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Fostering Responsible Research Practices 
Adding Value to Science and Society 
 
 

 
Outline of a national program                                                                                    version 7.0 

 
 
 
Introduction 
Recent cases of research misconduct in the Netherlands and beyond have led to intense debates and worries among 
the general public about the extent of violations of scientific integrity and their consequences. These concerns are 
shared by many scientists and academic administrators at universities and university medical centers. As a result, 
research integrity is currently high on the public agenda and several Dutch universities, academic medical centers, 
and other research organizations have responded by taking local initiatives to tackle (some of) these issues related 
to research integrity and potential violations thereof. 
 
 

Beyond research misconduct: sloppy science 

Violations of research integrity involve a wide spectrum of practices and behaviors, ranging from notorious 
instances of research misconduct (RM), such as data fabrication, to apparently more common, questionable 
research practices (QRP), such as selective reporting of desired results. QRPs or ‘sloppy science’ have social, ethical 
and methodological dimensions and threaten the relevance, validity and efficiency of the research in many fields.[2] 
It is becoming increasingly clear that major and minor breaches of research integrity and their causes at the 
systemic, cultural, and individual levels need to be addressed more explicitly and systematically. Fostering 
responsible research practices (RRP) requires an explication of the norms (Table 1) and a reconsideration of the 
research culture-related aspects, decent scientific education, and adequate quality control at the work floor. 
Although a fair number of local initiatives aimed at improving responsible research practices have emerged across 
the Netherlands, it seems advisable to take a step back and reflect on how modern science works and how it might 
be further improved. The ultimate goal of cultivating Responsible Research Practices is to enhance the quality of 
research in general.  
 
 
Table 1. Principles of responsible research practices 

Netherlands Code of Conduct[3] European Code of Conduct[4] Singapore Statement[5] 

Scrupulousness 

Reliability 

Verifiability 

Impartiality 

Independence 

Honesty in communication 

Reliability in performing research 

Objectivity 

Impartiality and independence 

Openness and accessibility 

Duty of care 

Fairness in providing references and giving 

credit 

Responsibility for the scientists and 

researchers of the future 

Honesty in all aspects of research 

Accountability in the conduct of research 

Professional courtesy and fairness in 

working with others 

Good stewardship of research on behalf of 

others 
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Preview of the national program 

After extensive consultation with various stakeholders (see appendix 1), the program writing committee
1
 has with 

support of the Netherlands Organisation for Health Research and Development (ZonMw)
2
, designed a National 

Program on Fostering Responsible Research Practices consisting of four pillars or subprograms: (i) a program of two 
rounds in the usual format of letters of intent and subsequent full research proposals (see Figure 3, below), (ii) a 
nationwide inventory to catalog the existing Dutch initiatives on research integrity, (iii) a subprogram focusing on 
the life cycle of research projects [2], and finally, (iv) a qualitatively embedded national survey among a large sample 
of Dutch researchers. Pillar 2 and the preparations for pillars 3 and 4 will start simultaneously, while the results of 
pillar 2 (12 months duration) will inform the research agenda for round 2 of pillar 1.  
 
 
 

What do we mean by responsible research practices? 

Table 1 indicates that prominent codes of conduct show substantial overlap in the principles considered worth 
fostering. All codes show a combination of methodological principles, such as reliability, verifiability, objectivity, and 
accountability, and ethical principles, such as impartiality, honesty, duty to care, fairness, responsibility, courtesy 
and stewardship. While the literature on RRP is dominated by contributions from the life sciences and the social 
sciences (including economics), the program writing committee believes that research integrity issues potentially 
play a role across all scientific disciplines. As early as 1974, RRP and research integrity were eloquently addressed by 
the physicist and Nobel laureate, Richard Feynman in his commencement address at Caltech. Feynman, in a nice 
blend of education, ethics and methodology, said to the students:  

                                                 
1
 See appendix 2 for a list of the program writing committee members, the remit and a summary of procedures 

2
 Currently, a contribution of NWO in the National Program is explored, which would lead to additional funds to 

realize the program. 
 

