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•  a story from more 
than 200 years ago -> 

• Marie Jean Antoine 
de Condorcet 

 



“Will increased welfare and improved health of man 
lead to largely increased populations? Will not 
necessarily there be a time when the number of 
people has outgrown the natural resources that 
nature can supply? Is it not reasonable to assume 
that when resources become scarce, then there will 
be fight for the resources, war between people? 

[Technology Fix argument:] Nobody could claim that 
such a time is imminent, Technological progress may 
bring the answers.  

[Ethics argument:] People’s ethics and morality will 
progress alongside reason. Our moral duty is not to 
make sure that unborn life is born, but that those 
that are born are secured a life in reasonable welfare, 
dignity and happiness.”  
 



The following  is an obvious truth for him: 
 The progress of science and technology cannot 

be conceived without at the same time 
assuming that human reason and ethics also 
will have made considerable progress! 

 Moral progress matches the scientific progress! 

 



 What do you 
think? 



  





 Inscribed on a marble roll 
of honor on the wall of 
the Bodleian Library at 
Oxford University in 
England are the words 
“Edmundus Backhouse, 
baronettus.” The 
inscription pays tribute 
to the eminent scholar 
Sir Edmund Back-house, 
whose gift of more than 
27,000 rare Chinese 
books and scrolls made 
the Bodleian into 
Europe’s finest 
repository of Chinese 
scholarly materials. 



   



 Backhouse was known for 2 
books, written in 
collaboration with 
J.O.P.Bland: China under the 
Empress Dowager (1910) & 
Annals and Memoirs of the 
Court of Peking (1914) 
 

 Hugh Trevor-Roper felt he 
had to check the veracity of 
Backhouse Memoirs before 
handing them over to the 
library!  
”The volumes were of no 
ordinary obscenity …it was the 
story which they told!” 



 Sir Edmund Trelawny 
Backhouse, 2nd 
Baronet (20 October 
1873 – 8 January 1944); 

 "I was born of wealthy parents 
who had everything they wanted 
and were miserable...I heard not 
a kind word nor received a 
grudging dole of sympathy..." 
 

 A life in different stages 
and roles. 

 Escaped from England 
in 1899, learned fluent 
Chinese. 
 
 



 A gambler and 
swindler in England: 
After 3 yrs at Oxford a 
total of £ 23,000 in 
debts.  

 Bankrupt! 
 (missing years 1895-

98) 
 
 



 The Scholar: 
 George Ernest Morrison – Time 

correspondent (& J.O.Percy Bland 
not able to speak Chinese. 

 Backhouse became their 
translator (Mandarin, Mongolian, 
Manchu?) 

 Ching-Shan’s diary = genuine? 
 The book = the first readable 

account of the whole reign. 
Financial moderate success. 

 In 1991 defintive proof of its 
fraudulence.  

 



 Benefactor to the 
Bodleian library 

 The secret agent on 
behalf of British 
government at war; 
buying weapons  

 The entrepeneur for 
US bank notes 
company. 

 The diary 
 
 

 = he made Bodleian pay him for 
rare manuscripts and transport, 
many never arrived. & Forged 
manuscripts! 

 China was neutral, but had 
unused weapons, which could be 
bought by a ”private” person, an 
agent: Backhouse, the only man 
to make the contacts. 30k – 150k 
rifles.- No shipments ever 
arrived. 

 Betrayal in printing contacts and 
other dealings. 

 The sexual phantasy?Or based 
on rumour? Truth is not possible.  



 The post-modern 
condition =>  
truth as evasive.  

 Science built on truth 
- but whose truth if 
history tells many 
stories? 

 Copy or original –does 
it matter? 

 Fraud in science? 
Defending old values? 
 



  



  a trip to the Moon 
and how it startet -> 

 Wernher von Braun:  
Heroe of science or 
corrupt betrayer of 
morality? 





 Born 1912 

 Early interest i space exploration (book by Romanian physicist) 

 Volunteered for the military (1932) in order to do research 

 With Dornberger starting Peenemünde 1936; 

 Privately a big snobb 

 Success at the end of the 1930’s; first good tests of rockets in 

(1943); V2 was deveoped 

 No doubt aware of the use of concentration camp inmates to 

produce these weapons 

 Reported to USA in 1945, they transgered him to USA 

 Became leading figure in NASA 

 Leading the Moon landing project 

 Died in 1977 







 



    







1. Yes, I have met the same type of researcher like Wernher von 
Braun, even in our days. 

”you have to go where the money is” , ”After all, we just provide the knowledge, it is others that use it”, 

2. No, I do not think that our society today can afford this type of 
scientist. 

We expect social responsibility in exchange for academic freedom!. 

