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Marit explains the ETHNA system
Helene describes the workings of the Norwegian national research ethics committees; what tasks they have, and how the responsibilities are distributed, also with regard to the local level: 
Quote#1
“The Norwegian national research ethics committees [FEK] are responsible for making ethical guidelines at national level. The committees take a broad societal perspective on ethics. That is especially the case in the National Committee for Research Ethics in Science and Technology (NENT), but also in the National Committee for Research Ethics in the Social Sciences and the Humanities (NESH); it does not apply so much to the medical field, which is more regulated”.
We have talked a lot about RRI, in relation to research ethics. Research ethics is one of the [RRI]keys, but open access is part of research ethics more broadly understood. So, one can talk about RRI and research ethics in different ways. The national ethics committees assume a broad, societal understanding of research ethics.
Helene explains that the Norwegian Research Ethics Act (2017) gives the higher educations and research institutions a statutory responsibility for research ethics work in their organization. The vast majority of the [higher education and research] institutions have ethics committees in place, mandated to handle cases having to do with misconduct in research. But is seems more difficult for the institutions to take a more proactive, preventive responsibility for research ethics, which would assume a broader societal understanding of what research ethics means. It is unclear which routines are in place with respect to this aspect of research ethics, and the measures that have been taken seem a bit ad hoc. 
According to Helene, some universities are beginning to see that they need something in addition to the ethics committees mandated to handle cases of misconduct, to handle the broader, societal aspects of research ethics. The national research ethics committees are currently working with the institutions to follow up this issue more systematically.
Marit: Can you give a concrete example of someone who works more broadly in this way?
Helene: I know that the University of South-Eastern Norway (USN) has recently decided to establish a research ethics committee with a broader, societal mandate than the ethics committee mandated to handle misconduct in research. The national research ethics committees is arranging a leadership forum at the end of November this year to discuss differences in how the institutions work with research ethics issues more broadly understood versus cases of dishonesty.
They also have an ethics committee at the Norwegian University of the Life Sciences (NMBU) which also assumes a broader understanding of research ethics, which includes the societal grand challenges.
Marit: The ethics committees that you refer to, which assumes a broader understanding of research ethics, are they organized in a traditional way, with committees that consider applications or cases that come in based on inquiries?
Helene: Yes, that's my impression. They are based on inquiries from individuals. There are not very good routines for making the broad assessments. It is up to the supervisor to ensure that this is done.
According to the Norwegian national research ethics guidelines, which define the recognized research ethics norms in which the institutions have a responsibility to provide training, the institutions are already  required to include the broader societal perspective in the research ethics assessments they make; [in this sense] it is already assumed in their responsibility to provide training and education in research ethics. But it is unclear how this is actually done.
Marit: If the intention is to integrate RRI into the entire research and innovation process, one may have to move away from the model where individuals turn to a committee to get a project approved? The core of RRI seems to be that the researchers themselves reflect critically on their project?
Helene: We have not come very far in the work with these issues. We are currently working on creating a guideline for handling fraud cases versus research ethics issues more broadly understood. 
Quote#2
“The entire committee system is based on the idea that research ethics broadly understood is ultimately the responsibility of the researcher, and the committee wants to promote such reflection and awareness in the researcher, and the guidelines are also intended to do so. They are not very concrete, but are meant to provide a framework for the ethical assessment. Definitive answers are rarely given. The purpose is to facilitate reflection.” 
Quote #3
“I completely agree that leaving these assessments to some committee, which is external to the research community, is not a good idea. That said, both the RECs and the national committees are composed of researchers, which is important to ensure proximity to the research field… however, for some of the research ethics dilemmas, I completely agree that it is best if they are discussed by the research communities themselves, although it is unclear how exactly to facilitate that kind of dialogue. We have yet to make any clear recommendations on that issue. But we see that there is a need for something else, in addition to the existing committees focusing on research fraud; a different way of discussing these issues”.
Quote #4
"Different research ethics issues should be handled differently. Existing ethics committee structures may be well placed to deal with some of them. However, it is our experience that they rarely capture ethical matters that concern broader societal issues. But the national ethics committees assume that perspective in their work. That might be due to the fact that they are not regulated by law to the same extent as the committees in the medicine and health sciences, for example. "
Marit: You point out the importance of facilitating ... several of the other informants have mentioned that too. It seems that there is a missing link here, that of facilitating the reflection expected of researchers?
Helene: 
Quote #5
“It is clear that the responsibility that the law places on the institutions when it comes to research ethics is about more than dealing with cases of dishonesty; it also involves a training responsibility, which I think must be understood quite broadly in order to fulfill the requirements in the law. So, when I say facilitate, it is not sufficient to offer a course for PhD students, there must continuity in the training, including for other employees, and to achieve that you have to have other arenas for learning and exchange”
Helene refers to the RINO project (research integrity in Norway), where they looked at experiences related to training in research integrity:
Quote #6
“It is clear that there is a great need for meeting places to discuss research ethics and that was one of the recommendations that came out of this report.”
Marit: Does FEK also have a role that involves facilitating this type of dialogue around research ethics?
Helene: Yes, we do. Because research ethics is defined so broadly in the guidelines. The institutions also have that responsibility now, but the national committees is responsible for preparing national There are also some issues that are better suited to be handled by a national committee, such as cases that raise issues of national importance, which affect all the institutions.
Marit: There is a need for interaction between FEK and the institutions?
Helene: yes, we must have a dialogue, and we have that today. 
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