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While professional organizations have responsibilities and opportunities to influence the ethical behavior of
their professional practitioners, the main locus of effective effort for ensuring that researchers observe good
practices is the academic or research institution in which they work. This paper surveys the wide range of
activities that institutional leaders should be undertaking, from teaching ethics (cf. Bulger) to handling
misconduct forthrightly. Gunsalus emphasizes the importance of adopting an administrative structure that fits
the institution, in order to respond to allegations fairly and promptly. Unfortunately, there are as many ways to
go wrong in dealing with misconduct cases as there are to make errors in research! — PJF
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Abstract—The single most important component in an institu-
tional culture of research integrity is institutional leadership
committed to ethical conduct. If the institution’s leaders are
committed to integrity in research and act on that commitment,
the campus will follow that lead; conversely, if the perception
develops that the leaders pay only lip service to ethical conduct,
the campus will adopt the same attitude. An institution must
pay attention to both prevention and education, and many are
developing codes of conduct. Further, institutions must establish
a misconduct review process that can render objective, fact-
based decisions untainted by personal bias and conflicts of inter-
est. In developing such a process, leaders must be aware of

consistent assessment of allegations and complaints, focusing on
facts, not personalities. Increased demands for accountability
and a heightened public interest in ethical issues portend in-
creasing pressures on institutions to monitor the conduct of
their members. The institution that builds effective, credible
structures for preventing and resolving ethical issues will be well

" equipped to cope with these external pressures. Ultimately, how-

ever, institutional structures for such monitoring accomplish far
more than preserving institutional autonomy: they protect the
principle of scholarly and scientific inquiry that is at the core of
the institution’s mission. Acad. Med. 68 Supplement 3(1993):
S533-538.

probable pitfalls, create an accessible structure, and provide for

The single most influential compo-
nent in an institutional culture of re-
search integrity is institutional lead-
ership committed to ethical conduct.
If top academic administrators and
key faculty members model ethical
behavior, stress the importance of re-
search integrity, and translate these
beliefs into action, the campus will
take note. Conversely, if research in-
tegrity is not addressed, or if the per-
ception develops that it receives only
lip service, that too will have an effect
across the institution.

A commitment to ethical issues re-
quires attention to both preventive
and reactive mechanisms. For pre-
vention, an institution should under-
take efforts to educate students and
researchers about standards for the
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responsible conduct of research, as
well as about their responsibilities
when confronted with possible re-
search misconduct.” When institu-
tional officials become aware of possi-
ble misconduct, they must have
mechanisms in place for rapid, re-
sponsible, and thorough examination
of the situation. These mechanisms
must be designed to be effective
and credible and must be based
upon a realistic understanding of the
complexities surrounding allegations
of research misconduct. Together,
structures for education and response
to allegations will enable the institu-
tion to comply with current and
looming federal regulations and to
protect and maintain the integrity of
its research environment.

EDUCATION FOR AN ETHICAL
ENVIRONMENT

The ultimate goal of any institutional
plan must be prevention and educa-
tion. The number of “bad actors” who
will break the rules for their own ben-
efit is probably fairly small and prob-
ably irreducible. Most people will do
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the right thing if their actions are set
within the right context and if they
learn to explore the ethical issues as-.
sociated with their work and their be-
havior. The most important opportu-
nities for education occur in working
environments and among direct col-
leagues, including peers and supervi-
sors. Now that National Institutes of
Health (NIH) training grants require
an ethical component, institutions
are scrambling to comply. This situa-
tion presents an opportunity to stim-
ulate offerings in the area of ethics
and to design a delivery structure
that meets both the grants’ nar-
row requirements and the institu-
tion’s broader needs.

Educational offerings on ethical
issues must be tailored to the institu-
tion. Comprehensive universities will
not be able to adopt just one offering,
or even just one approach: the needs
and standards across disciplines will
differ, as will those among laborato-
ries. For example, the authorship
practices in high-energy physics are
quite different from those in English
departments, both of which differ
from practices in the biological sci-
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ences.