3. If you agree with statements 1. og 2., then it ”only” 
remains to answer the question what type of instruments 
one should use in order to increase the ethical 
responsibility of the workers at the workbench. -> Ethics 
in science, research ethics,… 

1. Education? 

2. Guidelines?  … 

3. Ethical committeees? 

4. Broad public debate … 



    



Saturday, 26 June 1999 
 Opening Session: 
Opening statements by High Officials of Unesco,  
ICSU and Hungary 
Keynote addresses on: 
Science for the Twenty-first Century 
Science in Response to Basic Human Needs 
Science as an Investment 
Science and Human Values 

155 countries, 1800 delegates, 60NGOs, 90 Ministers 





From Wikipedia:  
Sir Joseph Rotblat KCMG CBE FRS 
(November 4, 1908 – August 31, 2005) was a 
Polish physicist, a self-described "Pole with a 
British passport".[2] Rotblat worked on Tube 
Alloys and the Manhattan Project during 
World War II, but left the Los Alamos 
Laboratory after the war with Germany 
ended. His work on nuclear fallout was a 
major contribution toward the ratification of 
the 1963 Partial Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. A 
signatory of the 1955 Russell–Einstein 
Manifesto, he was secretary-general of the 
Pugwash Conferences on Science and World 
Affairs from their founding until 1973, and 
shared, with the Pugwash Conferences, the 
1995 Nobel Peace Prize "for efforts to 
diminish the part played by nuclear arms in 
international affairs and, in the longer run, 
to eliminate such arms." 

Nobel Peace Prize Awarded 1995 







 Section 3.2 on Ethical Issues: 
 

 ”The ethics and responsibility of science should be an integral part 
of the education and training of all scientists. It is important to 
instil in students a positive attitude towards reflection, alertness 
and awareness of the ethical dilemmas they may encounter in 
their professional life. Young scientists should be appropriately 
encouraged to respect and adhere to the basic ethical principles 
and responsibilities of science. UNESCO’s World Commission on 
the Ethics of Scientific Knowledge and Technology (COMEST), in 
cooperation with ICSU’s Standing Committee on Responsibility 
and Ethics of Sciences (SCRES), have a special responsibility to 
follow up on this issue.” 





 ”Ethics”  = the common platform for dialogue on 
values and conflicting interests. 
 “Values” = no priviledged access; democratic 

Values 

Politics 

Science / Industry The public(s) 



 Is sometimes perceived as a ”No”-exercise: the 
limits / constraints of research. 
But can also be perceived as a ”Yes”-exercise:  

 Ethics = visions of the good life 

 Ethics of science = visions of the good knowledge 
 

As such, ethics of science comprises 
responsibility to strive for pro-social values. 
Responsibility comprises co-responsibility; and is 
thus always total, it never comes in small 
”departments”. 



 Several scientific societies or 
academies were founded nearly at 
the same time in Italy, England and 
France. 

 For the pursuit of natural 
philosophy and experiment 

 Impressed by technological 
advances 



 ”The business and design of the Royal Society (is) 

to improve the knowledge of natural things, and all 

useful Arts, Manufactures, Mechanick practices, 

Engynes, and Inventions by Experiments, - (not 

meddling with Divinity, Metaphysics, Moralls, 

Politicks, Grammar, Rhetorick, or Logick).” 
 

 Consequence: Church (owner of universities) can relax; 
King can relax, occupying an empty space. 

 Believing it (or not?) – did it matter? 
 



 Universal science 
 Test of knowledge claims 

through peers 
 Birth of the scientific journal 
 For the benefit of all 
 No secrecy 
 Insure priority of discovery 
 Inspired by Arts and Crafts of 

the Renaissance (Da Vinci 
etc) 



 Consists of 4 (5) ”norms”: 

 Communism 

 Universalism 

 Disinterestedness 

 Organized Scepticism 

 (Originality) 
 Reward mechanisms in 

science: 

 Being credited in scientific 
literature 

 (symbolic capital) 



 Starts with 2nd World 
War 

 Manhattan Project 
 Collective enterprise 

towards common 
goal 

 Management system 
 Goal from outside 

science 



 Manhattan project 
 Hitler’s rocket 

program at  
Peenemünde 

 More followed: … 
Cancer, Artificial 
Intelligence, Human 
genome project ,… 



 Little Science, Big 
Science (1963) 

 Noted exponential 
growth in virtually 
every aspect of 
scientific activity 

 Pointed to the 
information dilemma 
and the function of 
«invisible colleges». 



Funtowicz and Ravetz, Science for the Post 
Normal age, Futures, 1993 



  



 A case: building the Oslo airport 
 A fact: the use of de-icing fluids 
(glycole etc) in wintertime 
 A challenge: De-icing fluids contain 
e.g. glycol and other substances, 
which are easily degradabe under 
aerobic conditions, but large spills in 
runoff water may create anaerobic 
conditions, which again may lead to 
organic sulphur compounds, 
contaminating the ground water. 

