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Danish code of conduct



Example of “responsibilities”
• Researchers demonstrate respect for research participants, animals used in research and the environment

• Conduct research safely

• Make and keep complete, clear, accurate records of all research

• Share findings and data openly and promptly, as soon as they have established priority and ownership 
claims.

• Publish and communicate research honestly and accurately

• Employ appropriate methods and use a high level of rigour and objectivity in research activities

• Appropriately cite and, where applicable, obtain permission for the use of all published and unpublished 
work

• Acknowledge in research outputs all contributors and contributions to the research described in the 
research output

• Be listed as an author of a research output only when they have made a significant intellectual or scholarly 
contribution that they are willing to be accountable for and agree to be listed as an author.

• Give fair, prompt and rigorous evaluations, and respect confidentiality when participating in peer review.

• Disclose financial and other conflicts of interest that could compromise the trustworthiness of their work

• …



Example of “breaches”

• Breaches of research integrity occurs when there is a deviation from accepted 
practice

• Breaches of research integrity, where there is a serious deviation from accepted 
practice that is intentional, reckless, or negligent, are also described as research 
misconduct



The challenge

• “Thinking” and guidelines on RI and RCR derives from STEM-fields

• The social sciences are not a uniform entity

• Widely different meta-theoretical positions which are often in conflict with 
each other

• Hence, widely different knowledge production models, 

• Different methodological perceptions, relevance and quality criteria

• “Employ appropriate methods and use a high level of 
rigour and objectivity in research activities”

• “… deviation from accepted practice”
Positivistic food for thought!



Some cases

• Current survey case from SDU, seemingly a violation of “guaranteed” anonymity

• If so, the case seems straightforward

• Bjørn Lomborg’s and Helmuth Nyborg’s cases at UVVU are not so straightforward

• Political/ideological

• Some of the breeches seem to be very common albeit going under the radar

• The recent case of Brian Wansink is exemplary as he is probably the first to fired 
from his prestigious university position due to seemingly prolonged and 
systematic use of questionable research practices (QRPs)  



A major challenge for certain empirical knowledge production models 
in the social sciences and beyond: QRPs related to the use of 

significance tests and theory testing more gennerally
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Weak-theory testing

Rosvall, M., & Bergstrom, C. T. (2008). Maps of random walks on complex networks 

reveal community structure. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 105(4), 

1118-1123.

https://osf.io/8mpji/files/



Research integrity in the social sciences

• Broader issues, touching on 
ethics, seem to have more 
general consensus

• Starting with authorship and 
collaboration, things get more 
complicated

• Coming to methodological 
practices things get more than 
complicated, sometimes 
opposite



Thank you for your attention


