators' COIs?

Do you wish to be anonymous? Will this be possible, might it reduce
your credibility, and have you taken steps to ensure anonymity?

Do you agree to keep details of the process confidential?

Are you ready to keep notes and records during the process, to which
you will have long-term access?

O O oy

If you plan to make concerns public: 1) seek advice; 2) see PubPeer’s
principles — discuss only publicly verifiable facts, and avoid misconduct
claims, personal commments, and speculation about motives.
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Advice and support for complainants

® UKRIO Advisory Service.
https://ukrio.org/our-work/get-advice-from-ukrio/

® DProtect, a whistleblower-support charity with an advice line.
https://protect-advice.org.uk/

® National Guardian’s Office for Freedom to Speak Up Guardians (mainly NHS).
https://nationalguardian.org.uk/

® The All Party Parliamentary Group (APPG) on Whistleblowers.
https://www.appgwhistleblowing.co.uk/

® pPro-bono legal advice from legal advice centres or law clinics is available from
many UK universities, run by students and supervised by faculty.

Further reading

® \Whistleblower protection/rights. (2021). The Embassy of Good Science.
https://embassy.science/wiki/Theme:Fe62e07c-2e75-4a55-82e6-1908fa543b7a

® [arsen, K. (2020). Reporting Demystified: Tips for Effectively and Efficiently
Reporting Misconduct. Biophysical Society. [Video, 49 minutes].
https://www.biophysics.org/video-library/reporting-demystified-tips-for-
effectively-and-efficiently-reporting-misconduct.

® Shaw, D. (2018). A witness protection program for science. EMBO Reports.
19:189-190. https://doi.org/10.15252/embr.201745596

US-focused advice

® How To Report Misconduct Allegations. (2022). NIAID Funding News.
https://www.niaid.nih.gov/grants-contracts/how-report-misconduct-
allegations

® Reporting Suspected Research Misconduct in Biomedical and Behavioral
Research. (2008). The Office of Research Integrity, U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services. https://ori.hhs.gov/reporting-suspected-research-
misconduct-biomedical-and-behavioral-research

® VYou Suspect Research Misconduct. Now What? (2017). The Office of Research
Integrity, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. [Infographic].
https://ori.nhs.gov/sites/default/files/2017-12/9_Suspect_Misconduct.pdf

® Keith-Spiegel, P, Sieber, J. & Koocher, G.P. (2010). Responding to Research
Wrongdoing: A User-Friendly Guide. ethicsresearch.com.
http://users.neo.registeredsite.com/1/4/0/20883041/assets/RRW_11-10.pdf

Reporting research misconduct 14 © UK Research Integrity Office 2023


https://ukrio.org/our-work/get-advice-from-ukrio/
https://protect-advice.org.uk/
https://nationalguardian.org.uk/
https://www.appgwhistleblowing.co.uk/
https://embassy.science/wiki/Theme:Fe62e07c-2e75-4a55-82e6-1908fa543b7a
https://www.biophysics.org/video-library/reporting-demystified-tips-for-effectively-and-efficiently-reporting-misconduct
https://www.biophysics.org/video-library/reporting-demystified-tips-for-effectively-and-efficiently-reporting-misconduct
https://doi.org/10.15252/embr.201745596
https://www.niaid.nih.gov/grants-contracts/how-report-misconduct-allegations
https://www.niaid.nih.gov/grants-contracts/how-report-misconduct-allegations
https://ori.hhs.gov/reporting-suspected-research-misconduct-biomedical-and-behavioral-research
https://ori.hhs.gov/reporting-suspected-research-misconduct-biomedical-and-behavioral-research
https://ori.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/2017-12/9_Suspect_Misconduct.pdf
http://users.neo.registeredsite.com/1/4/0/20883041/assets/RRW_11-10.pdf

UKRIC

RESEARCH INTEGRITY OFFICE

Acknowledgements

Authors

Matt Hodgkinson

Contributors and reviewers

Josephine Woodhams of UKRIO helped structure and revise the document. Mohi
Ahmed, Nicola Sainsbury, and James Parry of UKRIO and Jane Alfred and Jeremy
Barraud on the Advisory Council reviewed the document and provided valuable
feedback.