“[..] the idea that we all hope you have learned in studying science in school -- we never say explicitly 
what this is, but just hope that you catch on by all the examples of scientific investigation. [..] It's a 
kind of scientific integrity, a principle of scientific thought that corresponds to a kind of utter honesty 
[..]. For example, if you're doing an experiment, you should report everything that you think might 
make it invalid -- not only what you think is right about it: other causes that could possibly explain 
your results; and things you thought of that you've eliminated by some other experiment, and how 
they worked -- to make sure the other fellow can tell they have been eliminated. [..] Details that 
could throw doubt on your interpretation must be given, if you know them. [..] In summary, the idea 
is to give all of the information to help others to judge the value of your contribution; not just the 
information that leads to judgment in one particular direction or another.”[1] 
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Why are responsible research practices important? 

It was pointed out in 2009 that much of the investments in clinical research are wasted.[6] Four main reasons were 
identified: (i) choosing to answer questions of low priority, (ii) employing wrong research methods, (iii) not making 
(“negative”) results public, (iv) omitting important details from reports. In January 2014, in a six-paper Lancet series 
involving 44 authors from 13 countries, this topic was extended. It has long been argued that non-publication of 
unwelcome research findings is a severe breach of research integrity.[7] 

From an ethical point of view, responsible research practices are central for the scientific community as a whole, for 
research institutes, deans and provosts, departmental heads, principal investigators, peer reviewers and for 
individual scientists. Trust among scientists and trust in science by society are essential for efficient progress and for 
reaping the full benefits of scientific results. Trust, however, must be deserved, as only the trustworthy should be 
trusted. To earn trust, transparently acting according to agreed principles of research integrity (RI) is pivotal. This 
includes methodological principles and ethical attitudes, behaviors and practices (Table 1). 
 
 
 

The spectrum of breaches of responsible research practices 

While responsible research practices are the norm, breaches of these principles occur and some of these may be 
alarmingly common [8, 9]. If fact, there is a wide spectrum of minor and major research misbehaviors. At the 
extreme end of the spectrum there are clear instances of intentional research misconduct, like fabrication and 
falsification. Between responsible research practices and research misconduct there is a large grey zone of QRPs. 
Questionable research practices often concern trespasses of ethical and methodological principles that threaten a 
study’s relevance, validity or efficiency. QRPs may be committed intentionally or unintentionally. In the latter case, 
scientists are unaware or may even disagree that the behavior at issue should be avoided. It would be a grave 
mistake to label everything that falls short of responsible research practices as a breach of research integrity. That 
would deny the possibility of ‘honest errors’ and differences of opinion about what is responsible. This shows that 
further exploration and discussion are needed on the status of QPRs, in order to reach agreement on the nature and 
the seriousness of various instances of QRP.   
 
 

What are the causes of bad practices?  

Better insight in the nature and causes of responsible research practice, QRPs and RM is required for more effective 
prevention and also to help improve RRP more generally. It seems reasonable to assume that there are (interacting) 
causes concerning the system of science as a whole (‘perverse incentives’), the professional environment (‘culture 
problems’) and the individual (‘character flaws’) (Figure 1). Although the 63 behaviors listed in Appendix 3 describe 
actions of individuals, the majority of the causes of those behaviors or practices may well lie at research-cultural 
factors at the institutional and (inter)national level. 
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Figure 1. Examples of likely causes of bad practices 

 

 

 

 

What are the consequences of irresponsible research practices? 
RM and QRPs can harm truth finding and the trust in science. The harm caused by a specific form of RM or QRP 
depends on how often that behavior occurs and its impact when it occurs. Because many questionable research 
practices are probably more widespread than falsification and fabrication, it is likely that, overall, QRPs are more 
important than the more spectacular cases of RM. To illustrate, we have piloted this outlook in the program writing 
committee, ten of whose members rated 63 major and minor research misbehaviors on their occurrence and 
impact on (public) trust and “truth”. Appendix 3 contains a summary of the findings.  
 
