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Statutes for Safeguarding Good Research Practice and Dealing with Research Misconduct at Berlin 
University of the Arts – Universität der Künste Berlin (GwPS) 

Please note: This is a translation of the „Satzung zur Sicherung guter wissenschaftlicher Praxis und zum Umgang 
mit wissenschaftlichem Fehlverhalten an der Universität der Künste Berlin (GwPS) of 9 August 2023 (UdK-
Anzeiger 8/2023). The original document is in German and this translation is provided for information purposes 
only. In the event of any dispute over the content of this document or any other matter relating to it, only the 
German version shall be valid and legally binding. 
 

Based on Section 61 (2) No. 7 of the Berlin Higher Education Act (Berliner Hochschulgesetz, BerlHG) of 26 July 
2011 (GVBl. p. 378), last amended on 23 March 2023 (GVBl. p. 121), the Academic Senate of Berlin University of 
the Arts – Universität der Künste (UdK) Berlin issued the following Statutes on 9 August 2023:  

Preamble  

Scientific quality is inextricably linked to the observance of good research practice, which is both an ethical norm 
and the foundation of the various disciplines. The following Statutes regulate the guidelines of good research 
practice, the ombudsperson structure and the handling of research misconduct at the Berlin University of the Arts. 
The guidelines are based on the “Guidelines for Safeguarding Good Research Practice” issued by the Deutsche 
Forschungsgemeinschaft (German Research Foundation, DFG) on 3 July 2019. Please refer to the “Rules of 
Procedure for Dealing with Scientific Misconduct (VerfOwF)” in the version dated 2 July 2019 for information on 
how to deal with suspected cases and cases of research misconduct. Some of the wording in this document was 
adopted directly from the documents mentioned above, while in other cases analogous adoptions were made.  

Part 1: Guidelines for safeguarding good research practice and general information 

§ 1 Scope of application and general principles of research practice 

 (1) The Statutes apply to all members of the UdK Berlin in accordance with the Berlin Higher Education Act, to all 
academically active recipients of scholarships and to emeritus professors (hereinafter uniformly referred to as 
“members”). The members of the UdK Berlin are obliged: 

1. to observe the general principles of research practice (“lege artis”), 
2. to comply with and advocate the fundamental standards and values of research practice in their 

conduct, 
3. to apply scientifically sound and comprehensible methods, 
4. to take into account and to acknowledge the current state of research and to carry out extensive 

research on existing findings, 
5. to determine whether gender identity and diversity are relevant with regard to the objectives, research 

question, methods and work steps of a research project and, if necessary, to consider these aspects 
adequately, 

6. to engage proactively and critically with the ethical aspects of research projects and to take into account 
the relevant scientific societies’ codes of ethics as well as to obtain any necessary ethics votes and 
approvals while thoroughly assessing the consequences of research, 

7. to document all relevant information and scientific baseline data (research data, materials, the 
methodological, evaluation and analysis steps as well as, if necessary, the development of the 
hypotheses) and the research results obtained from them in a comprehensible manner as well as to 
principally also document individual results that do not support the research hypothesis, 
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8. to explain the limitations and reasons if the documentation of research results does not fulfil the 
relevant (subject-specific) requirements in a comprehensible manner, 

9. to identify the origin of data, materials and software used in the research process, citing the original 
sources, to document subsequent use and, if publicly accessible software is used, to document this 
persistently and in a citable manner, providing the source code, insofar as this is possible and 
reasonable (cross-phase quality assurance mechanisms), in order to allow reviews and evaluations the 
result, 

10. to describe the type and scope of the research data generated in the respective research process, 
11. to consistently question all results and to be open to scientific discussion, 
12. to correct discrepancies or errors in publicly accessible findings if subsequently becoming aware of them, 
13. to observe the legal framework (resulting from legal requirements, contracts with third parties, 

agreements on rights of use, etc.), 
14. to maintain strict honesty with regard to the contributions of cooperating partners, employees and 

competitors and to respect the individual disciplines’ specifics, 
15. to maintain strict confidentiality in reviews and scientific advisory and decision-making bodies and to 

disclose all facts that could give rise to concerns of bias as well as not to pass on any content to which 
access is gained within the scope of the function to third parties and not to use it for their own 
purposes.  

