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1 Preface 

Now, in 2014, five years have passed since the publication of 
"Research Misconduct or Legal Scandal"1. The book describes the 
investigation of suspected research misconduct that Karolinska 
Institutet (KI) in collaboration with the Swedish Research Council 
(SRC) conducted concerning Thomas Lundeberg, researcher, and his 
former PhD student, Joakim Carleson. The case can be described as 
one of the most remarkable of its type, characterized by singular 
allegations and official actions that witness to serious departures from 
the legal framework. Although Lundeberg and Carleson could be 
criticized on some points, closer scrutiny of the conclusions drawn by 
KI and the SRC reveals an overwhelming lack of conclusive evidence. 
The main actors involved in the case, besides Lundeberg and Carleson 
whom KI condemned for scientific fraud, were:  

(1) Hans Wigzell, Vice-Chancellor, and his successor, Harriet 
Wallberg-Henriksson (Figure 1).  

(2) Jan Carlstedt-Duke, dean and head of the KI investigation 
(Figure 1).  

(3) Professor Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg, the Swedish University of 
Agricultural Sciences2, colleague and business partner of 
Lundeberg, who made numerous grievous allegations against 
Lundeberg ranging from theft of research to murder (Figure 
2).  

(4) Kurt Björkholm, representative of Uvnäs Moberg and equally 
persistent in making allegations against Lundeberg (Figure 2). 

(5) The Swedish Research Council's Expert Group for the 
Investigation of Suspected Research Misconduct, hereafter 
referred to as the Committee on Research Misconduct: 

                                                
1 Thyberg, 2009, 2011 
2 Sveriges lantbruksuniversitet, SLU 
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Kjerstin Nordborg, member of the Supreme Administrative 
Court and one of Sweden's highest legal experts 
(chairperson); Associate Professor Birgitta Forsman, Lund 
University; Professor Dan Larhammar, Uppsala University; 
Professor Birgitta Strandvik, University of Gothenburg; and 
Björn Thomasson, SRC director and lawyer (committee 
secretary; Figure 3).  

   

Figure 1. The three at KI who bore the main responsibility for the 
investigation of Thomas Lundeberg (upper left) and Joakim Carleson 
(upper right): Vice-Chancellors Hans Wigzell and Harriet Wallberg-
Henriksson, and Jan Carlstedt-Duke, dean. 
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When Harriet Wallberg-Henriksson, Vice-Chancellor of KI, and Bengt 
Norrving, Administrative Director at KI, confirmed findings of 
research misconduct in the case of Thomas Lundeberg and Joakim 
Carleson , it was in no way "case closed" so that the matter could be 
laid to rest. Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg and Kurt Björkholm, her legal 
counsel, subsequently continued to make allegations and request that 
KI, the government, and other public authorities and legal instances 
(among them the Swedish Economic Crime Authority3 and the 
Swedish Security Service4) broaden the investigation of Lundeberg's 
and other's work. No substantial recognition, however, was given to 
these claims. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 2. Professor Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg and Kurt Björkholm, her 
legal counsel, the two persons primarily responsible for the 
allegations of research misconduct against Thomas Lundeberg. 

                                                
3 Ekobrottsmyndigheten 
4 SÄPO 
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Figure 3. The three scientific members of The Swedish Research 
Council's Expert Group for the Investigation of Suspected Research 
Misconduct who were responsible for the investigation of Thomas 
Lundeberg (from left): Associate Professor Birgitta Forsman, Professor 
Dan Larhammar, and Professor Birgitta Strandvik.   
 
Shortly after KI's finding, Karin Rudling, Director of Danderyd 
Hospital AB where Thomas Lundeberg was employed, forbid him to 
conduct any research since this could be considered an outside 
activity that conflicted with the interests of the hospital. A little over a 
year later, Carola Lemne, the Hospital's CEO, signed a decree 
renewing the ban.    
 
Neither did Thomas Lundeberg let the matter rest. After consulting 
Bertil Wennergren, a former Parliamentary Ombudsman [JO], 
Lundeberg appealed the decisions of the SRC and KI to the County 
Administrative Court in Stockholm5 through his lawyer, citing the 
paragraph in the Administrative law on the right to appeal an 
administrative decision. Nevertheless, it was decided that the findings 
of KI and the SRC had no legal consequences for Lundeberg, neither 
for his personal nor his financial position - that is, in no way that 
allowed action to be taken. At this time, Lundeberg chose to go to the 

                                                
5 Länsrätten i Stockholm 
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Administrative Court of Appeal6, which upheld the ruling of the 
County Administrative Court. At the beginning of 2007, Lundeberg 
and his lawyer took the case to the highest court, the Supreme 
Administrative Court7. In support of their argument, they submitted 
the legal opinion of Bertil Wennergren on the right to judicial review 
according to the European Convention on Human Rights. The 
Swedish Supreme Court, however, decided not to grant a review. 
 
The story does not end here, but continues. The hostilities between 
Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg and Thomas Lundeberg now revolve around 
common business interests and patents, with continuing legal battles. 
Criticism of the SRC review of Lundeberg and Carleson was renewed 
(the KI decision was based on the SRC review) when an SRC review of 
another case of suspected research misconduct was retracted. In this 
new case, criticism of the SRC review was so great, pointing out 
serious mistakes which invalidated the rule of law, that the review 
was retracted. Lundeberg maintained that the same type of faults 
occurred in the review of his own case (which was made before this 
second case). The legal battles have also continued, even after the 
Supreme Administrative Court's denial of a judicial review. 
 
The following chapters detail the events of the five years between this 
and the previous book. 