Competing interests

Matt Hodgkinson is an elected member of the council of the Committee on
Publication Ethics (COPE), 2020-2025, and was Head of Research Integrity (2016-
2020) and then Head of Editorial Policy and Ethics (2020-2022) at Hindawi.

References

1.  Sainsbury, N. (2023). A Short Guide to Research Misconduct. UKRIO.
https://ukrio.org/news/research-misconduct-a-short-guide/

2.  Sainsbury, N. (2023). What is research misconduct? UKRIO.
https://ukrio.org/about-us/what-is-research-misconduct/

3. Universities UK (2019). The Concordat to Support Research Integrity.
https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/topics/research-and-innovation/concordat-
support-research-integrity

4. The National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. (2017).
Addressing Research Misconduct and Detrimental Research Practices: Current
Knowledge and Issues. National Academies Press.
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK475962/

5.  UKRIO (2023). Code of Practice for Research. https://ukrio.org/about-us/code-of-
practice-for-research/

6. ALLEA (2017). The European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity.
https://allea.org/code-of-conduct/

7. Resnik, D.B. (2016). Moral Distress in Scientific Research. American Journal of
Bioethics. 16:13-15. https://doi.org/10.1080/15265161.2016.1239784
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5605145/

8. Satalkar, P. & Shaw, D. (2018). Is failure to raise concerns about misconduct a
breach of integrity? Researchers’ reflections on reporting misconduct.
Accountability in Research. 25:311-339.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08989621.2018.1493577

Reporting research misconduct 15 © UK Research Integrity Office 2023


https://ukrio.org/news/research-misconduct-a-short-guide/
https://ukrio.org/about-us/what-is-research-misconduct/
https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/topics/research-and-innovation/concordat-support-research-integrity
https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/topics/research-and-innovation/concordat-support-research-integrity
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK475962/
https://ukrio.org/about-us/code-of-practice-for-research/
https://ukrio.org/about-us/code-of-practice-for-research/
https://doi.org/10.1080/15265161.2016.1239784
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5605145/
https://doi.org/10.1080/08989621.2018.1493577

UKRIC

I EEEEEEEE——, RESEARCH INTEGRITY OFFICE

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

De Peuter, S. & Storms, G. (2021). Whistleblowing in Science: In the Lion’s Den.
PhilSci Archive. Preprint. http://philsci-archive.pitt.edu/19632/

Fischhoff, B., Dewitt, B., Sahlin, N.E. & Davis, A. (2021). A secure procedure for
early career scientists to report apparent misconduct. Life Sciences, Society and
Policy. 17:2. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40504-020-00110-6

A presentation based on this article by Baruch Fischoff is in the Research
Integrity Webinar, 22 March 2021. Academia Europaea Cardiff Knowledge Hub.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hh70M301fPs&t=378s

Redman, B. & Caplan, A. (2015). No One Likes a Snitch. Science and Engineering
Ethics. 21:813-819. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11948-014-9570-8

Malek, J. (2010). To Tell or Not to Tell? The Ethical Dilemmma of the Would-Be
Whistleblower. Accountability in Research. 17:115-129.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08989621003791929

Seguin, E. (2016). Academic Mobbing, or How to Become Campus Tormentors.
University Affairs. https://www.universityaffairs.ca/opinion/in-my-
opinion/academic-mobbing-become-campus-tormentors/

Kolstoe, S. (2023). Defining the Spectrum of Questionable Research
Practices (QRPs). UKRIO. https://doi.org/10.37672/UKRI0.2023.02.QRPs