In general, one of the most effective
ways to get students and researchers
engaged with ethical issues is to tell
them stories. Stories that are based
on real events or that explore re-
search obligations quickly attract at-
tention and directly involve people in
the issues. Case studies (academia’s
stories) that illuminate specific ethi-
cal dilemmas and issues that arise in
research abound.! The next step is
getting them put into use in
classrooms and laboratories. At the
University of Illinois, each depart-
ment with a graduate program has
been asked to schedule at least one
combined graduate student and fac-
ulty seminar each year to discuss the
ethics of scholarship, research, and
practice in the department’s disci-
pline. A central office collects mate-
rials to support these efforts, provid-
ing case studies, readings, ethical
codes of various disciplinary societies,
bibliographies, and information about
other relevant resources. This decen-
tralized approach fits the nature and
traditions of the institution and has
led to a number of creative ap-
proaches among the departments.
Several colleges are now considering
college-wide events and/or curricula.
Other institutions have adopted dif-
ferent approaches to ethics education,
ranging from specialized courses con-
centrating on ethics to special events
on a periodic basis to integration in
established courses.

In addition to educational efforts
directed to its students and faculty,
an institution should consider infor-
mational support for its administra-
tors or designated officials who re-
ceive complaints of questions about
research ethics, both on approaches
to ethical issues and on institutional
policies and procedures. These ef-
forts should be designed to ensure in-
stitutional consistency in allegation
assessment and review, as well as to
acquaint administrators with the re-
sources available to assist them when
problems arise.

Finally, many institutions are now

developing codes of conduct that ad-
dress standards for the responsible
conduct of research. Many profes-
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sional societies and scientific associa-
tions have also considered ethical
issues and have prepared thought-
ful statements that can provide a
foundation for institutions, especially
those whose educational efforts have
only just begun. These aspirational
statements can provide the founda-
tion for educational offerings by
alerting faculty and students as to the
conduct the institution expects. The
debate surrounding the development
of such statements (or the adoption of
those promulgated by other institu-
tions or professional societies) can be
very useful in raising awareness of
ethical issues. Once developed, a set
of standards can guide and inform
those within the institution. The
range of existing statements demon-
strates the diversity of institutions:
they are from one to scores of pages
long and span the spectrum from the
vaguely general to the painstakingly
explicit.2

COMMITTED LEADERSHIP

Even though it is likely that scientific
misconduct* is not a widespread
problem, it is no longer possible to
assert that it does not-occur. When it
does, it is critical for institutions to
have in place structures that promote
the rendering of objective, fact-based
decision untainted by personal bias

*“‘Misconduct’ means (1) fabrication, falsi-
fication, plagiarism, or other serious deviation
from accepted practices in proposing, carrying
out, or reporting results from activities funded
by NSF; or (2) retaliation of any kind against a
person who reported or provided information
about suspected or alleged misconduct and who
has not acted in bad faith.” [National Science
Foundation. Misconduct in Science and Engi-
neering; Final Rule. Fed. Reg. 45(689):22286—
22290, May 14, 1991.]

“‘Misconduct’ or ‘misconduct in science’ is
defined . . . as fabrication, falsification, pla-
giarism, or other practices that seriously de-
viate from those that are commonly accepted
within the scientific community for proposing,
conducting or reporting research. It does not
include honest error or honest differences in
interpretations or judgments of data.” [Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, Public
Health Service. Policies and Procedures for
Dealing with Possible Scientific Misconduct in
Extramural Research Procedures. Fed. Reg.
56(114):27383-27394, July 13, 1991.}

and conflicts of interest. I refer to this
mechanism as the misconduct review
process.

Support from the highest levels of
institutional leadership is the founda-
tion upon which the misconduct re-
view process depends. Top adminis-
trative and research officials must
support the process with advocacy,
persuasion, and appropriate sanc-
tions where necessary, or the process
will be ineffective. Failure to reinforce
the process will undermine ethical
science at the institution by giving
the appearance that academic mis-
conduct is tolerated, if not endorsed.