                                                
6 Kammarrätten 
7 Regeringsrätten 
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2 The many layers of a scandal 

The way in which both KI and the SRC proceeded in their 
investigations of the allegations against Thomas Lundeberg and 
Joakim Carleson was criticized strongly in "Research Misconduct or a 
Legal Scandal"8. In perusing the huge volume of case documents, it is 
difficult not to get the impression that the process became biased 
almost from the beginning and was to a large degree orchestrated by 
Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg and Kurt Björkholm, her representative. This 
was clearly demonstrated in a written document to Leif Pagrotsky, 
Minister of Education, and Vice-Chancellor Harriet Wallberg-
Henriksson shortly after the review was completed. Among other 
things, Björkholm wrote that he "had taken the initiative and headed 
up the scientific investigation at KI that recently concluded with a 
notable pronouncement from the SRC". 
 
Just as amazing were the actions of Jan Carlstedt-Duke, dean of KI 
and the one with actual responsibility for the investigation. In a letter 
to Carlstedt-Duke, why was Björkholm thanking the dean "for always 
being available for meetings in such pleasant conditions and assisting 
with investigations"? And why did Carlstedt-Duke actively and 
without hesitation take the allegations of Uvnäs Moberg and 
Björkholm against Lundeberg to heart and then relay these to the 
Vice-Chancellor, recommending far-reaching action9? Lundeberg 
relates a completely different version of his few meetings with 
Carlstedt-Duke (one in the presence of Vice-Chancellor Hans Wigzell 
and one only to deliver documents). This violates what the 
constitution says about how public authorities should perform their 
duties and the basic principle of observing a neutral attitude toward 
both the accuser and the accused in cases such as this. 
                                                
8 Thyberg, 2009 
9 ibid. 
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Examples of how KI and the SRC deviated from the law's requirement 
of maintaining an unbiased stance include (i) Lundeberg was never 
notified of, or given the opportunity to comment, the most crucial 
external documents being allowed into evidence, (ii) neither KI nor 
the SRC logged or archived documents purporting to be strong 
evidence for the guilt of Lundeberg, and (iii) no attention was given 
to, or investigations made of, the clear conflicts of interest between 
persons of key importance in the investigation. How things could be 
allowed to proceed in this matter is incomprehensible. 
 
In the two years following the first allegations made to KI against 
Lundeberg, Vice-Chancellor Hans Wigzell had ultimate responsibility 
for the investigation and the actions that were taken. One conflict of 
interest that was not mentioned in the previous book "Research 
Misconduct or Legal Scandal"10 but has become important to bring 
forth after anonymous tips received this last year concerns Wigzell's 
close contacts with Gunnar Walstam, a Swedish businessman. 
Walstam had done business with Lundeberg since the mid-1980s and 
defrauded him of millions of dollars in royalties from patents owned 
jointly with Lundeberg11. At the time, Lundeberg took steps to oppose 
Walstam's breaches of contract and other attacks. To get an idea of the 
sums of money Walstam defrauded Lundeberg of, Figure 4 shows that 
Walstam owes the Swedish government over SEK 140 million after the 
Swedish tax authorities revised his taxes upward because he had 
failed to declare revenues from the sale of the above-mentioned 
patents (in 2015, after two court processes, the debt has increased to 
SEK 198 million – about USD 25 million). Together with an American 
business colleague, Walstam sold the patents in 2005 for SEK 460 

                                                
10 Thyberg, 2009 
11 Thyberg, 2013 
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million [USD 57 million] to the company that has since been running 
the business (see below for more details). 
 

  
 
Figure 4. Table published in 2013 in an article by Söderlind, in 
Affärsvärlden, a Swedish business magazine. Text highlighted in red 
by author. 
 
To return to the Walstam--Wigzell relationship, both have 
collaborated as advisors to, among others, HealthCap (a venture 
capital company in the pharmacology, biotechnology, and medical 
device sector), Teknik-höjden AB (a development company owned by 
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Stiftelsen Vetenskapsstaden), CytaCoat AB (a biotechnology company 
and a Bactiguard AB competitor that Walstam previously helped 
found and worked for – see below), and Sandvik AB (Board for new 
medical technology). Other information on Walstam's contacts with 
Wigzell and other highly placed representatives for KI, makes one 
wonder what part Walstam played in the investigation of Lundeberg 
for suspected research misconduct. 
 
Even more notable are Gunnar Walstam's previous contacts with 
Thomas Lundeberg. Together with Billy Södervall from Markaryd12 iIn 
the 1980s, Lundeberg developed a method for coating catheters and 
other medical devices with a thin layer of silver to reduce the risk of 
hospital infections. When development was nearing completion, Bain 
& Company, a business and consulting firm that Walstam was 
involved with, arranged a meeting at KI for commercialization of 
medical discoveries. Lundeberg was one of the researchers presenting 
projects. Walstam contacted Lundeberg a few months later and 
expressed interest in the silver coating method. This eventually led to 
the signing of an agreement – "Agreement governing the business 
relationship and activities of the beneficiaries of the Meco Trust" – on 
9 June 1989 with Astrid Deeth (business colleague of Walstam), 
Thomas Lundeberg, Billy Södervall, and Gunnar Walstam (Figure 5). 
 
The Bactiguard Fairy Tale13 describes the events following the signing of 
this agreement, and the reader is referred to this book for details. 
Following is a brief summary of these events. 
 

                                                
12 A municipality in Sweden 
13 Sagan om Bactiguard, Thyberg, 2013 
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Figure 5. The four members of "The Meco Trust" who signed the 
agreement in 1989: Astrid Deeth (upper left), Thomas Lundeberg 
(upper right), Billy Södervall (lower left), and Gunnar Walstam (lower 
right). 
 
Deeth and Walstam organized the business in a network of firms 
(many of which were letter-box companies or "shell" corporations), 
using Adhesive Technology Holding Ltd. on the island of Jersey as a 
hub. Pending patents, which became the basis of millions of dollars of 
royalties received through licensing to CR Bard, Inc. (an American 
corporation in the medical device sector that currently uses the 
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method in the manufacture of urinary catheters) were placed in 
Adhesive Technology. In the above agreement, the company holding 
the patents would be owned equally by the four members of the Meco 
group and royalties would also be shared equally. This never 
occurred. Lundeberg and Södervall never received any shares in 
Adhesive Technology Holding Ltd or in the other firms. Södervall 
received only an insignificant share, of the enormous profits (which 
reached around SEK 100 million [USD 12 million] annually). 
 
