Cardiff University:  Policy and Procedures in Relation to
Academic Integrity in Research Degree Study

1.
Principles
1.1
Integrity and honesty are fundamental values in any academic institution.  Integrity and honesty in research are essential to the function of the academic community, as well as to the University's reputation.
1.2 "All Researchers should maintain exemplary standards of academic practice and honesty in all aspects of research by reading, understanding and incorporating these guidelines into their everyday work.  Any breach of these guidelines may be grounds for disciplinary action."  (Cardiff University's Research Governance Framework)

1.3
All individuals pursuing research degrees at this University are expected to observe the highest standards of academic integrity and honesty and the University will deal severely with those individuals found to be in breach of these standards.

1.4
The University expects that, by virtue of advanced academic standing and of substantial previous experience in the academic environment, persons admitted to postgraduate study, enter the University with an awareness of the general standards for appropriate academic behaviour, and of what constitutes academic integrity and honesty.

1.5
All candidates registered for postgraduate degrees are assigned at least one academic supervisor who is expert in the field of study in which the research project is located.  The supervisor will provide support and guidance as to what constitutes good research practice in the discipline concerned, but the onus is on the individual to conduct themselves and their work honestly and ethically.

2.
Research Misconduct:  Definition

Research Misconduct specifically encompasses, but is not limited to, the following:
2.1
piracy – the deliberate exploitation of the ideas from others without proper acknowledgement;

2.2
plagiarism – the copying of ideas, text, software or data (or various combinations thereof) without permission or acknowledgement;

2.3
misrepresentation – any deliberate attempt to represent falsely or unfairly facts or the ideas or work of others, whether or not for personal gain or enhancement;

2.4
fraud – deliberate deception, which may include the invention, or fabrication, of data;

2.5
protocols – failure to follow established protocols if this failure results in unreasonable risk or harm to humans, other sentient creatures generally recognised in this context, or the environment, and facilitating of misconduct in research by collusion in, or concealment of, such actions by others;

2.6 removal or damage – intentional, unauthorised removal of or damage to research-related property of another including apparatus, materials, writings, data, hardware or software or any other substances or devices used in or produced by the conduct of research.

3.
Misconduct in Research Degrees
3.1
Cases of Misconduct in Research Degrees are, fortunately, quite rare.  When they do arise, they are treated with the utmost seriousness because they offend the University's research community and damage its reputation.

3.2
The University expects that careless or poor research practices and referencing techniques will be eliminated through the normal processes of supervision and progress monitoring within the School.

3.3
Candidates experiencing difficulty with understanding or practising any of the accepted norms of research activity shall be provided with remedial training, by their School or another appropriate provider, as soon as the problem has been identified.

3.4
In the event that a staff or student candidate for the award of a research degree of the University is suspected of any Research Misconduct (as defined above), the matter will be investigated and disciplinary action may be taken under one of the following Procedures, as appropriate:
3.4.1
misconduct identified before formal thesis submission:
Staff Disciplinary Procedure or 
Procedure for Dealing with Allegations of Misconduct by Employees in Academic Research or
Student Disciplinary Procedure (according to the status of the candidate's registration);

3.4.2
misconduct identified after formal thesis submission:
Unfair Practice (Research Degrees) Procedure

3.5
Where a case of unfair practice relates to a thesis submitted in candidature for a research degree of Cardiff University, the normal consequence is failure – with or without the opportunity to re-submit.

4.
Unfair Practice Procedure (Research Degrees)
Research misconduct, as defined above, may translate into Unfair Practice in the context of research degree examinations.  Unfair Practice is defined generally as any act whereby a person might obtain for him/herself or for another, an unpermitted advantage or a better result than his/her abilities would otherwise secure.

Once a thesis has been submitted for examination, Unfair Practice may be identified at different stages in the examining/award process:

4.1
At the pre-oral examination stage
4.1.1
Where one or more of the appointed Examiners has reason to suspect that an Unfair Practice has been committed, this must be reported, in writing, to the Chair of the Examining Board, before the oral examination is due to take place.  The examination shall proceed and the Examining Board will use the oral examination as their opportunity to investigate the suspicions raised by any of the Examiners concerned.  It is always open to a Research Degree Examining Board to require the candidate to undergo a written examination also.

4.1.2
Should the Examining Board conclude that no offence has taken place, then it should proceed to make its decision in the normal way and on the basis of the quality of the thesis and the candidate's performance in the oral examination and (where relevant) written examination, and to record the agreed result on the outcome of the examination.  This should then be passed to the Director of Registry, Governance and Students who will confirm the result to the candidate, in the normal way.