A commitment by an institution’s
leaders should include a personal re-
view and knowledge of procedures to
assure that they support fact-based,
rather than personality-driven, out-
comes. A sense on the part of
the institution’s leaders of the na-
tional environment surrounding these

issues —including an awareness of

events at other universities, policy de-
velopments, and media portrayals of
reported casés—is also a valuable
asset. It is hard to provide account-
ability in this area without under-
standing the pressures and demands
of the broader context.

There must also be a commitment
to making public final findings of
misconduct. The public revelation of
all final findings of misconduct is a
critical component of a system that
supports the integrity of research.
Misrepresented data in the literature
damage the efforts of other re-
searchers and waste public resources.
Misrepresentation about authorship
of words or ideas undercuts the basic
reward structure of the academic
community. Revelation of findings is
the best way to combat these and
other such effects of misconduct. Fur-
thermore, if misconduct findings are
concealed, the perpetrator can simply
move on to another institution (as
some have in the past) and continue
the pattern of misconduct there.® Fi-
nally, public revelation of proven
misconduct is a tangible expression of
the institution’s commitment to the
integrity of its research environment
and demonstrates to all audiences
(both internal and external) that the
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institution takes it seriously.

In 1989, the AAAS/ABA National
Conference of Lawyers and Scientists
recommended:

The public has a legitimate interest in
knowing the outcome of a formal inves-
tigation, and the university should re-
lease the investigatory committee's re-
port to the public.*

The commitment to revealing such
findings may weaken in the face of
the obstacles encountered in carrying
it out. The specter of litigation will
loom large, for instance, especially to
lawyers involved in the process. Al-
though it is not always possible to re-
lease the entire report of an investi-
gation in the face of legal objections,
an institution’s leaders should work
to release as much relevant informa-
tion as possible. Reports can be re-
dacted to keep confidential the names
of students or innocent bystanders,
and they can be summarized for the
same purpose; but an institution must
not conceal the outcome when a find-
ing of misconduct has been reached.
If the academic and scientific grounds
for revealing findings give way to de-
fensive legal considerations, the insti-
tutional environment for ethical re-
search will suffer.

When the final conclusion is that
no misconduct has occurred, different
considerations arise. Where the ac-
cused was entirely exonerated, the in-
stitution will need to work to redress
any damage done to that individual
by the misconduct process. If, how-
ever, the accused was found not guilty
of misconduct, but guilty of lesser
practices (sloppiness, negligence, der-
eliction of duties, etc.), the institution
will have to balance the competing
scientific, academic, and legal consid-
erations. Again, scientific and aca-
demic considerations should carry
priority over defensive legal ones.

DESIGNING THE STRUCTURE

Although committed institutional
leadership is the critical component
for maintaining research integrity,
policies and procedures used to review
allegations of misconduct will also

play a major role. Both policy and
procedures must be designed to antic-
ipate and forestall the problems in-
herent in these matters.

All institutions face similar obsta-
cles to designing effective structures
for the support of research integrity,
but individual institutions will re-
spond differently depending on the
culture, configuration, and nature of
the institution. For example, a large
public institution that is part of a uni-
versity system with multiple cam-
puses faces different challenges in de-
signing procedures and educational
programs than does a small private
institution with a strong tradition of
faculty governance. An effective pro-
cess will be based on a policy that fits
the institution and appropriately
places responsibility for required ac-
tions according to the nature and tra-
ditions of the institution.

There are a number of resources
available to help institutions assess
and improve their policies, including
the regulations issued by the National
Science Foundation and the Public
Health Service and guidance docu-
ments developed by the Association
of American Universities and the
Association of American Medical
Colleges.® Every institution should
review its policies in light of the in-
formation contained in those re-
sources.