It is remarkable that Lundeberg, as one of the two inventors behind 
the patents and the one primarily responsible for the medical docu-
mentation, never received any share of the licensing revenues. 
Largely, this was because he began having disagreements early on 
with Walstam and Deeth on key issues, such as how the results of 
clinical studies in Sweden were translated and reported to CR Bard, 
Inc. and to authorizing authorities in the United States. When, 
contrary to the agreement, Lundeberg did not receive his share in 
Adhesive Tech-nology (the patent company), Lundeberg contacted 
lawyers in the UK, but these demanded fees in the hundreds of 
thousands of dollars to even begin looking at a case with roots in a tax 
paradise like Jersey (at that time, transparency in such companies was 
nearly non-existent). Lundeberg did not have the financial means for 
this recourse, and neither then nor later has the dispute been tried in 
the courts. 
 
Over 10 years later, when Astrid Deeth and Gunnar Walstam had 
collectively earned up to SEK 1 billion [USD 124 million ] or more, 
they decided to begin winding down the business. On 13 June 2005, 
they sold 51% of Metacot Production AB (the Swedish arm of the 
Meco group) and the patents for the silver coating technique to two 
Swedish venture capitalists, Christian Kinch and Thomas von Koch 
(one of the founders of EQT). The purchase price was close to SEK 460 
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million [USD 57 million] and included the Bactiguard trademark, 
which also became the name of the new company. Less than two years 
later, in January 2007, Deeth and Walstam completed the sale by 
selling the remaining 49% of Metacot to Bactiguard. This brought in 
another SEK 420 million [USD 52 million].  
 
Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg (Figure 2) and three other colleagues and 
antagonists of Lundeberg (Professors Per Hansson and Zsuzsanna 
Wiesenfeld-Hallin in a co-signed document and Andris Kreicbergs 
[Figure 6]), submitted the first allegations of research misconduct 
against Lundeberg on three successive days in June 2002. Following 
an internal inquiryinvestigation at KI headed by Dean Jan Carlstedt-
Duke, the new Vice-Chancellor Harriet Wallberg-Henriksson turned 
the investigation over to the SRC and its Committee on Research 
Misconduct in March 2004 with the comment "[KI] finds it difficult to 
make an unbiased and independent review of the allegations made 
against Lundeberg". Unfortunately, this was not possible at the SRC 
either14.  
 

  
 

Figure 6. The three who, together with Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg, 
accused Thomas Lundeberg of research misconduct (from left): 

                                                
14 Thyberg, 2009 
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Professor Per Hansson, Professor Zsuzsanna Wiesenfeld-Hallin, and 
Andris Kreicbergs.  
What knowledge and interest could Gunnar Walstam have had of 
these allegations and this investigation? As described above, he knew 
the Vice-Chancellor at KI at that time – Hans Wigzell – previously 
through their mutual involvement in HealthCap and Teknikhöjden 
AB, among others. Through Wigzell, Walstam could have received 
information of the on-going investigations of Lundeberg. In the same 
way, Walstam clearly was glad that Lundeberg had much to do at that 
time. Lundeberg had recently contacted CR Bard, Inc. (the American 
firm that paid Walstam and Deeth hundreds of thousands of dollars in 
royalties for licensing the patents for the silver coating technique) 
again. The studies that Lundeberg and co-workers at KI conducted in 
the late 1980s were not only the basis for approval from the US Food 
and Drug Administration (FDA) that Bard had received to 
manufacture and sell the silver-coated urinary catheters in the early 
1990s; from the very beginning, and continuing through today, these 
publications have in the same way been central to the marketing of 
these catheters (Figure 7). 
 
However, the technique that Walstam and Deeth documented for 
Bard – and for which Bard paid huge licensing fees – was not, 
according to Lundeberg, exactly the same technique that had been 
used to silver-coat the catheters for the clinical studies in Stockholm. A 
pretreatment step that improved silver adhesion to the catheters had 
been added. In his opinion, this could explain why the results of later 
studies were not as positive. Lundeberg contacted the firm in the 
1990s to give them more information on the pretreatment step, but 
they firm showed no interest. In 2001, he contacted the firm again 
concerning the silver-coating technique, and in March 2002, signed a 
confidential disclosure agreement stating that he would inform Bard 
of the details of the method for silver-coating. Lundeberg's meeting at 
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the company was a disappointment, and nothing came of it. At the 
visit, Lundeberg also informed Bard that, among other things, the data 
from the long-term 
 

 
 
Figure 7. A screenshot of the home page on the CR Bard, Inc., website, 
in 2014 which shows that the company still referenced the articles that 
Lundeberg and others published in the late 1980s as proof of the 
protective effect of silver-coated urinary catheters against infection. 
 
studies of silver-coated catheters which Deeth and Walstam had given 
the company were fabricated. Despite the understanding that the 
meeting was confidential, Deeth and Walstam were informed of 
Lundeberg's contacts with Bard. Naturally, this made them uneasy, as 
they were receiving large revenues from CR Bard, Inc. via companies 
they controlled and through which agreements with CR Bard, Inc. had 
been made. 
 
At this time, when Thomas Lundeberg was being accused of 
suspected research misconduct and reports were being made to KI in 



18 

June 2002, it is probable that Gunnar Walstam and Astrid Deeth were 
glad to see Lundeberg busy with other matters than the fraud that had 
been committed against him in their business dealings. To what extent 
and how these two, for this reason, chose to become involved in KI's 
investigation of Lundeberg's suspected scientific misconduct is a 
matter for which definitive evidence has yet to surface. 