(2) The awarding of academic degrees, promotions, recruitment, appointments and the allocation of resources is 
to be determined in such a way that originality and quality take precedence over quantity as a standard of 
assessment at all times. 

§ 2 Supervision of early career researchers, cooperation in research projects and institutional 
framework conditions 

(1) The University pledges not only to structurally ensure the framework conditions for teaching and research 
where science is practised at the University of the Arts in such a way that they can be carried out in 
accordance with the standards and values of good research practice, but also to assume responsibility for 
communicating these basic principles to students and academic staff at the earliest possible stage. 

(2) Special attention is paid to the training and development of early career researchers. Experienced and 
early career researchers support each other in a process of continuous mutual learning and ongoing 
training, maintain a regular dialogue and make use of the training programmes provided. 

(3) This includes, in particular, appropriate academic supervision of advanced students, doctoral candidates, 
postdoctoral researchers and other persons involved in research. All responsible parties involved are 
obliged to ensure that the tasks of management, supervision, conflict management and quality assurance 
are clearly assigned and that they are effectively carried out through the appropriate organisation of their 
work units, research group or research project. For this purpose, a supervision agreement is concluded 
between doctoral candidates and supervisors in which both parties’ tasks and agreements are 
transparently specified.  

(4) Clear tasks are defined for all those involved in a joint research project (researchers and supporting staff) 
and a regular exchange of information takes place, especially if framework conditions change. The 
responsibility for this lies with the head of the work unit or research project. Responsibility for the 
management of an academic unit or research project includes, in particular, the obligation to provide 
individual support for young academics that is embedded in Berlin University of the Arts’ overall concept, 
to promote the careers of academic and research support staff and to communicate the principles of 
scientific integrity. Abuse of power and the exploitation of relationships of dependency are counteracted 
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by suitable organisational measures both at the level of the individual work units and at the level of 
university management. 

(5) Where possible and reasonable, researchers enter into documented agreements on the rights of use of 
data and results arising from the research project at the earliest possible stage. Particularly the researchers 
who collected the data are entitled to use the data and results. 

(6) The framework conditions include clear procedures and principles, set out in writing, for staff selection 
and development, that take gender equality and diversity into account. 

(7) To assess the performance of researchers, a multidimensional approach is called for: In addition to 
academic achievements, other aspects may be taken into consideration. These include, for example, 
personal, family or health-related periods of absence or resulting extended training or qualification 
periods, alternative career paths or comparable circumstances. 

§ 3 Principles of scientific writing 

(1) Originality and independence 
Originality and independence are principally the most important quality criteria of any scientific work. The 
quality of a scientific paper is measured by the verifiability and comprehensibility of premises, research 
steps and conclusions in the production of new knowledge. This includes the authors’ ability to develop 
and justify their own findings in relation to the lines of thought and content of the scientific work of others. 
Furthermore, it is assessed – especially in the empirical sciences – with regard to an independent research 
design, the theoretical foundations, the formulation of hypotheses, the experimental design, the critical 
analysis and evaluation of the data and the ability to integrate the obtained results in the scientific context 
in a differentiated manner. 

(2) Research design  
Researchers comprehensively consider and acknowledge the current state of research when planning a 
project. This generally requires careful examination of existing research in the public domain. The 
University ensures that the necessary basic framework for this is in place. Methods to avoid (unconscious) 
distortions in the interpretation of findings are used by scientists and researchers where possible and 
reasonable. 

(3) Research and citation  
Scientific work always requires accurate and diligent research and citation or referencing. If third-party 
intellectual property was adopted, this must be consistently and unambiguously clear to readers at all 
times. Verbatim and intellectual borrowings must be clearly recognisable. At the same time, the reuse of 
contents from the authors’ own publications must be reduced to the extent necessary for understanding. 
Unreasonably small-scale publications should be avoided. 

