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INTRODUCTION   
 

AAU PRACTICE COMMITTEE  

The AAU Pract ice Commit tee was establ ished by the rector  on 1.7.2017 to  deal  wi th  cases of  

quest ionable research p ract ice and to  handle  the pre l iminary  rev iew of  cases of  research 

misconduct .  The Pract ice Commit tee cons is ts  o f  a  permanent  member and a facu l ty  member 

f rom each facul ty .  When rev iewing a spec i f ic  case of  quest ionable research pract ice,  an ad 

hoc member is  a lso appointed to  ensure that  the  Pract ice Commit tee represents  the expert ise 

requi red fo r  the case concerned.  

 

MEMBERS OF THE PRACTICE COMMITTEE  

 

Permanent members  

Anders Ørgaard,  Pro fessor ,  Facul ty  o f  Soc ia l  Sc iences and Humani t ies  (chai r )  

Michael  R.  Rasmussen,  Professor  wi th  Spec ia l  Responsib i l i t ies ,  Facul ty  o f  Engineer ing  and 

Sc ience (deputy  chai r )  

Søren Risom Kr is tensen,  Professor ,  Facul ty  o f  Medic ine  

Lone Kørnøv,  Professor ,  Technica l  Facul ty  o f  IT  and Design  

 

Alternate members  

Malene Char lo t te  Larsen ,  Assoc iate Pro fessor ,  Facul ty  o f  Soc ia l  Sc iences and Humani t ies  

Michael  Møl ler  Bech,  Assoc iate Professor ,  Facul ty  o f  Engineer ing and Sc ience  

Hans Stru i jk ,  Pro fessor ,  Facul ty  o f  Medic ine  

Henning Sten Hansen,  Professor ,  Technica l  Facu l ty  o f  IT and Design  

 

Ad hoc members part ic ipat ing in 2025  

Mogens Rüdiger  

Torben Moos  

Dan St ieper Karb ing  

ABOUT THE 2025 REPORT  

The report  covers  the per iod 1.1.2025 -  31.12.2025 

 

The Pract ice Commit tee in  2025 received three not i f icat ions,  one of  which was re jected as 

mani fest ly  unfounded.  In  addi t ion,  a  not i f icat ion was received in  December 2024.  As the case 

was not  inc luded in  the 2024 report ,  i t  is  now inc luded in  th is  repor t .   

 

The Pract ice Commit tee in  2025 submi t ted three cases to  the Danish Board on Research 

Misconduct  and is  awai t ing a dec is ion.  The Pract ice Commit tee received one dec is ion f rom the 

Danish Board  on Research Misconduct  that  the Pract ice Commit tee subsequent ly  cons idered 

on the mer i ts .  

 

The report  thus inc ludes  the three cases the  commit tee cons idered on the  mer i ts  in  2025.    
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STATISTICS  
 

The fo l lowing sect ion  presents  severa l  s ta t is t ics  based on the cases cons idered on the mer i ts  

in  2025.   

DIVERSITY OF THE PRACTICE COMMITTEE  

 

Figure 1 shows the d ivers i ty  o f  the commi t tee fo r  permanent  members,  facu l ty  members and 

ad hoc members,  respec t ive ly .   

Please note that  ad hoc members are ca lcu lated per  case.   

 

COMPLAINANTS  

 
Figure 2 shows the d is t r ibut ion of  in te rnal  not i f icat ions f rom AAU, and ex ternal  and 

anonymous not i f icat ions.   
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EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF THE RESPONDENTS  

 
Figure 3 shows the employment  s ta tus o f  the respondents  at  the t ime the  research in  quest ion 

took p lace.   

 

DIVERSITY OF THE RESPONDENTS  

 
Figure 4 shows the gender d is t r ibut ion o f  the respondents .  
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DISTRIBUTION OF CASES BY FACULTY  

 
Figure 5 shows the d is t r ibut ion of  cases by facul ty .  In  2025,  the  Pract ice Commit tee d id  not  

cons ider  cases f rom TECH and ENG.  

 

CASE PROCESSING VENUE  

 
Figure 6 shows the d is t r ibut ion of  cases rev iewed by the Pract ice  Commi t tee and forwarded to  

the Danish Board on Research Misconduct .  In  2025,  one case was sent  to  the Board for  

cons iderat ion af ter  cons iderat ion by the Pract ice Commit tee.  In  addi t ion,  the Pract ice 

Commit tee received a dec is ion in  one case that  was subsequent ly  rev iewed by the Pract ice 

Commit tee.   
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OUTCOMES OF THE OPINIONS  

 
Figure 7 shows that  in  two cases,  the commit tee  determined that  there was quest ionable 

research pract ice.  I t  should be noted tha t  in  one case,  research pract ice was found to  be 

quest ionable for  the f i rs t  author  and no t  quest ionable wi th  regard to  the o ther  authors .  