The procedures must complement
other institutional policies and regu-
lations such as those on sexual har-
assment, grant and contract adminis-
tration, patents and licensing, and
conflict of interest. (Public universi-
ties will also have to assure that the
procedures are in harmony with ap-
plicable state laws.) The procedures
must achieve all these ends and still
be acceptable to the researchers to
whom they will apply. This may re-
quire educational efforts of some
magnitude. No institution should
adopt the policy of another without
considering such factors.

Pitfalls and prevention. Anyone
who has ever undertaken a miscon-
duct investigation can testify that
there are many ways to go wrong.
The pitfalls in research miscon-
duct processes include the ways in
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which disparities in power, position,
and behavior affect perceptions of
credibility and can divert investiga-
tions from a stringent examination of
relevant facts. Built-in conflicts of in-
terest, if not acknowledged and cor-
rected, can prevent appropriate re-
view and/or follow-through. Goodwill
is necessary but not sufficient: a
sound investigation plan and appro-
priate expertise to support its imple-
mentation are also required.

Several characteristics are pres-
ent in a procedure that effec-
tively addresses these and other pit-
falls. These include an accessible
structure for lodging allegations; con-
sistent assessment of allegations;
checks and balances to ensure that
facts, not personalities, drive the pro-
cess; appropriate allocation of tasks
among participants; and correction
for bias and conflicts of interest.

An accessible structure. If the mech-
anism for initial receipt of questions
or allegations is rigid and restrictive,
individuals who have legitimate ques-
tions may-be dissuaded from asking
them within the institutional setting.
For example, if regulations require
those with questions or complaints to
start within the unit where the prob-
lem arose, those who fear retaliation
or retribution may never raise their
questions (to the institution’s detri-
ment if a problem truly exists) or may
go outside the institution to the
courts, federal oversight agencies,
legislators, and/or the media (also
to the institution’s detriment). Alter-
natively, if the process seems forbid-
ding or the intake person is dismis-
sive, the result may be the same.

If there are multiple entry points
for lodging allegations or complaints
or for simply asking questions, it is
more likely that serious questions will
be raised within the institution rather
than outside it. This is to the advan-
tage of all participants. An effective
institutional review that relies largely
upon internal reviewers will have as
participants individuals who do not
have to learn institutional procedures
and regulations before assessing com-
pliance. They will know the partici-
pants and the institutional culture,
and thus have access to the sources of
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information and the knowledge to ask
the right questions. Their presence
on the scene means fewer travel ex-
penses and scheduling problems,
resulting in a less costly and faster
process. Thus, designating and publi-
cizing several routes for raising ques-
tions promotes strong institutional
procedures.

Consistent assessment of allegations
and complaints. A risk of providing
multiple entry points is the possibil-
ity that complaints might be handled
inconsistently. Therefore, the various
participants in the process must be
trained to apply the procedures con-
sistently, and they must communi-
cate with each other. In practice, de-
partment heads are usually involved,
whether they are officially designated
or not, because they are the first or
second closest figures of authority
and they almost always have infor-
mation important to the assessment
of the allegation. With so many par-
ties involved, an effective training
process will require a continuing ef-
fort to be truly effective. A one-shot
process, especially in a large institu-
tion may not “take” on the first try
and its efficacy will be affected by
staff turnover: the training program
should provide reinforcement and be
repeated regularly.

Additionally, a growing number of
institutions have designated a central
official with whom individuals at the
entry points consult and collaborate.®
The involvement of such an official
(who may also serve as an entry
point) can help preserve objectivity in
the earliest stages of allegation as-
sessment. For example, if a unit head
must explain to a central official why
—in a factual sense— a set of allega-
tions is unworthy of further review,
the reasons must be articulated and
documented. This process of articula-
tion is sometimes all it takes to reveal
logical or factual flaws in the allega-
tion or bias in its assessment. Simi-
larly, if the campus official has no
personal ties to any of the partici-
pants, he or she can endorse a conclu-
sion that no further action is neces-
sary with greater credibility than can
an individual with such associations.
Finally, a more detached party can
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help devise solutions, make referrals,
and provide mediation in that major-
ity of allegations that prove to involve
problems other than research miscon-
duct.”