(4) Influences  
Any (external) factors which, from the point of view of an objective third party, are likely to raise doubts 
as to whether a completely independent scientific judgement was reached, should always be disclosed in 
scientific works. It also seems sensible to disclose any funding of a work through grants, third-party funds 
or economic benefits. 

(5) Attribution of statements  
One of the basic rules of research practice is that authors must be careful not to attribute statements to 
quoted authors that these did not make, or did not make in the form reproduced.  

(6)  Translations  
If authors translate foreign-language sources themselves, they must indicate this by citing the original 
source. Particularly in the case of an “analogous translation”, care must be taken to ensure that no text 
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is attributed to the translated authors that they did not express with this content. When relying on 
translations by third parties, this must be indicated clearly. 

(7) Subject-specific general knowledge  
A discipline’s traditional common knowledge does not require verification through citations or references. 
The question of what is regarded general knowledge is to be assessed from the perspective of the 
discipline concerned. In case of doubt, a decision must be made by the institution certifying the desired 
qualification.  

(8) Double responsibility  
The responsibility for adhering to the basic rules of scientific work lies first and foremost with the author 
of a scientific (qualification) paper. However, the supervisors or examiners also carry responsibility. It is 
the supervisors’ task to inform the persons to be examined of the basic rules of research practice before 
the work begins and, if necessary, to explain these. It is also the supervisors’ and examiners’ task to 
consistently investigate any doubts regarding compliance with the basic rules of research practice in a 
qualification thesis. Where permitted by general examination regulations and policies, the supervisor’s 
role can be (partially) delegated. The ultimate responsibility of the examiners, on the other hand, is a 
highly personal responsibility that can never be delegated. However, examiners can seek advice on 
specialised questions in order to competently assess subfields of scientific works (e.g. in the case of 
interdisciplinary projects). 
 

§ 4 Scientific publications 

(1) Researchers decide autonomously whether, how and where to make their results publicly available. Public 
access is to be granted fully and transparently.  

(2)  In the interest of transparency and to enable research to be referred to and reused by others, researchers 
make the research data and principal materials on which a publication is based available whenever 
possible in recognised archives and repositories in accordance with the FAIR principles (“Findable, 
Accessible, Interoperable, Re-Usable”).  

(3) An author is an individual who has made a genuine, identifiable contribution to the content of a research 
publication of text, data or software. An identifiable, genuine contribution is deemed as such particularly 
in instances in which a researcher has contributed in a scientifically relevant manner to 

- outlining and developing the specific research activities described and evaluated in the 
publication (not: mere application for or acquisition of funds for higher-level framework projects, 
institutional units or equipment, mere management or supervisor positions in the respective 
research institution or the like); 

- the independent collection and processing of data, development of sources or programming of 
software (not: mere execution of routine technical tasks, mere implementation of predefined 
survey formats or the like); 

- the independent analysis, evaluation or interpretation of data, sources or results (not: mere listing 
of data, mere compilation of sources or the like); 

- the development of conceptual approaches or argumentative structures (not: mere advice on 
other people’s drafts, the contribution of merely unspecific suggestions or the like); 

- drafting the manuscript (not: mere editorial amendments, mere linguistic corrections or the like). 
 

In the case of joint publications, the respective author’s contribution must be made clear to the readership. 
This excludes the possibility of authorship without having made a significant contribution to a scientific 
work. Authors of scientific publications are always jointly responsible for their content. The decision as to 
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the order in which authors are named is made in good time, i.e. principally no later than when the 
manuscript is drafted, in accordance with reasonable criteria and in due consideration of the practices 
within the respective subject areas. All authors agree on the final version of the work to be published. 
Required consent to the publication of results may not be refused without just cause. Refusal to consent 
must be justified with verifiable criticism of data, methods or results. If a contribution is not sufficient to 
justify authorship, the individual’s support may be properly acknowledged in footnotes, a foreword or an 
acknowledgement. Honorary authorship, or authorship due to a leadership or supervisory position without 
a substantial contribution to the publication, are in principle regarded research misconduct.  

(4) The scientific quality of a contribution does not depend on the medium it is published in. In addition to 
publication in books and journals, academic repositories, data and software repositories and blogs may 
also be considered. As authors, researchers select the publication medium carefully, with due regard for 
its quality and visibility in the relevant field of discourse as well as its compliance with the guidelines for 
good research practice; as editors they carefully select the publication outlets for which they will assume 
this task.  