 

CASE PROCESSING TIME 

 

Figure 8 shows the case  process ing t ime for  the cases the Pract ice Commit tee cons idered on 

the mer i ts  in  2025.  Note  that  case 2024 -006  was  rev iewed in  both 2024 and 2025 (befo re i t  

was sent  to  the Danish Board on Research Misconduct  and af ter  the Board 's  c ons iderat ion of  

the case.)  The to ta l  case process ing t ime is  inc luded here.   

The average case process ing t ime was 56 days.   
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SUMMARIES OF CASES REVIEWED BY THE 

PRACTICE COMMITTEE  
 

In  2025,  the Pract ice Commit tee cons idered two cases of  breach of  good sc ient i f ic  pract ice 

and one of  suspected sc ient i f ic  misconduct .  

 

Case 2024-006,  which was rev iewed by both  the Danish Board  on Research Misconduct  and 

subsequent ly  the AAU Pract ice Commit tee,  is  summarized below under  the sect ion 

"Summaries of  cases rev iewed by the Danish Board on Research Misconduct" .   

 

CASE 2025-002  

Not i f icat ion concern ing  se l f -p lag iar ism.  

 

The case concerns a  h igher doctora l  d isser ta t ion  submi t ted for  assessment .  Accord ing to  the 

not i f icat ion,  there were severa l  ins tances of  tex t  over lap wi th  the respondent 's  own prev ious ly  

publ ished works wi thout  a  c lear  ind icat ion of  a  verbat im or  a lmost  verbat im reproduct ion .   

 

The commit tee found tha t  the reproduct ions are non - t r iv ia l  in  scope and a re not  wi thout  

s ign i f icance;  thus,  these  reproduct ions should have been referenced wi th  quotat ion marks,  

i ta l ics  or  o ther  c lear  ind icat ion of  reproduct ion f rom the source.  

 

The Pract ice Commit tee conc luded that  the respondent  had demonstrated  quest ionable 

research pract ice.  

 

CASE 2025-003  

Not i f icat ion of  suspected sc ient i f ic  misconduct .   

 

The case concerns a sc ient i f ic  ar t ic le  where the  respondent  is  a  co -au thor .  Accord ing to  the 

not i f icat ion,  there was suspic ion of  fabr icat ion and manipulat ion of  data  and f igures in  the  

ar t ic le .  

The pract ice commit tee cons idered the mat ter  a t  a  meet ing.  The commit tee found  that  i t  was 

d i f f icu l t  to  make a qual i f ied assessment  o f  whether  there was manipulat ion or  fa ls i f icat ion o f  

the image mater ia l  in  the ar t ic le ,  and that  such an assessment  requi res spec ia l  expert ise.  The 

Pract ice Commit tee  dete rmined here tha t  there is  a  reasonable susp ic ion of  sc ient i f ic  

misconduct .   

 

The Danish Board on Research Misconduct  has the author i ty  to  evaluate sc ient i f ic  misconduct ;  

thus,  the Pract ice Commit tee forwarded the case  for  a  dec is ion by the  Danish Board on 

Research Misconduct .  The case is  s t i l l  awai t ing the dec is ion.  
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DECISION OF THE DANISH COMMITTEE ON 

RESEARCH MISCONDUCT 
 

The pract ice commit tee in  2025 received a dec is ion in  one case that  the Pract ice Commit tee  

had submi t ted for  cons iderat ion by the Danish Board on Research Misconduct  in  ear ly  2025.   

 

OUTCOME OF THE DECISION  

 
Figure 9 shows the outcome of  the dec is io n.  The  Board dete rmined that  no sc ient i f ic  

misconduct  had been commit ted.   

 

OUTCOME OF THE CASE AFTER A DECISION BY THE DANISH BOARD ON RESEARCH 

MISCONDUCT  
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Figure 10 shows the case that  the Pract ice Commit tee cons idered on the  mer i ts  a f ter  the 

Board found that  there was no sc ient i f ic  misconduct .  The Pract ice Commi t tee s tated tha t  the 

f i rs t  author  had demonst rated quest ionable research pract ice,  but  not  the ot her  authors .   

 

CASE PROCESSING TIME  

 
Figure 11 shows the process ing t ime fo r  the case f rom AAU  which the Danish Board on 

Research Misconduct  dec ided in  2025.   

 

 

SUMMARY OF CASE REVIEWED BY THE DANISH 

BOARD ON RESEARCH MISCONDUCT  
 

The Pract ice Commit tee in  2025 received a dec is ion in  one case that  the Pract ice Commit tee  

sent  to  the Danish Board on Research Misconduct  for  rev iew in  ear ly  2025.   

