


2 (6) 
 

denies all responsibility for the breaches of good research practice that have taken place. In 
his opinion, he had relied on  and it is unreasonable to expect him to check her 
work in detail at the level that would have been required to discover the errors. He 
considers that the other co-authors are completely free from liability for the errors in the 
article since they had worked on other, separate parts of the article. 
 

 confirms that it was she who initially produced the western blot figures for the 
article. She is sorry about the errors that arose in the experiments and results that she was 
responsible for. She cites heavy pressure in her private life and the fact that the corona 
pandemic had affected her working life as reasons why the mistakes were made. She says  
that  had been deeply involved in her work throughout, and that she believed 
he should have raised any problems with the experiments with her, and that she would in 
that case have corrected them in time. She also states that all the authors had had access to 
the western blot results in the course of the work, but no one pointed out anything dubious. 
She wants to emphasise that the results from the western blot measurements had been 
confirmed by other experiments carried out for the article, and that the overall conclusions 
drawn in the article still apply, despite the errors in the western blot figures. 
 

 states that he was not involved in the western blot experiments at all. 
 

 explains that she joined the project after the article had been 
sent in to the journal and was being reviewed. She helped with certain aspects that the 
reviewers had asked to be clarified, and she assumed that the other material reported in the 
article was correct. Her contribution was independent from the western blot experiments. 
 

 confirms that the article contains errors in the figures. He sees no reason to 
suspect that the errors arose through intentional manipulation of the images. He thinks he 
joined the research group after the western blot experiments had been concluded, and that 
his responsibility relates to other parts of the article. 
 

 and  have submitted a joint statement. They confirm that there 
are errors in the western blot figures, but think they would not have been able to detect 
these errors previously, because they did not have access to raw data. Their contribution to 
the article relates to parts other than those involving western blots. 
 

 and  have submitted a joint statement. They assert that 
their contributions were entirely independent from the western blot experiments. They also 
state that in order to detect errors in the western blot results, one has to have access to raw 
data. They think raw data were sent to the journal after the co-authors’ final review of the 
manuscript, and that they therefore did not have the opportunity to discover the errors 
while work on the article was under way. 
 

 explains that she is a physicist, was responsible for other parts of the work 
than the western blot experiments, and lacks the expertise required to detect errors in them. 
  

 claims that both he and  were responsible for 
parts of the article other than the western blot experiments. He too thinks that it would 
have been difficult to detect the errors in the western blot figures without access to raw 
date, which they did not have while work on the article was in progress. 
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on it refers to the fact that they are described in codes (codices) and guidelines on research 
ethics, such as The European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity.2,3 They are also 
explained in the Swedish Research Council’s publication Good Research Practice.4 
According to the preparatory legislative work, “fabrication” is often described as inventing 
results and documenting them as if they were genuine. “Falsification” refers to 
manipulation of research material, equipment or processes, or alteration, omission or 
suppression of data or results without justification. Finally, the description of plagiarism is 
a researcher’s use of other people’s texts, ideas or work without due acknowledgement of 
the original source.5

 

 
It is evident from the documents in the case that a high proportion of results from the 
western blot analyses that are reported in the article contain errors. In several cases, the 
figures do not show results from the western blot analyses they are said to represent, and in 
some cases, data have been selected to give the impression of a better result, rather than to 
report what is representative of the measurements. According to the expert, the errors are a 
mixture of fabrication and falsification. 
 
The Board’s assessment is that there has been falsification and fabrication of the western 
blot results reported in the article. 
 
Serious breach 
Only serious breaches of good research practice constitute research misconduct and fall 
within the scope of investigation by the Board. Other breaches are, instead, dealt with by 
the entities responsible for the research (the higher education institutions), pursuant to 
Chapter 1, Section 17 of the Swedish Higher Education Ordinance (1993:100). It is stated 
in the preparatory legislative work on the Act that fabrication and falsification are always, 
in principle, severe breaches of good research practice. In certain cases, for example 
concerning a minor infraction on a single occasion, plagiarism should not be considered a 
serious breach of good research practice.6 

 
Since fabrication or falsification are always serious breaches, in principle, the Board’s 
conclusion is that the errors in the western blot results reported in the article represent a 
serious breach of good research practice. 
 
Intent or gross negligence 
Under Section 2 of the Act, the serious breach of good research practice must have been 
committed with intent or through gross negligence to be considered research misconduct. 
“Intent” means, according to the preparatory legislative work on the Act, that the 
researcher understands what (s)he has done, while “negligence” means that the researcher 
should have understood this in any case. “Gross negligence” requires the conduct to stand 
out as particularly serious or reprehensible. Oversights, carelessness or misunderstanding 
should not, as a rule, be regarded as gross negligence according to the preparatory 

 
2 The European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity, revised edition. Berlin: All European Academies (ALLEA); 
2018, section 3.1. 
3 Swedish Government Bill 2018/19:58, pp. 45, 100. 
4 Good Research Practice. Stockholm: Swedish Research Council 2017, Chapter 8. 
5 Swedish Government Bill 2018/19:58, pp. 45, 100. 
6 Swedish Government Bill 2018/19:58, p. 100. 
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How to appeal 
A decision pursuant to an investigation of research misconduct may be appealed to a 
general administrative court. An appeal must be writing and must reach the Board for 
Assessment of Research Misconduct (NPOF) not later than three (3) weeks after you have 
been notified of the decision. If the appeal is received by NPOF within the prescribed 
period, the matter is referred to the Administrative Court in Uppsala. 
 
The appeal should preferably be sent by post or email. 
 
Email 
registrator@oredlighetsprovning.se 
  
Postal address 
National Board for Assessment of Research Misconduct  
Box 2110  
SE–750 02 Uppsala 
Sweden 
 