§ 5 Backup and storage of research data 

Researchers document all information relevant to the production of a research result as clearly as is required by 
and is appropriate for the relevant subject field to allow the result to be reviewed and assessed as well as to enable 
replication. Publicly accessible research data and results as well as the underlying central materials and, if 
applicable, the research software are to be stored on durable and secure media in the research institution where 
the data was produced, according to the standards of the relevant subject fields, for a period of ten years. The 
retention period commences on the date public access is established. Characteristics that can help re-establish 
personal data must be stored separately; they must be deleted as soon as the purpose of the research permits it 
(Section 17 para. 2 Berlin Data Protection Act, BlnDSG). The further storage and use of these characteristics for the 
purpose of scientific self-monitoring is permitted for ten years if they are handed over to an independent body (so-
called data trustee) for safekeeping. The documents to be retained also include specimens or the work pieces on 
which the research data was obtained. If it is not possible to store the results in “physical form”, they must be 
retained in another suitable form. Objects, documents or data allowing for the conclusiveness of the scientific 
results to be recognised and understood by independent persons (reviewers) must be retained. If there are 
comprehensible reasons for not retaining certain data, they are to be explained by the scientists. In justified cases, 
shortened retention periods may be appropriate; the reasons are to be explained comprehensibly. When processing 
personal data for scientific or historical research purposes or for statistical purposes, Section 17 of the Berlin Data 
Protection Act must be observed. 

§ 6 Research misconduct 

Research misconduct occurs when false statements are made intentionally or through gross negligence, the 
intellectual property rights of others are violated or the research activities of third parties are intentionally impeded 
in any other way. The circumstances of each case shall be considered on an individual basis. Research misconduct 
includes in particular: 

 (1) Misrepresentation, including  

a) fabrication of data and/or research results; 
b) falsification of data and/or research results, in particular by suppressing and/or omitting data or results 

obtained in the research process without disclosure; or by manipulating representations or depictions;  
c) the incongruent presentation of an image and the corresponding assertion; 
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d) inaccurate information in a grant proposal or as part of a mandatory report (including false statements 
regarding the publication outlet and concerning publications in press), insofar as these are science-related; 

e) claiming another person’s authorship or co-authorship without their consent. 

(2) Violation of intellectual property, including 

a) unmarked usage of third-party content without indicating the source as required (plagiarism);  
b) unauthorized use of research approaches and ideas, especially as reviewers (theft of ideas); 
c) unauthorized disclosure of scientific data, theories and findings to third parties; 
d) claiming or accepting scientific authorship or co-authorship, in particular if no genuine, identifiable 

contribution was made to the scientific content of the publication; 
e) by falsifying content;  
f) unauthorized publication and unauthorized enabling of third-party access where the work, findings, 

hypothesis, teaching, or research approach has not yet been published. 

(3) Interference with research activities of others, including 

a) sabotaging research projects e.g. damaging, destroying or manipulating experiments, equipment, 
documents, hardware, software, chemicals or other items needed by another scientist to conduct 
research; 

b) falsifying or the unauthorized removal of research data or research documents; 
c) falsifying or the unauthorized removal of research data documentation.  

 
(4) Shared responsibility for misconduct 

 
Shared responsibility for misconduct also arises – in the case of intent or gross negligence – from wilful 
participation (in the sense of instigation and aiding and abetting) in the misconduct of others, co-
authorship of publications containing falsifications, neglect of duties of care within the scope of Section2. 

§ 7 Local ombudsperson structure 

(1) The UdK Berlin provides for two independent contact persons from the circle of full-time academic 
professors from two different faculties, to whom all members of the University can turn in questions of 
good research practice and in questions of suspected research misconduct. The UdK Berlin ensures that 
the ombudspersons are known within the institution. In the event of bias according to the guidelines for 
appointment procedures applicable at the UdK Berlin or if an ombudsperson is unable to perform their 
duties, the matter is referred to the other ombudsperson or to the Standing Committee.  