 



 
3 Unequal Treatment at the Swedish Research 
Council 

3A  The Case of Suchitra Holgersson 

Just over two years after Vice-Chancellor Harriet Wallberg-
Henriksson signed the decision concerning Thomas Lundeberg and 
Joakim Carleson, a new case of suspected research misconduct at KI 
drew much attention. The case concerned Professor Suchitra 
Holgersson (Figure 8), who had recently moved from KI to 
Sahlgrenska Academy at the University of Gothenburg (UG). 
Controversies arose with KI over ownership of the equipment and the 
primary data. Two previous PhD students and another student who 
had had Holgersson as a supervisor also submitted allegations of 
manipulation of manuscripts written using some of their work. Based 
on an internal investigation by Professors Jan Carlstedt-Duke and 
Anders Gustavsson at KI, the Vice-Chancellors at KI (Harriet 
Wallberg-Henriksson) and UG (Pam Fredman) made similar petitions 
to the SRC in December 2008 for an investigation of the allegations of 
research misconduct. 
 
This case was also assigned to the Committee on Research 
Misconduct. The Committee now comprised Karin Almgren, member 
of the Supreme Administrative Court (chairperson); Professors Göran 
Collste, Dan Larhammar, and Birgitta Strandvik; and the SRC's legal 
advisor, Jan Stålhammar (secretary). Two of the scientific 
representatives in the group, Larhammar and Strandvik, had also 
been on the Committee during the Lundeberg investigation. 
Professors Lena Claesson-Welsh and Olle Kämpe at Uppsala 
University (Figure 9) were asked to assist as experts. Their conclusions 
are briefly summarized on the last page of their final statement to the 
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committee (6 November 2009): “Together we find a number of serious 
flaws in the documentation, coupled with a lack of critical thinking 
and a healthy scientific stance in Holgersson's research, and this 
pattern has continued during the ongoing investigation with the  
 

 

Figure 8. Suchitra Holgersson, professor of transplant biology at the 
University of Gothenburg, and Michael Olausson, professor of clinical 
transplant surgery and the one who recruited Holgersson to 
Sahlgrenska Academy at the University. 

emergence of serious manipulations of the research documentation. 
We also find evidence for the pure fabrication of data in many cases." 
More scathing criticism would be difficult to find. 
 
Ten months later, the Committee on Research Misconduct submits its 
concluding statement and declares the case closed (9 September 2010, 
Daybook no. 312-2008-7820), in line with the advice of its experts, 
concluding: "Suchitra Holgersson is guilty of serious scientific 
misconduct" whereby, in many manuscripts, she has used (i) 
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"fabricated values", (ii) "data that could not be verified", (iii) "data that 
lacks supporting evidence", (iv) "distorted analytical results", and (v) 
"data for which no documentation exists". In summary, it states that 
she also "attempted to mislead the experts and the Committee on 
Research Misconduct during the investigation using false documents". 
 
Based on this report, Pär Omling (Figure 10), the General Director of 
the SRC, decided on 14 September 2010 to temporarily block payment 
of research funds that Holgersson had been awarded until further 
decisions on the issue could be made (Daybook no. GD-2010-79). Less 
than one month later (5 October 2010), Omling decided that payments 
to Holgersson should be definitively stopped (Daybook no. GD-2010-
93). The same day, it is decided that Holgersson will not be allowed to 
apply for research funding from the SRC for 10 years (until 1 
September 2020, Daybook no. GD-2010-92). Two months later, in 
February 2011, the Vice-Chancellor at UG, Pam Fredman (Figure 11) 
 
  

  
Figure 9. The two experts that the Swedish Research Council used in 
the investigation of Suchitra Holgersson: Professors Lena Claesson-
Welsh and Olle Kämpe at Uppsala University.  
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Figure 10. The two director generals of the Swedish Research Council 
responsible for the decision in the investigation of Suchitra 
Holgersson: Pär Omling (left) and Mille Millnert. 

writes to the Swedish National Disciplinary Offence Board15, asking 
that Suchitra Holgersson be removed from her post of Professor at 
UG. 
 
At KI, the university where Suchitra Holgersson was employed 
when these events allegedly occurred, Vice-Chancellor Harriet 
Wallberg-Henriksson asked Anders Stening and Gustaf Dyrssen, 
lawyers, and Christian Olofsson, LLB, at MAQS Law Firm16 
(Figure 12) to read and comment on the case. Stening and Dyrs-
sen had previously consulted many times for KI in legal matters 
(Dyrssen had also had a room in KI's administrative offices). In 
their assessment, they consulted the SRC report (2010-09-09); 

                                                
15 Trans.: Statens ansvarsnämd 
16 MAQS Advokatbyrå AB 
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Figure 11. Vice-Chancellor Pam Fredman at the University of 
Gothenburg. 

statements from the experts, Professors Lena Claesson-Welsh and Olle 
Kämpe; Suchitra Holgersson's input to the investigation; and the 
report that UG Professors Elias Eriksson and Kristoffer Hellstrand 
submitted to the SRC in January 2011 (see below). The three lawyers 
submitted their 16-page report to the Vice-Chancellor on 14 February 
2011; despite its length, the report does little more than concur with 
the assessments made by the experts and the SRC Committee on 
Research Misconduct.  
  
In brief, they conclude that Holgersson was guilty of research 
misconduct and that this misconduct was of a serious nature. The 
following day, 15 February 2011, the Vice-Chancellor of KI, Harriet 
Wallberg-Henriksson signed a short document with a similar 
conclusion. 
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Figure 12. (From left) Anders Stening, lawyer; Gustaf Dyrssen, lawyer; 
and LL.B. Christian Olofsson. These three reviewed the investigation 
of Suchitra Holgersson for Karolinska Institutet. 

At this point, the matter should have been closed. But it was not. 
Instead, the case took a dramatic turn, which resulted in the newly 
appointed Director General of the SRC, Mille Millnert (Figure 10) 
invalidating the decision reached by the Committee on Research 
Misconduct in the investigation of Suchitra Holgersson and reversing 
the decision to revoke her research funding. Similarly, the Vice-
Chancellor of UG retracted her petition to the Swedish National 
Disciplinary Offence Board requesting the dismissal of Holgersson. 
This nearly diametric reversal was caused in large part by three 
professors at UG (Michael Olausson, Elias Eriksson, and Kristoffer 
Hellstrand, Figures 8 and 13) and a freelancing journalist (Sus 
Andersson, Figure 14) who had begun to review the investigation in 
detail and raised doubts about how the investigation had been 
conducted. 
 