Examination of facts, not personali-
ties. Research institutions attract and
accommodate difficult personalities
because selection and retention focus
upon excellence of work rather than
collegiality or other interpersonal
skills. Many allegations of research
misconduct are catalyzed by some
damaged personal relationship: the
allegation may be the cause or a
symptom of the break in the relation-
ship, but the underlying personal ten-
sions will inevitably complicate as-
sessment of the situation. Seemingly
unstable and malicious whistle-
blowers have made claims that inves-
tigations revealed to be well founded.
(Of course, there have also been
claims made by such persons that had
no foundation whatever, yet con-
sumed disproportionate institutional
resources for their review and refu-
tation.)

One of the hardest principles to
follow is that allegations brought by
seemingly disturbed individuals must
still receive prompt, “thorough, and
objective review. It is human na-
ture to give short shrift to “crazy-
sounding” allegations, especially
when brought against valued and pro-
ductive researchers. This tendency is
especially great in the earliest stages
of the process when allegations are
first lodged — and, not coincidentally,
this is the phase of the process that
most often fails, leaving an institu-
tion (and its accused faculty mem-
bers) vulnerable later.

Last year, a faculty member sought
advice as to his recourse against a fed-
eral investigative auditor who had re-
viewed his program and issued a clean
bill of health after a two-day visit to
campus and a one-month follow-up
(remarkable speed for such a review).
When the administrator expressed
confusion about why the faculty
member was pursuing the matter
when he was cleared of any wrong-
doing, the faculty member replied
that he thought the auditor had be-
haved improperly by not investigat-

ing the whistle-blower and establish-
ing his motives before reviewing the
program. The auditor did not have
that option; his job was to substan-
tiate or refute the allegation, once re-
ceived, not to discredit the allegation
without reviewing the underlying
facts. Understanding this constraint
and accepting it are prerequisites to
designing institutional procedures
that work and are credible in the eyes
of external observers, including those
at the federal agencies responsible for
the disbursement of and accountabil-
ity for tax-generated funds.

An institution’s mechanism for re-
view of allegations must ensure that
objective, relevant facts are being
evaluated, rather than personalities,
motives, and positions. The motive of
a person bringing allegations is irrele-
vant if the basic facts being alleged are
true. Even if the whistle-blower is
seeking to cause harm, this motive is
not relevant if data have been com-
promised or other serious misconduct
has occurred. Credibility assessments
must be grounded in the underlying
facts to the largest possible extent. It
is acceptable to dismiss allegations as
unfounded- when they lack factual
support, but it is not acceptable when
the allegations have been weighed
solely on the basis of the personal
feelings, knowledge, and judgment of
institutional administrators.

The facts upon which the assess-
ment is based must be recorded, orga-
nized, and retained, or much of the
value of the rigorous assessment can
be lost. If facts have been reviewed
and recorded, a wrongly accused
person can be protected from repeat
allegations. If an accusation has been
dismissed without full review or docu-
mentation, however, the persistence
of so many would-be whistle-blowers
and the availability of alternative av-
enues provided by government regu-
lations can leave a faculty member
permanently at risk. Once the insti-
tution has performed a review, it has
the facts available for subsequent in-
spection by whatever external parties
the whistle-blower may approach
with the same allegations. While not
invariable, this development occurs
frequently enough to warrant devel-
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oping a routine for documentation of
the internal process and its conclu-
sions. Institutions have no choice but
to assess all remotely credible allega-
tions. It is disconcerting to be peren-
nially vulnerable to the moods and
accusations of the disaffected, but
this has become a reality of modern
life.