(2) The Academic Senate appoints two ombudspersons on the recommendation Research Advisory Board of 
the UdK Berlin for a period of three years. A one-time reappointment is permissible. They report to the 
Senate once during their term of office. Ombudspersons may not serve as members of a central governing 
body of their institution while serving in this role (e.g. the Presidential Board, the Research Advisory Board, 
the Extended Academic Senate). The two ombudspersons operate independently of each other. They are, 
however, required to work together in a spirit of trust. In the event of bias, a referral is made to the other 
ombudsperson or to the Standing Committee. 

(3) The ombudspersons advise, with due regard to confidentiality, as neutral and qualified contact persons in 
questions of good research practice and in cases of suspected research misconduct on behalf of members 
of the UdK Berlin, and, where possible, contribute to solution-oriented conflict mediation. Alternatively, 
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members and affiliates of the university have the option of contacting the supra-regional “Ombuds 
Committee for Research Integrity in Germany”.  

(4) Ombudspersons receive the support and acceptance they need to carry out their duties from the university 
management. In order to increase the functionality of the ombudsperson system, measures should be 
taken to relieve the workload of acting ombudspersons and deputies in other ways. 

§ 8 Standing Committee and Investigating Committee 

(1) The Academic Senate appoints a Standing Committee for the Investigation of Research Misconduct at the 
suggestion of the Presidential Board member responsible for science and research. It consists of the chairs 
of the Doctoral Committees and their substitutes. They elect a chairperson and a deputy from among their 
number. In the event of bias, the members substitute for one another. 

(2) The committee takes action at the request of the ombudspersons or on its own initiative. It carries out the 
preliminary investigation of allegations of research misconduct by members and former members of the 
UdK Berlin and, if necessary, initiates the “formal investigation” as part of the research misconduct 
proceedings. 

(3) An Investigating Committee is formed for every formal investigation, consisting of three full-time scientific 
professors working at the UdK Berlin and two external scientific professors, who elect a chair from among 
their number. A substitute is appointed for each member. The Presidential Board member responsible for 
science and research participates in the Investigating Committee’s meetings in an advisory capacity. The 
Standing Committee proposes the members of this committee to the Academic Senate. Criteria for the 
selection of the Investigating Committee’s members are neutrality (exclusion of bias) as well as subject-
specific expertise or expertise in relevant research misconduct proceedings. At the end of its investigation, 
the Investigating Committee submits a written report with a recommendation for action to the Presidential 
Board. 

(4) The ombudspersons may attend the meetings of the Standing Committee and the Investigating Committee 
in an advisory capacity. Additionally, the committees may include up to two further members (external 
specialised experts or lawyers) in an advisory capacity if this appears appropriate due to the circumstances 
or the gravity of the proceedings. 

Part II: Procedure in case of research misconduct 

§ 9 Ombuds procedure 

(1) Any suspicion of research misconduct must be reported to the ombudspersons. The complainant must 
have objective evidence that standards of good research practice may have been violated. Deliberately 
false or wilful allegations may themselves constitute research misconduct. The ombudspersons investigate 
the suspicion and determine whether it can be resolved. In case of a substantiated suspicion of research 
misconduct in the Bachelor’s and Master’s degree programmes, the guidelines of the respective exam 
regulations apply. Otherwise, the ombudspersons shall pass the substantiated allegation on to the 
Standing Committee. 

(2) The responsible bodies – the ombudspersons, the Standing Committee and the Investigating Committee 
– take appropriate measures to protect both the complainant and the person subject to the allegations 
(respondent) in research misconduct proceedings. Any investigation of allegations of research misconduct 
is expressly conducted in compliance with confidentiality and the basic principle of the presumption of 
innocence.  

§ 10 Preliminary investigation by the Standing Committee 
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(1) The preliminary investigation serves to establish a factual basis for assessing the suspicion raised. Its aim 
is to precisely determine what has occurred while maintaining confidentiality of information about the 
respondent and the complainant. The respondents are informed about the incriminating facts or evidence 
and given the opportunity to comment. The time limit for this is generally four weeks.  