Horbach, S.P.J.M,, Breit, E., Halffman, W. & Mamelund, S.E. (2020). On the
Willingness to Report and the Consequences of Reporting Research
Misconduct: The Role of Power Relations. Science and Engineering Ethics.
26:1595-1623. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11948-020-00202-8

Yong, E., Ledford, H. & Van Noorden, R. (2013). Research ethics: 3 ways to blow
the whistle. Nature. 503:454-457. https://doi.org/10.1038/5034544a

Marcus, A. & Oransky, |. (2015). A Retraction: We Gave Bad Advice. Labtimes.
https://web.archive.org/web/20181219142109/http://www.labtimes.org/labtimes/r
anking/dont/2015_06.lasso

Park, H. & Lewis, D. (2018). The Negative Health Effects of External
Whistleblowing: A Study of Some Key Factors. The Social Science Journal.
55:387-395. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.s0scij.2018.04.002
https://eprints.mdx.ac.uk/24246/1/NegativeHealthEffects_final_submission_4th_
april.pdf

Bonito, AJ., Titus, S.L,, Greene, AM., Amoozegar, J., Eicheldinger, C. & Wright,
D.E. (2012). Preparing Whistleblowers for Reporting Research Misconduct.
Accountability in Research. 19:308-28,
https://doi.org/10.1080/08989621.2012.718683

Uraneck, K. (2002). When You Must Report Misconduct. The Scientist.
https://www.the-scientist.com/profession/when-you-must-report-misconduct-
53037

Bouter, LM. & Hendrix, S. (2017). Both Whistle Blowers and the Scientists They
Accuse Are Vulnerable and Deserve Protection. Accountability in Research.
24:359-366. https://doi.org/10.1080/08989621.2017.1327814

Reporting research misconduct 16 © UK Research Integrity Office 2023


http://philsci-archive.pitt.edu/19632/
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40504-020-00110-6
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hh70M301fPs&t=378s
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11948-014-9570-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/08989621003791929
https://www.universityaffairs.ca/opinion/in-my-opinion/academic-mobbing-become-campus-tormentors/
https://www.universityaffairs.ca/opinion/in-my-opinion/academic-mobbing-become-campus-tormentors/
https://doi.org/10.37672/UKRIO.2023.02.QRPs
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11948-020-00202-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/503454a
https://web.archive.org/web/20181219142109/http:/www.labtimes.org/labtimes/ranking/dont/2015_06.lasso
https://web.archive.org/web/20181219142109/http:/www.labtimes.org/labtimes/ranking/dont/2015_06.lasso
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soscij.2018.04.002
https://eprints.mdx.ac.uk/24246/1/NegativeHealthEffects_final_submission_4th_april.pdf
https://eprints.mdx.ac.uk/24246/1/NegativeHealthEffects_final_submission_4th_april.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/08989621.2012.718683
https://www.the-scientist.com/profession/when-you-must-report-misconduct-53037
https://www.the-scientist.com/profession/when-you-must-report-misconduct-53037
https://doi.org/10.1080/08989621.2017.1327814

UKRIC

I EEEEEEEE——, RESEARCH INTEGRITY OFFICE

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Wager, E. & Kleinert, S., on behalf of the CLUE Working Group. (2021).
Cooperation & Liaison between Universities & Editors (CLUE):
Recommendations on Best Practice. Research Integrity and Peer Review. 6.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41073-021-00109-3

Hodgkinson, M. (2019). “Is Anybody Out There?"” Contact with Institutions at an
Open Access Journal Publisher. Open Science Framework. World Conference
on Research Integrity, Hong Kong. https://osf.io/e37gj

Bik, E. (2019). How to Report Misconduct to a Journal. Science Integrity Digest.
Blog. https://scienceintegritydigest.com/2019/07/16/how-to-report-misconduct-
to-a-journal/

COPE. (2018). Cooperation between Research Institutions and Journals on
Research Integrity Cases. COPE: Committee on Publication Ethics.
https://publicationethics.org/resources/guidelines/cooperation-between-
research-institutions-and-journals-research-integrity