 

CASE 2024-006 (CASE 2025-01 AT THE DANISH BOARD ON RESEARCH MISCONDUCT)  

Not i f icat ion concern ing  p lag iar ism.  

 

The case concerns a publ ished sc ient i f ic  ar t ic le .  Accord ing to  the rev iew,  the authors  had 

acqui red data,  images and mater ia l  wi thout  leg i t imate at t r ibut ion  of  these ,  as the authors  of  

the ar t ic le  had used  data obta ined for  the preparat ion of  a  Maste r 's  th es is .   

 

The Board only  rev iewed the case wi th  regard to  the f i rs t  author  o f  the ar t ic le .  The 

compla inant  wi thdrew the not i f icat ion concern ing  the other  authors  on the grounds that  i t  was 

the f i rs t  author  who had p lag iar ized.  The Board found no bas is  for  tak ing up the case against  

the other  au thors  on i ts  own in i t ia t ive.   
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The Board found that  the authors  of  the Master 's  thes is  had made an in te l lec tua l  contr ibut ion 

to  the ar t ic le  in  terms of  methods in  data co l lec t ion and data.  However,  they were no t  

permi t ted  to  be  invo lved in  the draf t ing of  the ar t ic le  or  to  consent  to  the use of  the i r  da ta.  

 

The Board found that  the f i rs t  author  o f  the  ar t ic le  has used d i f feren t  methods and prepared 

d i f ferent  analyses than  those used by the authors  of  the Master 's  thes is ,  and that  the a r t ic le  

created severa l  f ic t i t ious  accounts  based on the empir ica l  data co l lec ted by the Master 's  

thes is  s tudents .  In  addi t ion,  o ther  re ferences regard ing the methods used  that  are no t  

ment ioned in  the Master 's  thes is  were inc luded,  and the f i rs t  author  d id  the i r  own analys is .  

The Board a lso  found that  the Master 's  thes is  s tudents  who co l lec ted da ta and credi ted them 

in  the ar t ic le  were recognized in  the ar t ic le 's  "Acknowledgements" .  

 

In  v iew of  th is ,  the commit tee found that  there i s  no bas is  for  estab l ish ing that  the f i rs t  author  

in  the ar t ic le  had  p lag iar ized.  The Board therefore determined that  there was no sc ient i f ic  

misconduct .  

 

The case was then sen t  to  the Pract ice Commit tee for  cons iderat ion  of  whether  there  was 

quest ionable research p ract ice.  Subsequent ly ,  the Pract ice Commit tee s tated that  the f i rs t  

author  o f  the ar t ic le  had  demonstrated quest ionable research pract ice g iven t hat  cred i t ing  in  

the ar t ic le ’s  "Acknowledgements"  wi thout  p r ior  o f fer  o f  invo lvement  to  work on the ar t ic le  or  

consent  to  the use of  da ta for  research publ icat ion does not  accord wi th  good pract ice for  

in tegr i ty  in  research.  The commit tee found that  the other  authors ,  by re ly ing on the f i rs t  

author 's  assessment  o f  the correct  cred i t ing of  the Master 's  thes is  s tudents '  work ,  d id  not  

have the necessary  cu lpabi l i ty ;  the commit tee therefore d id  not  dete rmine that  the o ther  

authors  d id  not  demonst rate quest ionable research pract ice .  

 

 

CONCLUDING REMARKS  
 

The reports  and cases that  the Pract ice Commit tee rev iewed dur ing the year concern 

p lag iar ism in  a sc ient i f ic  ar t ic le  and se l f -p lag iar i sm in  a h igher doctora l  d isser ta t ion submi t ted 

for  assessment .  The th i rd  case concerns suspic ion of  sc ient i f ic  misconduct ,  which is  awai t ing 

the dec is ion of  the Danish Board on Research M isconduct .   

 

In  prev ious years ,  not i f i cat ions have deal t  wi th  se l f -p lag iar ism in  PhD theses.  Last  year ,  the 

Pract ice Commit tee  found that  th is  was an area  that  needed fur ther  superv is ion of  the PhD 

students  to  bet te r  equip them to handle the  pr inc ip les of  good sc ient i f ic  p ract ice.  The 

conc lus ion is  that  th is  superv is ion appears to  have helped.   

 

In  2025,  the Pract ice Commit tee received not i f icat ions f rom the docto ra l  school ,  one 

anonymous and one external .   

 

In  the 2024 report ,  the Pract ice Commit tee found that  there  was an overrepresentat ion of  men 

among the permanent  members and the facul ty  members.  The commit tee has the same 

representat ion a t  the end of  2025.  Among the appointed ad hoc members  in  2025,  on ly  men 

have been represented .   

 

The Pract ice Commit tee notes that  the commit tee 's  case process ing t ime has increased f rom 

39 days in  2024 to  56 days in  2025.   