(2) Disclosures in which the complainants do not reveal their identities (anonymous disclosures) are 
investigated if the complainant provides solid and sufficiently concrete facts, allowing for a preliminary 
investigation with reasonable effort. 

(3) If the complainant’s identity is known, the investigating body will keep the complainant’s name 
confidential and will not share it with third parties without the complainant’s consent. Consent shall be 
given in written. Data may be disclosed without consent if there is a corresponding legal obligation. The 
complainant’s name may also be disclosed by way of exception if the respondents cannot otherwise 
appropriately defend themselves because the case concerns the complainant’s identity. The investigating 
body will inform the complainant that their name is to be disclosed; the complainant can then decide 
whether to withdraw the allegation due to the impending disclosure. In case of withdrawal, their name 
will not be disclosed unless there is a legal obligation. The investigation procedure may nevertheless be 
continued if a weighing of interests indicates the necessity in the interest of scientific integrity in Germany 
or in the University’s legitimate interest. The confidentiality of the process is limited if the complainants 
make their suspicion public. The investigating body will decide on a case-by-case basis how to deal with 
the breach of confidentiality on the part of the complainant.  

(4) After receiving the statements of the parties concerned or after the time limit has expired, generally within 
a period of four weeks, the members of the Standing Committee decide whether the preliminary 
investigation shall be discontinued (e.g. because the suspicion was not substantiated or the allegation of 
misconduct was fully resolved) or whether the matter is to be referred for a formal investigation procedure 
for further investigation or for reaching a final decision. The ombudspersons and all parties involved shall 
be informed of this and of the reasons for the decision.  

(5) The decision to discontinue the preliminary investigation procedure shall be notified first to the 
complainants. If the complainants do not agree with the termination of the preliminary investigation 
procedure, they may submit their objections in written within four weeks to the Standing Committee, 
which must then deliberate further and form a decision. If no agreement is reached with the complainants, 
the matter shall be submitted to the chair of the Standing Committee for a decision. 

(6) The disclosure should not disadvantage the research or professional career prospects of the complainant 
or the respondent. This applies to the respondent until such time as research misconduct has been formally 
proven and established. In the case of early career researchers, the disclosure should not lead to delays in 
the qualification phase, if possible. No disadvantage should arise to the writing of final dissertations or 
doctoral theses; the same applies to working conditions and possible contract extensions. 

§ 11 The Investigating Committee’s formal investigation  

(1) The second phase, the formal investigation conducted by the Investigating Committee, includes additional 
necessary investigations, in particular the taking of evidence, the formal determination of whether or not 
research misconduct has occurred and finally measures to be taken in case of a confirmed suspicion. The 
committee shall consider in a free evaluation of evidence whether research misconduct has been proven 
sufficiently. All persons involved in the proceedings or informed about them shall maintain confidentially 
on the information provided. 

(2) The committee’s investigation shall take the form of non-public oral proceedings. The respondents shall 
be given the opportunity to make a statement in an appropriate manner. They shall be heard orally upon 
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request and may engage a trusted person as counsel in the hearing. This also applies to others to be heard 
in the case. 

(3) Upon completion of the formal investigation, the committee shall issue a statement as to whether research 
misconduct has occurred. If the committee finds that misconduct has been proven sufficiently and 
measures are necessary, it shall submit the results of its investigation in writing to the UdK Berlin’s 
Presidential Board for further action, alongside a recommendation for action or consequences in 
accordance with § 12. The Presidential Board shall review the committee’s recommendations and refer 
the matter to the relevant University bodies (in particular the Doctoral Committees) or institutions. If the 
committee deems that misconduct has not been proven, the proceedings shall be discontinued. The 
procedure reaches its limits where legal regulations apply. 

(4) The faculties’ Doctoral Committees shall – as a rule – only meet after the committee’s formal investigation 
procedure has been completed. They shall appoint a Doctoral Commission in accordance with the currently 
valid doctoral degree regulations, which shall submit a proposal to the Presidential Board on how to 
proceed with regard to the doctoral degree in question. Doctoral Committees and Doctoral Commissions 
may involve the committee or individual members appointed by it in an advisory capacity in the decision-
making process. The Presidential Board then decides whether to revoke the doctoral degree and works to 
ensure that any further measures (cf. Section 12) are taken. 

