Forskningen, forskningsmiljgene og krav som stilles er i stadig endring. Dette
rammeverket vil av den grunn oppdateres regelmessig og pé denne maten vaere et
levende dokument

Retningslinjene omfatter:
1. Prinsipper for forskningsintegritet

2. God forskningspraksis

3. Brudd pé forskningsintegritet og god forskningspraksis
4. Ansvarsforhold og juridisk rammeverk

5. Vedlegg: Personvern  forskning

Kunsthogskolens retningslinjer felger ALLEAS europeiske retningslinjer for
forskningsintegritet? med relevante tilpasninger til forskning innen fagomradet
kunst.

1. Prinsipper for forskningsintegritet
God forskningspraksis er basert p3 grunnleggende prinsipper om
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The primary purpose of this Code of Conduct s to help realise this responsibility and
toserve the as a framework for It describes
professional, ethical and legal responsibilites.

Research, the research environment and external demands are developing
continuously. Therefore this Code of Conduct will be regularly updated and thus
function as a living document.

This Code of Conduct encompasses
1. Principes forresearch ntegity

2. Good research practices

3. Violations of research integrity and good research practice
4. Responsiblties and legalframework

5. Appendix: Research and privacy

The Academy bases its code of conduct on ALLEA’s Code of Conduct for Research

Integrity®. with relevant adjustment to pertain to research in the field of the Arts.

1. Principles for research integrity
Good research practices are based on fundament iples of research integrity.

iope forskere  deres
handtering av praktiske, etiske og intellektuelle utfordringer i forskningen.

Disse prinsippene er:
Palitelighet i arbeidet med 3 sikre forskningens kvalitet, herunder planlegging,
metode, analyse og bruk av ressurser
Zrlighet  utvikling, giennomfering, publisering og formidiing av forskning p3 en
apen, rimelig, ullstendig og upartisk mate,

Respekt for kollegaer, forskningsdeltakere, samfunnet, gkosystemer, kulturarv
og miljget

Ansvarlighet i orskning fra idé til publikasion, for ledelse og organisering, for

opplaering, utdanning og veiledning, o for forskningens bredere konsekvenser.

2. God forskningspraksis (Hva vi vil)

Al European Acadermies (ALLEA): The European Code of Conduct for Reser

They in their work as well as in ‘gagement with the
practical, ethical and intellectual challenges inherent in research.

These principles are:
Reliability in ensuring the quality of research, reflected in the planning, the
methodology, the analysis and the use of resources.

Honesty in developing, undertaking, reviewing, reporting and communicating
research in a transparent, fai, full and unbiased way.

Respect for colleag, arch participants, society, ecosystems, cultural
heritage and the ens
Accountability for the research from idea to publication, for its management and
organisation, for training, supervision and mentoring, and for its wider impacts.

2. Good research practices (What we want)

for

The present flyer discusses how the transposition of the European Code of
Conduct for Research Integrity and the Norwegian national framework of
research ethics, unto a local arena of the Oslo National Academy of the Arts
(KHiO), are lined up up with the legal framework of data protection (NSD).

The present initiative is an invitation to discuss the impact of integrating
normative areas of mutual relevance—but with each their provenance and
design—at the level of the readers in the target group to which the KHiO-code
is addressed. The code was approved by the Board June 15th 2021.

KHiO’s research integrity code was presented to the professional staff at the
Design dpt. on December 1st 2021. Here the presentation of the NSD regula-
tions was singled out. The question discussed here is whether the triangul-
ation of the 3 areas above should be declared/dictated, or allowed to grow.

N

| |
 —

[ ]

[

]

KHiO

[crossover]

D

N

10.12.21


mailto:theodor.barth@khio.no

#06 panel theodor.barth@khio.no

In conclusion, an attempt is made here to consider Code of conduct for
research integrity and good research practices at Oslo National Academy of
the Arts as a lineup. The point of departure is that the 18-page document,
approved by the board, has been transposed from a 10-page EU document.

The question is how the authors of this transposition—ending up in the Code
—have moved with the subject as they have elaborated contents designated
for the professional staff at Oslo National Academy of the Arts (KHiO) : the
main problem appears to be that the integrity of the document itself is ailing.

At the difference with the EU-document—which written in a language that
assumes of its own independent premises—the KHiO-code is written such
that the contents are: a) explained by the authoring instance; b) assumed to
be self-regulating. The pedagogical tone and injunction obstructs the content.

It obstructs the autonomy of the reader in relating to a content that stands on
its own sets of premises. Which may thwart the intended purpose of the
document to reach out to the readers as citizens/cecumene. The document
thereby comes through as an exception to its own rule. A troubling outcome.

The trouble derives from the dual purpose of stating the point and errand of
the document’s content, and the intention of managing and organising its
implementation. The EU document doesn’t proceed in this way. Perhaps on
account of its extant experience in involving civil society in comitology.

While the EU can make this assumption, KHiO cannot: in the latter case, the
authors of the code do not have the implementing power, which—in the EU—
is the basis for involving interested parties in civil society in participatory pro-
cesses of governance; hence the dictation which the Code adds to the topic.

Hence the document potentially reveals the malfunctioning of the KHiO-
organisation, which is currently under review on a different track (cf, the
recent survey conducted at KHiO by Agenda Kaupang). The dual purpose of
the document features in its stating the need for training among researchers.

Arguably, statements of this sort should not be included into documents of the
present kind, because it involves the administration in an implementing
capacity which should exist in actual practice, rather than on paper. Unless
dictation of the implementation is—in reality—is part of the Code’s design.

If such a design exists, it is not likely to be acknowledged. Which is not to be
expected either, since denial is readily prompted when interest-differences
are accused. The Code is not an invitation for the entire organisation to think
—on the topic of integrity—but only peered employees with research time.

The greater detail of the Code-document is likely to derive from its seeking to
merge the EU integrity document with the Norwegian research ethics
guidelines. Furthermore, it also seeks to merge with the NSD data protection
guidelines. Which means that it basically seeks to integrate a legal provision
with the ethics research integrity and knowledge management. A cause for
trouble? Maybe. If it is not helping to mature KHiO’s professional culture.
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https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/adopting-eu-law/implementing-and-delegated-acts/comitology_en
https://www.agendakaupang.no
https://www.forskningsetikk.no/en/guidelines/
https://www.forskningsetikk.no/en/guidelines/
https://www.nsd.no/en/data-protection-services/notification-form-for-personal-data/
https://www.nsd.no/en/data-protection-services/notification-form-for-personal-data/
https://fdocuments.in/document/towards-a-digital-ethics-edps-the-purpose-of-a-report-on-digital-ethics-.html
https://fdocuments.in/document/towards-a-digital-ethics-edps-the-purpose-of-a-report-on-digital-ethics-.html