Figure 2 shows a simplified example of how QRPs may cause harm. In most disciplines the proportion of papers 
reporting positive results has increased over time[10]. Positive results are published and cited more often and also 
receive more media attention. This will probably increase the chances of getting grants and tenure for the 
investigators involved, although it comes at a major cost to scientific progress. Ioannidis and others have shown that 
not only do publication and reporting biases lead to an alarmingly high prevalence of false positive results; they also 
cause existing effects to be grossly inflated.[11, 12]  

 
 
Figure 2. Example of how things can go wrong 

 
 

 
 
Preferential attention to such results causes publication bias, selective reporting and selective citation. These 
phenomena distort the published record and can explain some of the disturbing replication difficulties in fields such 
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as preclinical biomedical research and social psychology. There is strong evidence for a few of the relations 
suggested in Figure 2, but no or only little evidence for most of them. Better empirical research to clarify how these 
processes work is sorely needed. The knowledge thus gained is important for fostering RRP and preventing QRP and 
RM more effectively. 
 

In summary, there is a lack of scientific research on the conceptual and ethical aspects of research integrity in 

general and on the frequency and the causes of the different elements of RRP, QRPs and RM in particular. Also, little 

is known about differences between various disciplines and about the effects of (local) activities and interventions 

to reduce QRPs. Given the importance of preventing breaches of research integrity and of fostering a culture of RRP, 

more knowledge is needed to improve our actions for change. [13, 14] The national program ‘fostering Responsible 

Research Practices (fRRP)’ is meant to make a start with improving our understanding and utilize that understanding 

to strengthen RRP. 

 

Scope of the program 

 
Integrity (adherence to moral principles, honesty) is a complex and context-dependent phenomenon. The study of 
responsible research practices should therefore draw on insights from and methods used in different fields, e.g. 
ethics, (organizational) sociology, (social) psychology, research methods and statistics, behavioral economics and 
philosophy and sociology of science. It should ideally address various contexts of scientific research, providing 
insight in differences, but also in similarities between practices. The study of responsible research practices should 
combine descriptive investigations on scientists’ behavior and structural, cultural and psychological aspects 
influencing this behavior with conceptual and normative analyses, aiming to clarify what counts as good or bad 
practice. 
 
The national program ‘fostering Responsible Research Practices (fRRP)’ is open to research proposals from and 
about all empirical disciplines. However, it gives priority to proposals on (generic) issues that are potentially relevant 
for multiple disciplines. Research on violations of general societal norms (or the law) by scientists, such as theft of 
goods, financial fraud, aggression and (sexual) violence are beyond the scope of the program. Although breaches of 
the legal and ethical requirements of research involving human subjects and animals clearly belong to the 
continuum of research integrity, the program excludes these topics as these are not relevant for all scientific 
disciplines and already get ample attention in other programs. 
 
Research into the relevance of research questions is outside the scope of the program due to the low level of 
consensus about the relevance of scientific questions within and between disciplines, with respect to fundamental 
(“basic”) research questions in particular. Such issues are best resolved within fields or as part of a wider public 
debate on the national research agenda. Information Technology (IT) development is beyond the scope of the 
program, but evaluations of IT applications to foster RRP will be eligible. Proposals from or about the increasingly 
research-oriented Universities of Applied Sciences are also welcomed. 
 
The program includes conceptual, qualitative and quantitative approaches as well as systematic and narrative 
reviews of the literature. Ideally, many projects are envisioned to take an interdisciplinary approach and use mixed 
research strategy. 
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Aims 
 
The aims of the national program ‘fostering Responsible Research Practices (fRRP)’ are 
 

1. To provide an overview of Dutch RRP-related initiatives and to gain insight into how these initiatives 
function within their organizations (pillar 2). 

2. To enlarge our understanding of the systemic, cultural and individual nature, causes, and frequency of 
occurrence of responsible research practices (RRP), questionable research practices (QRP) and research 
misconduct (RM) (pillars 1, 3 and 4). 

3. To help to develop effective interventions at the level of the system, the culture and the individual to 
promote responsible research practices and the prevention of questionable research practices and 
research misconduct (pillars 1-4).  