(5) The main reasons leading to the discontinuation of the proceedings or to the decision of the UdK 
Presidential Board on the basis of the Investigating Committee’s findings shall be communicated to the 
respondents and the complainants. The ombudspersons shall be informed of the results. 

(6) Third parties concerned and, if necessary, the press shall be informed of the outcome of the investigation 
procedure in an appropriate manner insofar as it appears necessary for the protection of third parties, to 
maintain confidence in scientific integrity, to restore their scientific reputation, to prevent consequential 
damage or if otherwise in the general public interest. The Presidential Board shall decide on the full or 
partial publication of the report and recommendations. 

(7) The proceedings and results of individual stages of the procedure shall be recorded comprehensibly in 
writing. The formal investigation files shall be retained for thirty years. 

§ 12 Possible decisions and sanctions in the event of research misconduct 

General information  

(1) If misconduct is established, appropriate measures shall be taken within the scope of the respective 
responsibilities. As each case can be different and the severity of the research misconduct identified also 
plays a role in the respective decision, there are no standardised guidelines. They should be based on the 
circumstances of the individual case. 

(2) If the Presidential Board considers research misconduct to have been proven, it may impose the following 
sanctions and/or take the following measures in particular, either alternatively or cumulatively, within the 
framework of proportionality: 

a) demand that the respondent either retract or correct the discredited publications or refrain from 
publishing incriminated manuscripts, 

b)  revoke funding decisions or withdraw from funding agreements, insofar as the decision was 
made by the University or the agreement was concluded by the University, including the 
reclamation of funds, if necessary, 

c) exclusion from acting as a reviewer or from membership in any University committee on a 
temporary basis, 
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d) in the case of University employees: written warning, dismissal, termination of contract, 
extraordinary dismissal, 

e)  in the case of public servants working at the University: disciplinary proceedings under civil 
service law with the measures provided for therein, including provisional measures, 

f) assertion of claims under civil and/or public law, also by way of interim legal protection, 
g) criminal and/or regulatory measures, 
h)  initiation of the procedure for the revocation of an academic degree or recommendation to 

initiate such proceedings. 
(3) Academic consequences  

Academic consequences may be imposed at different levels and with different objectives. 
a) Consequences within the university: If the academic degree or academic title is based on 

publications affected by falsifications or was otherwise acquired through wilful deception, the 
revocation of academic degrees, academic titles and the permission to teach may be considered. 

b) External scientific institutions and associations must be informed of research misconduct by the 
President if the institution or association is directly affected by it or if the researcher concerned 
holds a leading position or is a member of the decision-making body.  

c) Retraction of scientific publications: If the research misconduct consists of false statements or 
violation of intellectual property pursuant to § 6 of these Statutes, the author concerned shall be 
obliged to issue a retraction. If the works concerned have not yet been published, their 
publication must be prevented; if they have been published, they must be revoked with regard 
to the parts concerned. The authors or co-authors responsible for the publication affected by 
falsifications must report on the retraction of the publication concerned or the prevented 
publication of the work within a period to be determined by the President on the 
recommendation of the Investigating Committee. If necessary, the Investigating Committee shall 
take the measures described here at the behest of the President. Publications that have been 
determined by the Investigating Committee to contain falsifications must be removed from the 
publication list of the authors concerned or labelled accordingly. 

Part III: Final provisions 

§ 13 Entry into force, expiry and transitional provisions 

These Statutes come into force the day after their publication in the UdK-Anzeiger. With the commencement of 
these Statutes, the previously valid “Satzung über den Umgang mit Vorwürfen wissenschaftlichen Fehlverhaltens” 
(“Statutes on Dealing with Allegations of Research Misconduct”) of 3 July 2002 (UdK-Anzeiger 4/2002) shall cease 
to apply. By way of derogation from Clause 2, the Statutes of 3 July 2002 mentioned therein shall continue to 
apply until the conclusion of proceedings already initiated within their scope. 