 



 Based on thesis by my 
student Ole Espen 
Rakkestad, 1996: 

 Studied the research 
leading up to the 
authorities’ permission 
of discharges of the 
new Oslo airport, prior 
to its opening in 1998. 

 Focus on scientific 
uncertainties 



 The airport was situated on top of  
Norway’s largest aquifer, with a 
water-shed right between: 
100 km2; airport 1/10 

 Ten different studies were 
commissioned by builder, relating 
to possible water pollution, and 
the soils’ remediation capacity. 

 Various types of study: from 
laboratory simulations to field 
studies, actual measurements, 
technical solutions, and 
assessment of environmental 
impacts.  

 



 Various NGOs and other interest groups used 
environmental pollution of the aquifer as one 
concern when pollution from the old airport 
made headlines. 

 Parliament demanded, in its initial agreement to 
go ahead with the planned airport, that the 
airport be ”100% environmentally safe”. 

 The aquifer had to remain a potential source of 
drinking water. 

 Scientists participating in the study agreed not 
to be involved in the public disputes about the 
airport. 



 Due to lack of knowledge and experience, the scientists 
had to build up their own expertise while conducting the 
studies. Few studies available. Background of 
ignorance 

 The scientists were given a strict and short time frame: 
only a few months within one winter/spring season. 

 The precise composition of the used substances 
remained unknown to the scientists, due to industrial 
secrecy. 

 The system for cleaning up the spills from de-icing fluids 
had to be developed while construction was under way. 

 Some pollution already present from earlier military 
uses. 



 Imprecision in measurement: 
 While basic science can correct some imprecisions, applied science is dependent 

on the limited number of meaurements actually performed. 
 Standard variation for soil studies was ca 60% of the mean. 
 Some studies reported a statistical uncertainty of results of + - 5-10%, though a 

more realistic estimate might have provided even larger uncertainties. 
 Lack of transferability of results 

 Studies from one site were used for another site, without evidence that results were 
actually transferable. 

 Lack of temperature data from soil makes laboratory study uncertain 
 Absence of ground frost during measurement affects data on transport of fluids 
 Precipitation during study period was 2% of average for this month, thus affecting 

data on how deep the fluids reach. 
▪ Researchers assumed that normal precipitation will not change transport by 

more than 40 cm, but without obvious basis for this assessment. 
 Studies used clean solutions, not actual products, thus joint effect of all substances 

could not be observed. 
 Soil samples for laboratory studies used one sample from one location which was 

then purified for coltrolling results, thus strong idealization occured. 
 Framing uncertainties in regard to causal 

influence from external factors: 
 Local versus global 
 Short term versus long term 
 Micro versus macro descriptions. 
 



 The builder set own 
emission limits that were 
to reassure the 
authorities. 

 Original reservations in 
reports by researchers 
due to some uncertainty 
in measurements, were 
hidden in summary 
reports, and disappeared 
altogether in application 
to authorities.  

▪ 4-step  
invisibility of 
uncertainty 

Component  

to be decomposed 
Load Capacity 

Kg/m2/year Kg/m2/year 

Acetate 2 13-33 

Glycol 0,3-1,2 3-40 



 Systemic uncertainties, the complex nature of the 
soil’s remediation capacity and groundwater flow, 
could not be handled by safety levels related to 
uncertain data. Irreducible uncertainty. 

 The practical context with existing guidelines for 
environmental safety would indicate that uncertainties 
were to be communicated qualitatively to decision 
makers. 

 Scientists did not even object when all their initial 
reservations disappeared.  



 6 months after the opening of the airport the 
groundwater data indicated that significant 
residues of substances from de-icing fluids had 
reached the groundwater. 

 All preset limits were exceeded. 
 Public outcry: who is the culprit? 
 Scientists blamed the politicians for setting 

unrealistic standards and fostering too high 
hopes; politicians blamed the airport, and the 
airport found ”some” faults in the previous 
assessments. 







  





   
3 Forskningens ansvar 
God forskning forutsetter frihet fra styring og kontroll, 
mens samfunnets tillit til forskning 
forutsetter ansvarlighet b.de fra den enkelte forskeren 
og fra forskningsinstitusjonene. 
Forskningens ansvar er regulert av vitenskapelige, 
etiske og juridisk normer. Forskning har 
også et samfunnsansvar, enten det er instrumentelt 
som kunnskapsgrunnlag for samfunnsmessige 
beslutninger, kritisk som kilde til korrektiver og 
alternative handlingsvalg, eller 
deliberativt som leverandør av forskningsbasert 
kunnskap til det offentlige ordskiftet. 