 

Organizational Structure of the National Program 

The organizational structure of the National Program on Fostering Responsible Research Practices is visualized in 

figure 3. 

 

Figure 3. Structure of the National Program on fRRP 

 

 

The Program Committee will be an active group appointed by the Netherlands Organisation for Health Research and 

Development (ZonMw) and, conditional on their participation, the Netherlands Organisation for Scientific Research 

(NWO). It will consist of scientists from various disciplines from different career stages. A separate stakeholder 

sounding board group will consist of lay representatives and stakeholders from other societal fields, such as for 

example journalism and business. They will advise the PC and PGs on the selection of proposals in all pillars and on 

general policy issues. The chair of the sounding board group and two of its members will also be members of the PC. 

The Program Committee will select full proposals for the execution of pillars 2, 3 and 4 after review by external 

reviewers recruited, among others, from the International Advisory Board. Three separate Project Groups, also to be 

appointed by the Netherlands Organisation for Health Research and Development (ZonMw) and, conditional on 

their participation, the Netherlands Organisation for Scientific Research (NWO) will coordinate pillars 2, 3 and 4 

after the funding decisions on the full proposals are made by the Program Committee
3
. The chairs of the Project 

                                                 
3
 The Project group for pillar 4 already exists, but may be extended if required. Appendix 4 lists the members of this 

group and their affiliations. 
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Groups will be members of the Program Committee. Principal investigators of the different parties conducting the 

projects in pillars 2, 3 and 4 will become members of their respective project groups. 

Pillar 1 has two rounds. The first round starts in 2016 (open call). Round 2 of pillar 1 (open call) starts in 2017 and 

will be informed in particular by the results of pillar 2 (national inventory). Pillar 2 and the preparations for pillars 3 

and 4 will start simultaneously in 2016. 

 

Pillar 1: Call for research proposals (2.7 M€) 

The ambition of this first pillar is to support excellent research proposals aimed at extending our knowledge about 

the systemic, cultural and individual nature, causes, and frequency of occurrence of responsible research practices 

(RRP), questionable research practices (QRP) and research misconduct (RM) across the empirical sciences. The 

interactions between the three levels (system, institutional culture and individual) are also seen as being important 

and worthy of study. Highlighting potential differences as well as similarities among the various sciences may also be 

a fruitful avenue to new knowledge that may be used to foster responsible research practices. Figures 1 and 2 of this 

program text may serve as an inspiration, but any proposal within the scope of the program is welcomed. 

Pillar 1 has an immediate first round and a postponed second round. The second round will be informed by the 

results of the national inventory (pillar 2), while the first round will be open for proposals as soon as the program 

has been launched. Multidisciplinary approaches are particularly welcomed. All research proposals should comply 

with the scope and the aims of the program. Research proposals may focus on the level of the system of science as a 

whole (‘perverse incentives’, reward system), on the professional environment (‘culture problems’) and on the 

individual (‘character flaws’) or their interactions. Applicants are free to select the most appropriate (mix of) 

research strategies. It is emphasized that the program is also open for proposals by Universities of Applied Sciences. 

 

 

 

Pillar 2: The national inventory of RRP initiatives (0.3 M€) 

The aim of this pillar is to inventory current RRP-related initiatives at universities (of applied sciences), academic 

medical centers, government-linked research institutes and for-profit organizations in the Netherlands, identifying 

best practices and opportunities to learn and improve local standards. Applicants are advised to seek collaboration 

with the recently founded Netherlands Research Integrity Network (www.nrin.nl) to ensure that the insights and 

knowledge gained will be used in RRP-associated action across The Netherlands. The national inventory on research 

integrity will thus explore and catalog the diversity of initiatives around research integrity that are currently ongoing 

at Dutch research institutes and the roles these initiatives play within the organizations employing these initiatives. 

It is expected that the variation encountered may give rise to new research questions, which may be fed into the 

second round of pillar 1 (see above). 

Research organizations are vital in fostering RRPs as they provide the institutional contexts in which such practices 

can develop (or not). Publications on research misconduct will have alarmed research organizations into taking up 

their role in this respect. What strategies are taken up, on what scale and to what extent they are implemented 

http://www.nrin.nl/
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effectively is not known, nor do we have information on the impact of these strategies. Such knowledge, however, is 

vital for effective change. 