The purpose here is not to discuss the SRC investigation of Suchitra 
Holgersson in detail but simply to present the case in broad terms in 
order to make a comparison with how the matter of Thomas Lun-
deberg had been conducted. The one with a special interest in learning 
the truth of the allegations against Holgersson was Michael Olausson, 
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professor of clinical transplant surgery. He had recruited her to 
Sahlgrenska Academy and the hospital and subsequently came to act 
as her unofficial defence attorney throughout the investigation. On 12 
September 2011, more than a week before the Director General decid-
ed to retract the statement issued by the Committee on Scientific Mis-
conduct, he wrote a letter to SRC Director General Mille Millnert (Fig-
ure 10) in which he stated "It is in my own interest to get to the bottom 
of this matter concerning misconduct, because no one wants a dishon-
est person associated with their activities". He also wrote that he had 
invested more than 1,000 hours in the case, "considerably more than 
the experts and the Committee on Research Misconduct together did, I 
dare promise". In the letter, Olausson summarizes his criticism of the 
investigation in 11 points (Note 1), some of which include:  

1. Serious deficiencies in the investigation log. 

2. Lack of any memoranda logged by the experts, which 
makes it impossible to follow the course of the 
investigation. 

3. Meetings between the experts, KI, and the accusers, to 
which Holgersson was not invited and allowed to defend 
herself. 

4. A constant disregard of facts that were to Holgersson's 
advantage throughout the investigation. 

Notable is that this letter, which I copied on a visit to the SRC, was 
not listed in the log I received from there.  

In January 2011, two other professors at UG, Elias Eriksson and 
Kristoffer Hellstrand (Figure 13), submitted an over 40-page long 
document to the SRC in which they presented their views on the 
investigation and the consequences it had had for Suchitra 
Holgersson. They begin by emphasizing that neither of them had met 
Holgersson when they first heard about the matter and neither had 
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any detailed knowledge of her research. Instead, they had "for a long 
time, in connection with other matters (including the investigation of 
Thomas Lundeberg) been interested in the working methods of the 
Committee on Research Misconduct and become concerned with how 
the rule of law had been set aside, which in our opinion and others' 
characterized the activities of this group". For this reason, they had 
been asked to review the investigation. 
 

  

Figure 13. Professors Elias Eriksson (pharmacology) and Kristoffer 
Hellstrand (tumor immunology) at the University of Gothenburg, two 
of the colleagues who, in addition to Michael Olausson, became 
involved in the case of Suchitra Holgersson. 
  
The ambition of the above document, was not to clarify the guilt or 
innocence of Holgersson but primarily to analyze "whether the SRC 
investigation fulfils the conditions of rule of law that everyone has a 
right to expect in a society governed by the rule of law". Something 
that made the review difficult was that none of those responsible for 
the investigation were willing to answer questions (Note 2). 
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In a short conclusion at the beginning of the document, the authors 
write "... the way this matter was handled is contrary to the 
fundamental principles of the rule of law" (Note 3). They then 
describe, in a long, detailed analysis, how the various allegations were 
handled by the experts and the Committee on Research Misconduct. 
The document concludes with severe criticism where, in point after 
point, they describe how those in charge of the investigation ignored 
the rule of law, among others, by not meeting the accusers and the  
 

 

Figure 14. Sus Andersson, journalist for the online newspaper 
Farad.se, who reviewed the case of Suchitra Holgersson. 

 
accused on equal terms and by consistently disregarding anything 
that spoke to the advantage of the accused. The authors also state that 
this is not the first time that the Committee on Research Misconduct 
(with similar group membership) had seriously mismanaged their 
duties, and draw comparisons with, among others, the Lundeberg 
case.  
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Someone else who became very interested in the SRC investigation of 
the misconduct allegations against Suchitra Holgersson was Sus 
Andersson, editor in chief of Farad, an online newspaper (Figure 14). 
In four articles in 2010, she discussed the rule of law in investigations 
of scientific misconduct17. During 2011 and 2012, she wrote a series of 
reports examining the process by going through the documents in the 
SRC archive and interviewing the investigators and the persons who 
strongly criticized the work of the Committee on Research Misconduct 
and its experts18. She summarized her reaction to what she found in an 
opinion piece on Farad.se (31 August 2011) "Praktskandal på 
Vetenskapsrådet [Massive Scandal at the Swedish Research Council]"19. 
The article begins by stating: 

The jumble I found in the archive at the Swedish Research 
Council this summer may be the worst I have seen in over 20 
years as a journalist. I have gone through an investigation of 
suspected research misconduct that appears to have been 
decided before it began, where the authorities have fabricated 
the stamped dates of arrival on documents and where it is not 
sure who sent what and when to the investigators.  

The Swedish Research Council claims that the researcher was 
guilty of the most serious sort of fraud. At this moment, their 
investigation is being used as grounds for firing the researcher 
from her position as professor. Additionally, the Swedish 
Research Council has blocked her from receiving research 
funds for ten years since her crime is considered so serious. 

The final report from the Swedish Research Council states that 
deficient documentation alone should be considered worthy of 
criticism. One doesn't know whether to laugh or cry. The 

                                                
17 Andersson, 2010 a-d 
18 Andersson, 2011 a-n, 2012 a-c 
19 Andersson, 2011 f 
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Swedish Research Council places - and rightly so! - high 
demands on researchers. But when it comes to their own 
archives, insight on the importance of good documentation 
appears to be non-existent.  

Without question, an investigation that affects a person so 
drastically that, in principle, she is not allowed to practice her 
profession, must be above reproach from the first to the last 
page. 