Alam, S, et al. (2022). Enhancing Partnerships of Institutions and Journals: A US
Perspective for Best Practices. OSF Preprints. Preprint.
https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/4gehs

Council of Science Editors. (2012). Reporting Suspect Manuscripts.
Recommendations for Promoting Integrity in Scientific Journal Publications.
https://cse.memberclicks.net/3-3-reporting-suspect-manuscripts

The Russell Group. (2018). Research Integrity Statement of Cooperation.
https://russellgroup.ac.uk/policy/policy-documents/research-integrity-
statement-of-cooperation/

COPE. (2019). Sharing of Information among Editors-in-Chief Regarding
Possible Misconduct. COPE: Committee on Publication Ethics.
https://publicationethics.org/resources/guidelines/sharing-information-among-
editors-chief-regarding-possible-misconduct

COPE. (2017). Facilitation and Integrity Subcommittee. COPE: Committee on
Publication Ethics. https://publicationethics.org/facilitation-and-integrity-
subcommittee

Byrne, J.A, Park, Y., West, RA,, Capes-Davis, A, Favier, B.,, Cabanac, C. & Labbé, C.
(2021). The Thin Ret(Raction) Line: Biomedical Journal Responses to Incorrect
Non-Targeting Nucleotide Sequence Reagents in Human Gene Knockdown
Publications. Scientometrics. 126:3513-3534. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-021-
03871-9

Bulow, W. & Helgesson, G. (2019). Criminalization of scientific misconduct.
Medicine, Health Care and Philosophy. 22:245-252.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11019-018-9865-7

Dal-Ré, R, Bouter, L.M,, Cuijpers, P., Gluud, C. & Holm, S. (2020). Should Research
Misconduct Be Criminalized? Research Ethics. 16:1-12.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747016119898400

Reporting research misconduct 17 © UK Research Integrity Office 2023


https://doi.org/10.1186/s41073-021-00109-3
https://osf.io/e37gj
https://scienceintegritydigest.com/2019/07/16/how-to-report-misconduct-to-a-journal/
https://scienceintegritydigest.com/2019/07/16/how-to-report-misconduct-to-a-journal/
https://publicationethics.org/resources/guidelines/cooperation-between-research-institutions-and-journals-research-integrity
https://publicationethics.org/resources/guidelines/cooperation-between-research-institutions-and-journals-research-integrity
https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/4qehs
https://cse.memberclicks.net/3-3-reporting-suspect-manuscripts
https://russellgroup.ac.uk/policy/policy-documents/research-integrity-statement-of-cooperation/
https://russellgroup.ac.uk/policy/policy-documents/research-integrity-statement-of-cooperation/
https://publicationethics.org/resources/guidelines/sharing-information-among-editors-chief-regarding-possible-misconduct
https://publicationethics.org/resources/guidelines/sharing-information-among-editors-chief-regarding-possible-misconduct
https://publicationethics.org/facilitation-and-integrity-subcommittee
https://publicationethics.org/facilitation-and-integrity-subcommittee
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-021-03871-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-021-03871-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11019-018-9865-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747016119898400

UKRIC

I EEEEEEEE——, RESEARCH INTEGRITY OFFICE

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.
39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

Deving, T. & Reaves, A. (2016). Whistleblowing and Research Integrity: Making a
Difference Through Scientific Freedom. In: Bretag, T. (eds) Handbook of
Academic Integrity. Springer, Singapore. 957-972.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-287-098-8_31
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7122572/

Cabanac, G. (2022). Decontamination of the Scientific Literature. arXiv. Preprint.
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2210.15912

Barbour, V. (2013). Responding to Anonymous Whistleblowers. COPE:
Committee on Publication Ethics. https://doi.org/10.24318/7Z9gtPzCa

Ortega, J.L. (2022). Classification and Analysis of PubPeer Comments: How a
Web Journal Club Is Used. Journal of the Association for Information Science
and Technology. 73:655-670 https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.24568