Although the institutional process
must screen out unfounded accusa-
tions, it cannot set the threshold so
high that it rejects allegations that
are not conclusively supported when
first made. A balance must be struck
between not requiring factual evi-
dence for allegations and requiring
the accuser to present an airtight case
at the onset. The procedures adopted
should recognize that the accused is
presumed innocent until misconduct
is established, but that innocence
must be subject to examination. The
process of investigating to exonerate
the innocent can be unpleasant, but
there is no substitute for doing it; the
presumption of innocence cannot
stand as a substitute for confirmation
of the relevant facts. In the rare case
where no facts are available either fo
substantiate or to refute the allega-
tions, the accused remains presump-
tively innocent.

The right participants, properly de-
ployed. The caliber of an institution’s
responses; to allegations is a measure
of the integrity of the institution: it
will be judged by others and affect the
institution’s reputation. The institu-
tion’s integrity deserves the attention
of the institution’s best researchers
and staff. For a misconduct review to
work well, the participants must be of
unquestioned personal integrity, pro-
fessional competence, and objectivity
(as to both the individuals and the
subject matter of the investigation).
The service they provide to the insti-
tution, and to the scientific commu-
nity, must be recognized and ap-
preciated, as it can be stressful,
difficult, and time-consuming, and is
inherently thankless.

Careful thought should be given to
the allocation of tasks. Appropriate
staff sur.port should be provided for
all logistical and routine functions. In
addition, participants must have ac-

cess to appropriate experts in investi-
gation, interview techniques, collec-
tion and protection of evidence, and
other specialized tasks that arise in
the course of investigations. What-
ever support is provided, however, the
substantive judgments must be made
by qualified researchers of the first
rank. Because questions of miscon-
duct go to the heart of the scientific
process —the truth or falsehood of
knowledge —their resolution should
not be delegated to others (e.g., law-
yers, staff with specialized expertise,
etc.), however necessary those indi-
viduals may be to the process.

Finally, the process for accepting
and reviewing investigation reports
should be thoughtfully constructed.
When an investigation panel loses its
bearings, as sometimes happens,
there must be a mechanism for reor-
ienting it.

Control of bias and conflicts of inter-
est. Although many resist the notion
that their objectivity may at times
take a back seat to personal feelings,
it is a fact that investigating one’s
“own” is fraught with the potential
for bias. This bias involves both per-
sonal conflicts of interest (because
the parties to the dispute are person-
ally known to those evaluating the al-
legations) and institutional conflicts
(if the allegations are true, the insti-
tution’s reputation and coffers many
suffer). Reviewers may identify with
other well-established researchers
and display a natural inclination to
disregard a young whistle-blower’s
charge against someone with whom
they might identify. Such bias must
be guarded against.

The most effective way to deal with
conflicts of interest is to acknowledge
them forthrightly and then design
mechanisms to prevent bias. One of
the truisms of dealing with conflicts
of interest is that appearances often
matter as much as, if not more than,
actual conflicts. Apply the “red face”
or “front-page” tests: if information
about the allegations and the institu-
tional response to it appeared on the
front page of a national or local news-
paper, how would you feel about each
aspect of the arrangement of the re-
view? Would it make your face red, or
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could you read it with serenity?

Participation in the misconduct
investigation process by the institu-
tion’s top faculty members and
researchers is one of the best safe-
guards against institutional conflicts
of interest —if they have been appro-
priately screened. The best re-
searchers are usually independent of
institutional pressures because their
funding is generally external, their
reputations are national or interna-
tional, and they have many career op-
tions. Given the decentralized struc-
ture of most institutions, an outcome
that might require the rebate of funds
to a research sponsor would have lit-
tle or no effect on the investigator’s
own program. A conflict may arise
from the desire to protect the institu-
tion’s reputation, but whether or not
this desire causes bias in a given case,
outsiders are almost uniformly skep-
tical of findings made by insiders.

- One further effective counterbal-
ance, therefore, is the inclusion on
the investigation panel of one or more
participants from outside the institu-
tion. Their participation can add ob-
jectivity and provide additional safe-
guards against institutional conflicts.
This step is especially valuable in a
formal investigation, after an inquiry
or allegation assessment has found
evidence of misconduct that requires
further review and analysis. (This
step is usually overkill at earlier
stages, although occasionally useful
when the nature of the allegations is
extremely serious.) An institution
that is serious about the credibility of
its internal misconduct reviews
should give strong consideration to
the use of external experts on a re-
view panel.