Insight into the disorder in SRC's management of the documents in 
the Holgersson investigation caused Sus Andersson and Farad to 
report the matter to the Parliamentary Ombudsman20 in the spring of 
2011. That autumn, the Ombudsman replied that no review of the 
matter would be made21. The reason can only be called remarkable: 
"Because the Expert Group for the Investigation of Suspected Research 
Misconduct at the Swedish Research Council that previously 
investigated the matter of suspected research misconduct no longer 
exists, I find no sufficient reason to take any action".  
 
Nonetheless, the charge lodged with the Parliamentary Ombudsman 
and the many criticisms that the SRC received from Sus Andersson 
and from Professors Michael Olausson, Elias Eriksson, and Kristoffer 
Hellstrand apparently made the newly appointed Director General at 
the SRC, Mille Millnert, reconsider. Hopefully, he also took note of the 
criticism presented by the accused, Suchitra Holgersson. Following an 
internal investigation, Millnert decided on 21 September 2011 to nulli-
fy the statement issued by the Committee on Research Misconduct for 
these reasons: 

                                                
20 Trans.: justitieombudsmannen (JO) 
21 Andersson, 2011 j 
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Due to serious ambiguities in the management of the 
investigation of suspected misconduct concerning Suchitra 
Holgersson, the Swedish Research Council has decided that it 
no longer stands behind the statement made on 2010-09-09 by 
the Committee on Research Misconduct, and retracts this 
statement. 

A more detailed description of events surrounding this decision was 
published in a "notice" on the SRC website on 3 October 2011 (Note 4). 
Two days later, Mille Millnert revoked the previous decision of former 
SRC Director General Pär Omling to block payment of research funds 
to Holgersson (Daybook no. GD-2010-93) and to forbid her to seek 
research funds from the SRC for the next 10 years (Daybook no. GD-
2010-92). As a result of the retraction of the Committee on Research 
Misconduct's statement by the SRC, the Vice-Chancellor of UG 
withdrew the University's request to the Swedish National 
Disciplinary Offence Board22 to dismiss Holgersson. 
 
To determine what had gone wrong in the working practices at the 
SRC and the Committee on Research Misconduct, three external 
experts were hired in October 2011: Olle Lundin, professor of 
administrative law at Uppsala University; Jan-Erik Ögren, University 
Director of Umeå University until 2008; and Ulf Berg, Chief Legal 
Advisor to the Swedish National Police Board until 2008 (Figure 15).  
 
Lundin's main task was to investigate if and how the work of the 
expert group and the SRC could be completed. In his statement from 
11 November 2011, Lundin began by reviewing in detail the legal 
rules in force at the time. No proper analysis of to what extent these 
rules were followed, however, was done. The main question, instead, 
was whether the investigation could be resumed and concluded. Due 

                                                
22 Trans.: Statens ansvarsnämnd 
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to its retraction, the SRC had still not completed the mandate given it 
by KI and the UG. One possibility would be for the SRC to set up a 
new expert group to review the matter from the beginning and submit 
a statement. This could occur either at the initiative of the SRC or at 
the request of the two universities. One thing that complicated the 
issue was that the government of this time had transferred 
responsibility for investigating suspected misconduct at the request of 
a university or college from the SRC to the Central Ethical Review 
Board (CERB)23.  
 

 

Figure 15. The three experts assigned to review the SRC investigation 
of Suchitra Holgersson (from left): Olle Lundin, Jan-Erik Ögren, and 
Ulf Berg. 

In summary, Lundin states that it would be unfortunate if the SRC 
undertook a new investigation on its own initiative without KI or UG 
deciding to pursue the matter. In his opinion, a statement from the 
SRC would then land in a legal vacuum, and appeal or any other 
action on the part of the accused would be impossible. 
 
Jan-Erik Ögren's mandate was to investigate the underlying reasons 
for why existing rules had not been followed during the investigation 
and where responsibility lay. Ögren submitted his reply to the SRC on 

                                                
23 Trans.: Centrala Etikprövningsnämnden (CEPN) 
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27 March 2012. After describing the work of the Committee on 
Research Misconduct and the existing laws and regulations, he 
prefaced his observations by stating that "the case had not been 
handled according to existing rules and guidelines". Shortly thereafter 
he continues: 

After perusing the files, I can only conclude that the case is 
very difficult, nearly impossible, to follow. A person who had 
followed the case and was familiar with it could probably 
follow [the documentation], but not someone who only had 
the documentation to go after. This is very unsatisfactory. To 
live up to the principle of transparency, it must be possible for 
a person to understand the case based on the logged 
documents. Especially important are that relevant facts and 
motives for the decision can be found. 

Ögren lays primary responsibility for the state of the files on Director 
General Pär Omling (who was also in charge of the Lundeberg 
investigation). Ögren further concluded that the Committee secretary, 
Jan Stålhammar, was remiss in several aspects, not least concerning 
the keeping of the minutes and recording the collected documents as 
they were submitted. The Committee chairperson, Karin Almgren, 
was also blamed for the disorder of the documents. 
 
The third investigator, Ulf Berg, submitted his statement to the SRC 
on 30 March 2012. His task in particular was to examine how the 
manipulated computer files and data had been discovered at 
KI/Huddinge Hospital. According to the description in the statements 
of the experts and the Committee, the files (VRnew, VR1, and VR2) 
were found when the technician in charge of the equipment being 
used searched the computer in question, looking for analysis results 
that the user could not find. It was later determined that the user was 
one of the students who had reported Holgersson, Lena Berglin, who 
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had discovered the files and then informed the secretary of the 
Committee on Research Misconduct of their existence. The secretary 
then forwarded the information to the experts and the Committee 
members. They explained that, because they wished to protect Berglin 
– a "whistleblower" – they did not name her in the documents.  
Ulf Berg criticizes this and concludes his review: 

I would like to recall here that Lena Berglin was one of the 
researchers of interest in the investigation of scientific 
misconduct; her research results belonged to those in question 
as to whether Suchitra Holgersson had manipulated them. 
Lena Berglin was thereby directly involved in the case. And 
she had also been active in submitting opinions to the Director 
of Studies on how Suchitra Holgersson managed the research 
work. In addition to these circumstances, there is the fact that 
Lena Berglin's role in the discovery of the computer files is 
clearly seen in the print-outs of her e-mails to the expert 
group's secretary, which are archived in the case files and are 
public documents, and not confidential. Due to this, I find no 
reason, to my mind, that the circumstances were such that, 
with respect to protecting Lena Berglin, there was reason to 
avoid mentioning her role in the discovery of the computer 
files in the statement. 