In this inventory a stratified sample of research organizations, universities, academic medical centers, government-

linked research institutes and for-profit organizations in the Netherlands, will be assessed on the strategies they 

employ, the results they report and the issues they deal with in doing so. Different types of strategies will be 

distinguished. Strategies may include developing quality systems, implementing procedures and supportive facilities 

in combination with some type of audit. Other strategies may focus on the analysis of situations where breaches of 

RRPs were noticed, using root cause analyses and identifying and changing the factors that caused the breaches. Yet 

other strategies might focus on strengthening the culture that supports RRPs. 

The inventory will provide insight in what types of strategies are pursued, to what extent they are implemented and 

point out promising venues for fostering RRPs. This should result in further articulation of organizational practices 

and hypotheses about which organizational strategies could be pursued in what contexts. Best practices may be 

shared and the effectiveness of selected strategies may be tested.  

 

Pillar 3: The life cycle project (0.8 M€) 

The frequency, variety and forms of RM and QRP are largely unknown. In the pertinent scientific research, which is 

based on self-report, it is estimated that 1 to 2% of researchers engage in RM and 3 to 30% in QRP[8, 9, 15]. In 2012, 

the KNAW Report Responsible Research Data Management and the Prevention of Scientific Misconduct proposed to 

investigate the frequency and the gravity of RM and QRP through study of the facts and gestures, actions and 

decisions taken by researchers during completed research projects (2012: 56); from the phase of grant application, 

via data collection, data management, analysis and reporting, to archiving the data. This so called life cycle project 

has completed research projects as the unit of analysis, only augmented with invited comments on the decisions 

and (co-authored) publications by researchers themselves. Provided that the project can be performed in an open 

setting, with a guaranteed anonymity and immunity, the advantages include the following: (i) all aspects of the 

scientific cycle can be studied under a “microscope”: idea and hypothesis formation, experimentation, organization, 

data collection and formatting, crucial decisions, publication habits and archiving; (ii) the distinguishing 

characteristics of the different scientific disciplines can be taken into account; the specific marks of research in the 

sciences, in biomedical research, historical and social science research get all the attention needed; (iii) in addition 

to RM and the QRP, also good aspects come to the fore; the expected varieties of the quality of research (from very 

good to bad or sloppy) can give necessary insight into the determinants, not only of RM and QRP, but also of top-

quality research. (iv) the life cycle method requires very specific and well-operationalized definitions of RM (the FFP) 

and QRP that are violations of integrity, such as e.g. trimming, cooking, fudging, adjusting data, and QRPs that may 

not always be seen as violations or are even accepted by the scientific community, such as e.g. not reporting outliers 

or bad archiving. These definitions can be held constant during the life cycle project; (v) in the experimental phase 

of the life cycle project, ongoing research activities can be studies according to a strict protocol so as to observe in 

detail the quality of individual research projects. Such a protocol can become very useful in the so called ECOS-

research visitations of research institutes, in which an random sample of, say 10 to 20, research projects suffices to 

assess both scientific quality of research and (in)sufficient research integrity. So, in the long run, the life cycle 

method can also be used as a robust quality control instrument. The life cycle project itself has to take a random 

sample of about 400 projects, taken from up to 8 disciplines (among which some branches of the life sciences, the 

natural sciences, the social sciences and the humanities. As the population of research projects one can take either 

applications granted and all PhD projects or all the projects as listed in the Annual Reports of the Scientific Institutes, 
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including low budget research (or research publications and then looking backwards to the projects). The envisioned 

outcomes of this life cycle project are: (i) new methods to assess the quality of research projects individually (good, 

bad, ugly and the ones with violations of integrity), useful also in further assessments; (ii) newly validated insights 

into the determinants of quality of research, especially of good versus bad research; (iii) insights in the variety of 

disciplinary cultures of research; and (iv) finally an assessment of RM and QRP, based -  for the first time in this field 