Scientific misconduct issues are not
likely to slip into the background any-
time soon. Increased demands for ac-
countability and a heightened public
interest in ethical issues portend in-
creasing pressures on institutions to
monitor the ethical practices of their
members. An institution that is com-
mitted to the integrity of the research
conducted within it and has built ef-
fective, credible structures for pre-
venting and resolving ethical issues
will be well equipped to cope with
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these external pressures. Ultimately,
however, institutional structures ac-
complish far more than preserving
institutional autonomy: they protect
the principle of scholarly and scien-
tific inquiry that is at the core of the
institution’s mission.

The author gratefully acknowledges the edito-
rial contributions of Michael Owen of the Of-
fice of the Vice Chancellor for Research, Uni-
versity of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, and
Alison Galbraith of the Institute for Health
Policy Studies, University of California, San
Francisco.

Notes

1. The developers of many case studies will
share them upon request and can provide
helpful advice on using them successfully.
Some examples of case studies are those de-
veloped by Indiana University Poynter
Center, Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy, Illinois Institute of Technology, Uni-
versity of Pittsburgh, and University of Illi-
nois at Urbana~Champaign, each available
on request from the institution. Relevant
case studies can also be found in: Editorial
Policy Committee, Council of Biology Edi-
tors, Ethics and Policy in Scientific Publica-
tion (Bethesda, Maryland: Council of Biol-
ogy Editors, 1990).

2. Examples include Panel on Scientific Re-
sponsibility and the Conduct of Research,
Responsible Science Ensuring the Integrity of
the Research Process, 2 vols., National Acad-
emy of Sciences, National Academy of
Engineering, and Institute of Medicine,
(Washington, D.C.: National Academy
Press, 1992 and 1993); American Educa-
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tional Research Association, Ethical Stan-
dards of the American Educational Research
Association; American Historical Associa-
tion, Statement on Standards of Professional
Conduct; American Physical Society, Guide-
lines for Professional Conduct; American
Psychological Association, Ethical Princi-
ples of Psychologists and Code of Conduct;
American Society of Civil Engineers, By
Laws and Code of Ethics; The American
University, Code of Conduct; Association of
American Medical Colleges, The Mainte-
nance of High Ethical Standards in the Con-
duct of Research; Boston University, College
of Liberal Arts Academic Conduct Code; Uni-
versity of California, Los Angeles, Integrity
in Research; University of California, San
Diego, Policy on Integrity of Research; Uni-
versity of California, Santa Cruz, UCSC Ac-
ademic Dishonesty Policy; Cornell Univer-
sity, The Code of Academic Integrity and
Acknowledging the Work of Others; Dart-
mouth College, Student Handbook, “The Ac-
ademic Honor Principle”; Drexel University,
University Policy on Research Integrity; East
Carolina University, Policy and Procedures
on Ethics in Research and Creative Activi-
ties; Harvard University Faculty of Medi-
cine, Guidelines for Investigators in Scien-
tific Research; The Johns Hopkins School of
Medicine, Rules and Guidelines for Responsi-
ble Conduct of Research; The Johns Hopkins
University, Undergraduate Academic Man-
ual; Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
Education in Research Ethics; University of
Michigan, Report of the Medical School
Committee to Develop Guidelines for the Re-
sponstble Conduct of Research; Modern Lan-
guage Association of America, Statement of
Professional Ethics; Montefiore Medical
Center, Policy to Prevent and Investigate
Misconduct in Scientific Research; National
Institutes of Health, Guidelines for the Con-
duct of Research; Northwestern University,
Policy on Integrity in Research and Proce-

dures for Reviewing Alleged Misconduct;
Northwestern University, Guidelines for In-
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