PubPeer. (2023). Frequently Asked Questions. https://pubpeer.com/static/fag

Kharasch, E.D. & Houle, T.T. (2018). Seeking and reporting apparent research
misconduct: errors and integrity. Anaesthesia. 73:125-126.
https://doi.org/10.1111/anae. 14147

Castro-Rodriguez, V. (2021). The Letter to the Editor in Scientific Publications:
Writing Considerations. Odontoestomatologia. 23(37).
https://doi.org/10.22592/0de2021n37a5

Owens, J.K. & Thaw, V. (2021). Letters to the Editor: Processes and Pitfalls. Nurse
Author & Editor. 31:38-41. https://doi.org/10.1111/nae2.22

Salandra, R, Criscuolo, P. & Salter, A. (2022). The Power of Weak Signals: How
Systematic Reviews Direct Researchers Away from Potentially Biased Primary
Studies. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews. TI.EDO00160.
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.EDO00160

Gunsalus, C.K. (2010). How to Blow the Whistle and Still Have a Career
Afterwards. Or... How to Conduct Professional Disputes Professionally. National
Center for Principled Leadership & Research Ethics.
https://ethicscenter.web.illinois.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2018/02/gunsalus_whistleblowing_2010.pdf

Grey, A, Bolland, M.J,, Avenell, A, Klein, A.A. & Gunsalus, C.K. (2020). Check for
Publication Integrity before Misconduct. Nature. 577:167-169.
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-019-03959-6

Mol, B.W,, Lai, S., Rahim, A, Bordewijk, E.M., Wang, R., van Eekelen, R, Gurrin,
L.C., Thornton, J.G,, van Wely, M. & Li, W. (2023). A Checklist to Assess
Trustworthiness in RAndomised Controlled Trials (TRACT Checklist). Research
Square. Preprint. https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-2119486/V1

Reporting research misconduct 18 © UK Research Integrity Office 2023


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-287-098-8_31
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7122572/
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2210.15912
https://doi.org/10.24318/Z9gtPzCa
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.24568
https://pubpeer.com/static/faq
https://doi.org/10.1111/anae.14147
https://doi.org/10.22592/ode2021n37a5
https://doi.org/10.1111/nae2.22
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.ED000160
https://ethicscenter.web.illinois.edu/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/gunsalus_whistleblowing_2010.pdf
https://ethicscenter.web.illinois.edu/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/gunsalus_whistleblowing_2010.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-019-03959-6
https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-2119486/v1

UKRIG

RESEARCH INTEGRITY OFFICE

Promoting integrity and high ethical standards in research
Providing confidential, independent and expert support

The UK Research Integrity Office (UKRIQ) is an independent charity, offering support to the
public, researchers and organisations to further good practice in academic, scientific and
medical research. We pursue these aims through a multi-faceted approach:

® FEducation via our guidance publications on research practice, training activities and
comprehensive events programme.

® Sharing best practice within the commmunity by facilitating discussions about key
issues, informing national and international initiatives, and working to improve
research culture.

® (Giving confidential expert guidance in response to requests for assistance.

Established in 2006, UKRIO is the UK's most experienced research integrity organisation and
provides independent, expert and confidential support across all disciplines of research, from
the arts and humanities to the life sciences. We cover all research sectors: higher education,
the NHS, private sector organisations and charities. No other organisation in the UK has
comparable expertise in providing such support in the field of research integrity.

UKRIO welcomes enquiries on any issues relating to the conduct of research, whether
promoting good research practice, seeking help with a particular research project,
responding to allegations of fraud and misconduct, or improving research culture and
systems.

UK Research Integrity Office

Sussex Innovation Croydon, No. 1 Croydon, 12-16 Addiscombe Road, Croydon CRO OXT
Tel.: +44 (0)20 3828 1325 Email: info@ukrio.org Web: www.ukrio.org
Registered Charity No: 1147061 Registered Company No: 7444269
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