 25 Medforfatterskap 
Forskeren skal følge god publiseringspraksis, respektere andres bidrag og f.lge anerkjente 
standarder for medforfatterskap og samarbeid. 
Vitenskapelig publisering er avgjørende for å sikre at forskningen er åpen og etterprøvbar. 
Samtidig reiser publisering ulike forskningsetiske utfordringer og dilemmaer. 
Forskersamfunnet er preget av sterk konkurranse og stort publiseringspress, som ofte 
setter forskningsetiske normer under press. Normen om originalitet kan for eksempel lett 
komme i konflikt med normen om ydmykhet, og ulikhet i autoritet og maktforhold kan 
komme i konflikt med forskerens integritet og uavhengighet. Medforfatterskap er også 
knyttet til fordeling av ansvar mellom ulike bidragsytere. 
I utgangspunktet kan fire kriterier definere rettmessig forfatterskap. Alle må være innfridd, 
slik det framgår av anbefalingene fra International Committee of Medical Journal Editors 
(ICMJE): 
1. Forskeren skal ha bidratt vesentlig til idé og utforming eller datainnsamling eller analyse 
og fortolkning av data; og 
2. forskeren skal ha bidratt til utarbeiding av manuskript eller kritisk revisjon av publikasjonens 
intellektuelle innhold; og 
3. forskeren skal ha godkjent den endelige versjonen før publisering; og 
4. forskeren skal kunne stå inne for og holdes ansvarlig for arbeidet i sin helhet (om enn 
ikke nødvendigvis alle tekniske detaljer) med mindre annet er spesifisert. 

















 Scientific integrity 
=> Facts? Fads? 
Flops? 

 Normativity and 
value judgements 
when talking about 
integrity of science. 
 



(A) Number of retracted articles for specific causes by year of retraction.  

Fang F C et al. PNAS 2012;109:17028-17033 

©2012 by National Academy of Sciences 



 “Research misconduct means fabrication, falsification, or 
plagiarism in proposing, performing, or reviewing research, or 
in reporting research results. 
(a) Fabrication is making up data or results and recording or 
reporting them. 
(b) Falsification is manipulating research materials, 
equipment, or processes, or changing or omitting data or 
results such that the research is not accurately represented in 
the research record. 
(c) Plagiarism is the appropriation of another person's ideas, 
processes, results, or words without giving appropriate credit. 
(d) Research misconduct does not include honest error or 
differences of opinion. “  

(http://ori.hhs.gov/definition-misconduct; accessed 8 February 2014) 

http://ori.hhs.gov/definition-misconduct
http://ori.hhs.gov/definition-misconduct
http://ori.hhs.gov/definition-misconduct


Source: OECD study  http://www.oecd.org/sti/sci-tech/40188303.pdf 



 Many discussions and cases 
 Recently: The Diederik Stapel case, NL 
 "a more general failure of scientific criticism in the peer community and 

a research culture that was excessively oriented to uncritical 
confirmation of one’s own ideas and to finding appealing but 
theoretically superficial ad hoc results". And: "not infrequently reviews 
[of social psychology journal articles] were strongly in favour of telling 
an interesting, elegant, concise and compelling story, possibly at the 
expense of the necessary scientific diligence.“ The Levelt commission) 

 FFP = fabrication, falsification, plagiarism 
 QRP = questionable research practices 

 



 Jon Sudbø 
 

 Led to the adoption of the 
Research Ethics Act: 2006: 
 
“Scientific misconduct is 
defined as falsification, 
fabrication, plagiarism and 
other serious breaches of good 
scientific practice that have 
been committed willfully or 
through gross negligence when 
planning, carrying out or 
reporting on research.” 
(Norwegian Act of 30 June 2006 
No. 56 on ethics and integrity in 
research, section 5)  



 Several cases experienced with legal threats against 
findings of misconduct; 

 Stricter standards for students than for scientists? 
 

 Example: 11.000 persons too many, those who did not 
give informed consent, they gave informed 
disconsent, but were still the subject of a scientific 
study! 

 “Written informed consent was gathered from all 
participants. For the nonparticipants, only registry 
data were used; in principle, this is public information 
and is made available for research purposes through 
application to the (proper authority).”  



The causes of scientific 
misconduct? 

• Rotten apple theory 
• Lack of training and 

knowledge 
• Systemic factors in 

knowledge production 



 Fallibility 
 Half-life of ”facts” 
 Permanent disunity 
 Facts and values 

inertwined 
 Publication bias 

 
 Who pays the piper? 

Funding sources and 
their influence on 
content.  



 John Ionnanidis 
 PLoS Med 

2005:2(8): e124 

 Example: The Boston 
Cook Book! 
 
 





 Transparent and clear 
procedures; 

 Open institutions  
 Ethics teaching- some! 

 
 Talk about it! 

 
 Slow Science! 
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