- on real-life investigation of research instead of on self-reports with general questions about the conduct of others 

(i.e. hearsay) or about oneself.[16] 

 

 

 

Pillar 4: The national survey on research integrity (1.2 M€) 
 
The national survey on research integrity aims to expand our understanding of the nature and the causes of QRPs, 

as well as deepen our insights into why and how often specific types of undesirable behavior transpire and how they 

affect scientists. It will follow a format in which qualitative studies precede and follow a web-based survey, a ‘QSQ’ 

format for short. The qualitative studies preceding the survey may use a variety of methods, such as, for example, 

focus groups, cognitive interviews and in-depth explorative interviews with stakeholders in various disciplines and 

outside of science. The final “Q” in the QSQ format indicates qualitative studies that will deepen our understanding 

of (some of the) the survey’s results, use the results to reflect on the concepts and sharpen these, and provide 

explanations for (unexpected) findings and suggestions for ways to diminish QRPs. 

The National Study’s survey part will use internationally accepted questionnaires. In addition to relevant background 

variables, the survey will use questions on scientific misbehavior (SMQ) adapted from a recent survey[17], taking 

into account the operationalizations of these questions in other surveys.[8, 9, 18] Also, the established Survey of 

Organizational Research Climate (SORC)[19, 20] and the Publication Pressure Questionnaire (PPQ)[21] will be used. 

Close collaboration will be established with the developers of these survey instruments. 

The number of scientists participating in the survey should be large enough to allow reporting back the results for 

the main disciplines and research groups within the participating institutions. The numerical results, enriched with 

the results from the qualitative studies, will facilitate self-reflection and a critical assessment of the local situation 

against the national and international benchmark data that will be simultaneously provided.  

In the survey part of the National Study, specific attention will be paid to protection of respondents’ identity given 

the sensitive character of the topic and to prevent socially desirable answers as much as possible. Collaboration with 

Statistics Netherlands (CBS) has been sought to engender a maximal sense of trust among respondents, guarantee 

anonymity and optimize response rates.  

 

Procedures4
 

ZonMw and, conditional on their participation, NWO will appoint the Program Committee (PC) members as well as 

the members of the Project Groups (PG), the International Advisory Board and the Stakeholder Sounding Board 

Group by 1 February 2016. The PC will consist of scientists from various disciplines from different career stages 

                                                 
4
 The general procedures for the program can be downloaded from the ZonMw website at 

http://www.zonmw.nl/fileadmin/documenten/Corporate/Grant_Terms_and_Conditions_from_1st_July_2013.pdf 
 

http://www.zonmw.nl/fileadmin/documenten/Corporate/Grant_Terms_and_Conditions_from_1st_July_2013.pdf
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supplemented by the chair and two members of the Stakeholder sounding board group. A formal charter will outline 

the tasks and responsibilities of the PC. The chairs of the Project Groups (PG) will be members of the PC. External 

reviewers, selected partly from the International Advisory Board, will be invited by ZonMw and, conditional on their 

participation, by NWO. Proposals for all 4 pillars will be submitted to the PC, who will send a selection of these out 

for review to at least 3 external reviewers. The chair of the PC shall not be chair of a Project Group. The PC, the 

International Advisory Board and (representatives of) the Stakeholder Sounding Board Group will convene once 

yearly until 2019. For both parts of pillar 1, the program committee will invite a selection of applicants with excellent 

letters of intent to formulate a full grant application, which will be sent out for external review. 

 
The Project Groups of pillars 2, 3 and 4 will receive an initial grant (administered by the Project Group’s chair) to 
develop a protocol for their respective pillars. These grants will be tailored to the magnitude of their respective 
remits. The PGs will send their protocol to the PC, which will have them reviewed by at least three external 
reviewers. 
All applications must comply with Article 20 of the General Terms and Conditions Governing Grants of ZonMw 
(proper archiving, data sharing and full reporting). ZonMw will withhold 10 percent of the grant until these 
obligations have been met. Research protocols, irrespective of study design must be preregistered at 
ClinicalTrials.gov prior to the start of data collection. Note that ClinicalTrials.gov, notwithstanding its name, accepts 
all types of study designs irrespective of discipline. The program is aimed at postdocs and is not open to applications 
for PhD students. ZonMw will allow 3000 Euros per grant to facilitate open access publication, but predatory 
journals should be avoided

5
. All parties receiving funding through the program are expected to liaise with the 

Netherlands Research Integrity Network (NRIN) and to respond positively on NRIN’s reasonable requests for 
collaboration or teaching. 
 