In the next step in this matter, KI asked the CERB in April 2012 to let 
its expert group for research misconduct (which replaced the SRC 
Expert Group for the investigation of suspected research misconduct 
on 1 January 2010) continue the investigation of Suchitra Holgersson's 
guilt or innocence. Here, the expert report written by Lena Claesson-
Welsh and Olle Kämpe for the SRC review became the basis of the 
investigation in the new group, which did not consider it necessary to 
appoint new experts. Because the report of the SRC Committee had 
been retracted, the new investigation did not consider it. On 24 
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October 2012, the CERB expert group submitted its report, in which it 
concluded: 

Following a careful evaluation of the written and oral 
evidence, the expert group cannot conclude other than that 
Suchitra Holgersson has provided reasonable and believable 
information in response to the experts' observations. In the 
earlier investigation of the case, those observations that were 
reported by the experts and which otherwise were made are in 
no way concrete evidence that her information is incorrect.  

In the expert group's collective judgement, the suspicions in 
the case of Suchitra Holgersson are not sufficiently well-
founded to be evidence for a statement that she is guilty of 
misconduct in research. 

The above circumstances are the reason that the expert group 
of the Central Ethical Review Board recommends that 
Karolinska Institutet repeal the section in its decision of 15 
February 2011 concerning Suchitra Holgersson. However, the 
expert group endorses the decision in all other respects, 
particularly regarding the development of routines for 
research controls. 

KI did not, however, follow the CERB recommendations concerning 
Suchitra Holgersson. After receiving the CERB statement, Vice-
Chancellor Harriet Wallberg-Henriksson asked the Ethics Council at 
KI24 to submit an opinion on a few matters, of which the first, and the 
one of greatest interest here, was how KI should react to the recom-
mendation to repeal the decision concerning Holgersson. The Ethics 
Council concluded: 

The Ethics Council finds that there are differing views on this 
issue and that it does not appear to be possible to go further in 

                                                
24 Trans.: etikrådet på KI 
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this matter without the expenditure of considerable time and 
resources. The Ethics Council thus recommends the Vice-
Chancellor to agree with this; to not retract the decision of 15 
February 2011 due to this; and finally, to note that it is 
extremely unsatisfactory that it has not been possible to reach 
a clear, decisive position in the matter, something that would 
have been possible, for example, if the decision had been 
subject to appeal. 

After many months, Anders Hamsten, the new Vice-Chancellor at KI, 
issued an "office memo" on 22 April 2013 where he first states that 
CERB recommends KI to repeal the part of its decision of 15 February 
2011 where Suchitra Holgersson was declared guilty of gross research 
misconduct. He continues by saying that the Ethics Council at KI then 
was tasked to review the KI decision in light of the CERB statement. 
He then concludes: 

Any other judgement in this issue besides the one made in the 
decision of 15 February 2011, requires that new circumstances 
in this matter be brought up, which are sufficient grounds for 
a new, well-founded resolution in the matter of research 
misconduct. No such new circumstances have arisen. In view 
of this, there is no reason for Karolinska Institutet to take any 
further steps. The case is hereby closed. 

Although the Director General of the SRC found it necessary, for legal 
reasons, to retract the statement on which KI based its decision to 
convict Suchitra Holgersson for research misconduct, and despite the 
strong criticism of this statement by three independent experts (a 
professor of administrative law, a former university director, and a 
former Chief Legal Advisor for the Swedish National Police Board 
who audited the SRC investigation), KI found no reason to alter its 
decision. One can only wonder whether Sweden can still be 
considered a country with the rule of law. 
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The continuing development of Suchitra Holgersson's work at UG and 
Sahlgrenska Academy is evidence of a remarkable ability to overcome 
the trials of the investigation of suspected research misconduct. In the 
application round for 2012, she was awarded a total of SEK 1.8 million 
[USD 220,000] for 2013–2015 for studies of "mechanisms behind 
transplant rejection and stem cell transplantation". Between 2012 and 
2014, she published seven scientific articles in well-known 
international journals. She is the main author of six of these 
publications. The study published in Lancet25, where a 10-year-old girl 
with liver disease received a vein transplant manufactured using stem 
cells taken from her own bone marrow, has received world-wide 
attention. However, more recently it has also been questioned. 
 

3B Comparison of the reviews of Holgersson and 
 Lundeberg 

As mentioned earlier, it was the Committee on Research Misconduct 
at the SRC that had investigated the allegations of research 
misconduct against Thomas Lundeberg, as it had Suchitra Holgersson. 
The Committee's composition was similar in both cases, and two of 

                                                
25 Olausson et al., 2012.  
http://www.medicalnewstoday.com/articles/246669.php (Tissue Engineered 
Vein Transplant On Child Patient A Success) "A 10-year old girl with portal 
vein obstruction had her quality of life drastically improved by receiving a 
successful transplantation of the first biologically tissue-engineered vein 
grown from the patient's own stem cells." "According to the results featured 
Online First in The Lancet, this pioneering technique may provide a new 
alternative for patients with unhealthy veins who require dialysis or heart 
bypass surgery without having to encounter the problems of synthetic grafts, 
which are prone to clots and blockages, or needing lifelong immunosuppres-
sive treatment." 
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the scientific representatives were the same both times: Dan 
Larhammar and Birgitta Strandvik. 
 