4.1.3
Should the examining process lead the Examiners to conclude that there is a prima facie case of Unfair Practice to be answered, the Chair of the Examining Board shall:

.1
advise the candidate that the examination is suspended pending further investigation of their submission, in relation to an allegation of Unfair Practice;

.2
refer the matter to the Director of Registry, Governance and Students, together with a joint report from the Examiners, detailing the evidence to hand.

4.1.4
The Director of Registry, Governance and Students shall inform the candidate of the case against them and will proceed to establish a Committee of Enquiry (see 5 below).

4.2
During the oral examination
4.2.1
A primary purpose of the oral examination is to confirm that the work, as submitted, is the candidate's own.  Should the candidate's performance in the examination lead the Examiners to believe otherwise, or to doubt the integrity of the research data presented, and the Examiners are satisfied that there is a prima facie case of Unfair Practice to be answered, the examination must be suspended.  The Chair should:   

.1
advise the candidate that the examination is suspended pending further investigation of their submission;

.2
refer the matter to the Director of Registry, Governance and Students, together with a joint report from the Examiners, detailing the evidence to hand.

4.2.2
The Director of Registry, Governance and Students shall inform the candidate of the case against them and will proceed to establish a Committee of Enquiry.

4.3
After the degree has been awarded
4.3.1
Where the University receives a complaint about the integrity of a thesis, after a research degree has been awarded in the name of the University, the Head of the School responsible for the examination of the work in question shall conduct an investigation.

4.3.2
The Head of School shall report his/her findings to the Director of Registry, Governance and Students.

4.3.3
Where the Head of School has concluded that there is a prima facie case to be answered, the Director of Registry, Governance and Students will then refer the matter to the University Awards and Progress Committee.

4.3.4
Where the Awards and Progress Committee is satisfied that there is good cause for deprivation of the award, it shall advise the Chair of Senate accordingly.  S/he will recommend to Council that a Panel be established to hear the recommendation of the Senate.

4.3.5
The Panel established by Council will hear the recommendation of the Senate and will receive representation from the person who is the subject of the recommendation.
4.3.6
The Panel will determine whether there is good cause for deprivation of the award and recommend accordingly to the Council.

4.3.7
The decision of the Council shall be final.

5.
Composition of Committees of Enquiry (Pre-Award)

5.1
A Committee of Enquiry established at the pre-award stage shall comprise 3 senior members of the academic staff/Research Tutors from cognate research areas within the University, appointed by the Vice-Chancellor.

No member of the Committee will have had any previous connection with the candidate or his/her research project.

5.2
The Committee of Enquiry shall determine whether:
5.2.1
the case against the candidate is not substantiated – in which case the thesis will be referred to a newly-constituted Examining Board, to be examined as if for the first time.  No members of the original Examining Board shall be appointed to the new Examining Board.  No further examination fee shall be payable;

5.2.2
the case against the candidate is substantiated and:

either
.1
the candidate be allowed to revise the thesis and submit it for re-examination, to the original Examining Board, upon payment of a full re-submission fee; 
or

.2
the candidate be disqualified from further examination by the University.

6.
Conduct of Committees of Enquiry
Committees of Enquiry into alleged Unfair Practice in Research degrees will be conducted in the same manner as Committees of Enquiry investigating allegations of Unfair Practice against candidates pursuing taught programmes of study, as detailed in the University's Unfair Practice Procedure (Taught Programmes). 

7.
Appeals against the decision of a Committee of Enquiry 

7.1
A candidate for a research degree who has been found guilty of unfair practice may lodge an appeal against the decision of the Committee of Enquiry only on grounds of:
7.1.1 irregularities in the conduct of the Unfair Practice Procedure;

or

7.1.2
extenuating circumstances not brought to the attention of the Committee of Enquiry and which can be shown to be relevant to the unfair practice.  In appeals based on these grounds, the appellant must show good reason why such extenuating circumstances were not made known to the Committee, either before or during its meeting.  

7.2
The Vice-Chancellor may disallow an appeal that is based wholly on factors which were known to the Committee of Enquiry when the penalty was imposed.

7.3
The Vice-Chancellor will refer an appeal (which has not been disallowed under 7.2 above) to the University Appeal Board (Research Degrees).

7.4
The Appeal Board may decide to confirm, vary or disallow the penalty imposed by the original Committee of Enquiry.

7.5 The Appeal Board (Research Degrees) shall comprise:

The Vice-Chancellor or his/her nominee, plus

2 members of the Academic Standards and Quality Committee, chosen by the Vice-Chancellor.

8.
Further Action to be taken against Members of University Staff in Relation to Unfair Practice 

8.1
Where an allegation of Unfair Practice against a member of the University's staff is substantiated, the Staff Disciplinary Procedure may be invoked once the opportunity for appeal has lapsed or an appeal has been disallowed or rejected. 