Conditions specific to the four pillars: 
Pillar 1: Call for research proposals 
The first round of pillar 1 will start on 1 February 2016. The second round of pillar 1 will start on 1 December 2017 
as it will be informed by the results of pillar 2. It will follow the normal ZonMw procedure with letters of intent 
followed by full proposals. The PC will advise applicants with excellent letters of intent to extend these into full 
proposals. Full proposals will be sent out by the PC to at least 3 external reviewers. 
 
Pillar 2: The national inventory 
The Project Group National inventory (PGNI) will have 3 months to develop a protocol and 12 months to perform 
the national inventory and report on it (deadline 1 May 2017). With these timelines, and allowing for external 
review (2 months) and digestion of the report, round 2 of pillar 1 is anticipated to start by 1 December 2017. The 
PGNI will oversee and coordinate the conduct of the activities in pillar 2. The chair of the PGNI will be a member of 
the PC. 
 
Pillar 3: The life cycle project 
The Project Group Life Cycle (PGLC) will have 12 months to develop the protocol and 18 months to perform the 
research. These timelines include reporting and result in an anticipated end of the project by December 2018. The 
PGLC will oversee and coordinate the conduct of the activities in pillar 3. The chair of the PGLC will be a member of 
the PC. 
 
Pillar 4: The national survey 
The Project Group Survey (PGS) will have 12 months to develop a protocol for pillar 4. The qualitative pre-phase may 
take 6 months, the survey 8 months and the qualitative after-phase 6 months. These time lines include reporting. 
With these time lines, pillar 1 is anticipated to end by February 2019. The PGS will oversee and coordinate the 
conduct of the activities in pillar 4. The chair of the PGS will be a member of the PC. 

                                                 
5
 See the blacklist at http://scholarlyoa.com 
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Table 2. Provisional timelines of the program and its pillars 
  
The following provisional deadlines are anticipated 

Deadline Pillar 1 
Open call 
Round 1 

Pillar 1 
Open Call 
Round 2 

Pillar 2 
National Inventory 

Pillar 3 
Life Cycle 

Pillar 4 
National Survey 

Call open 1/2/16 1/12/17 1/2/16 1/2/16 1/2/16 

Letters of intent submitted 1/5/16 1/3/18 N/A N/A N/A 

Full protocols ready 1/8/16 1/5/18 1/5/16 1/2/17 1/2/17 

External reviews back 1/10/16 1/7/18 1/7/16 1/4/17 1/4/17 

Projects start 1/1/17 1/9/18 1/10/16 1/6/17 1/6/17 

Qualitative pre-phase N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/6/17 

Survey N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/12/17 

Qualitative post-phase N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/8/18 

Final reports 1/2/21 1/2/21 1/10/17 1/12/18 1/2/19 
Legend: Numbers are calendar dates (day/month/year); N/A is not applicable; Some dates may slightly deviate from time 
schedule in the main text due to accounting for summer holidays to avoid awkward planning. 

 
 
Formats for applicants (and for referents) will be added shortly. Foreign applicants may co-apply if they collaborate 
with Dutch research institute(s). Rules for budgeting: see 
www.zonmw.nl/fileadmin/documenten/Corporate/Grant_Terms_and_Conditions_from_1st_July_2013.pdf.  
 
 

Budget 
Proposed total budgets for pillar 1 (total of both rounds), 2, 3 and 4 are 2.7 M€, 0.3M€, 0.8 M€ and 1.2 M€, 
respectively. 
 

  

http://www.zonmw.nl/fileadmin/documenten/Corporate/Grant_Terms_and_Conditions_from_1st_July_2013.pdf
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