Chapter 1, §9, in the Instrument of Government26 states: "Courts of law, 
administrative authorities and others performing public admini-
stration functions shall pay regard in their work to the equality of all 
before the law and shall observe objectivity and impartiality"27. After 
SRC Director General Mille Millnert decided on 21 September 2011 to 
retract the Committee's statement concerning Suchitra Holgersson and 
explained the background to this action, Thomas Lundeberg deter-
mined that the same type of errors had been made in his own case. In 
the book Research Misconduct or Legal Scandal, published in 2009, I had 
recounted many of the formal shortcomings in the work and 
considered it more or less obvious that the SRC, in accordance with 
the above-cited equal treatment principle, would reconsider its 
statement in the Lundeberg case. In a letter to Mille Millnert on 30 
October 2011, I stated, among other things:  

Examples of flaws and infringements of the law in the SRC 
review of suspected research misconduct in the case of 
Thomas Lundeberg (Daybook no. 312-2004-822) and Joakim 
Carleson (Daybook no. 312-2004-821):  

5. The accused have, contrary to administrative law, not been 
apprised of much of the material that was collected during 
the investigation and thereby not been given the 
opportunity to comment on the material. This includes 
material such as unpublished manuscripts submitted by 
Indre Bileviciute-Ljungar (Figure 16) and which in both the 

                                                
26 The Instrument of Government is one of four fundamental laws comprising 
the Swedish constitution: https://www.riksdagen.se/en/Documents-and-
laws/Laws/The-Constitution/  
27 SFS nr 1974:152 
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experts' and the Committee's reports was considered 
important evidence for misconduct. 

Likewise, the accused were not allowed to review the 
extremely comprehensive material submitted successively 
by Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg and her representative Kurt 
Björkholm. They were continually informed of the 
documents submitted by Thomas Lundeberg and his 
lawyers, and then submitted rebuttals where they rejected 
the arguments and presented new allegations. The SRC 
report of the case states that the committee was apprised of 
this material. 

  

Figure 16. Indre Bileviciute-Ljungar. Former PhD student of Thomas 
Lundeberg and former colleague/girlfriend of Joakim Carleson. 

Björn Thomasson, member and secretary of the Committee, con-
firmed in a meeting at the SRC with me that the documents sub-
mitted by Uvnäs Moberg and Björkholm had not been forwarded 
to Lundeberg or his representative. It was only at a relatively late 
stage, when Lundeberg found out in a roundabout way that Uvnäs 
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Moberg had sent in copious amounts of material with allegations 
against him, that it was possible to request copies. 

  
6. In their reports, both the experts and the Committee on 

Research Misconduct frequently refer to information 
received from KI. No documents showing what this 
information is, however, can be found in the SRC archives. 
Neither Lundeberg nor Carleson were informed of what 
information the SRC had received from KI. They have 
therefore not been able to comment the material. 

Perhaps the most obvious and serious example of how 
information that was later presented as strong evidence for 
their guilt was withheld from the accused concerned 
material supplied by Indre Bileviciute-Ljungar (a former 
PhD student of Lundeberg and a girlfriend spurned by 
Carleson). A closer analysis of this material (presented in 
the previous book) gives reason to ask whether it wasn't 
Bileviciute-Ljungar, rather than Lundeberg and Carleson, 
who was guilty of research misconduct. 

7. Similar flaws in the logs occur concerning material 
submitted by the accused or their colleagues to substantiate 
the feasibility of the animal experiments, which the experts 
question and were of the opinion had never been done. On 
this subject, it should be pointed out that the literature 
contains many examples of the same type of experiment 
and that these publications often refer to the work of 
Carleson et al. Is it the experts' opinion that none of these 
studies had never actually been done?  

8. The constitution's requirement of objectivity and imparti-
ality were not taken account of in an acceptable manner in 
the investigation, neither at KI nor at the SRC. What 
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initiated the review of Lundeberg were three allegations 
submitted to KI on three consecutive days in June 2002. 
Behind these were four professors who worked fairly 
closely with Lundeberg (collaboration partners or 
colleagues with whom there were various disputes). One of 
these, who also continues to pursue the issue, was Kerstin 
Uvnäs Moberg. Neither KI nor the SRC linked these 
conflicts with the allegations being made. 

Most remarkable, perhaps, is that the credibility of Uvnäs 
Moberg – the colleague and business partner who drove the 
investigation of Lundeberg with a copious amount of 
documentation – was in no way questioned. At times, her 
allegations became grotesque, including allegations of 
murder and of severe illness in some persons by dispersing 
oxytocin, the hormone, in the air. Her documents were 
addressed not only to KI and the SRC but also, for example, 
to the Police, the Swedish Security Service28, the Swedish 
Economic Crime Authority29, and the government.  

The statements released by the SRC experts and the 
Committee on Research Misconduct indicate that the 
allegations of KI against Lundeberg and Carleson (which 
were largely based on the allegations of Uvnäs Moberg and 
Björkholm) were accepted without closer scrutiny. On the 
other hand, little or no comment was made of the 
comprehensive material submitted by Lundeberg's 
representative.  

                                                
28 Trans.: Säpo 
29 Trans.: Ekobrottsmyndigheten 
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Additionally, it is odd that neither KI nor the SRC objected 
to the conflict of interest in the case of Indre Bileviciute-
Ljungar, former girlfriend of Carleson. 

Another person with a possible conflict of interest in the 
case is Dan Larhammar, the Committee member who was 
nearest Lundeberg in his field (both neurobiologists). While 
Lundeberg can be considered a spokesman for alternative 
treatment methods in medicine (for example, acupuncture), 
Larhammar is openly skeptical, and critical of these. The 
actions he has sponsored, among others through his work 
in the Science and Public Education Association30, has given 
him a reputation of being "a leading Swedish sceptic"31. 
Larhammar's opponents have also accused him of pursuing 
a "witch hunt of proponents of alternative views of health"32. 
That Larhammar's judgement of Lundeberg was – 
consciously or unconsciously – affected by this is highly 
probable. 

9. Violation of the Archives Act – withholding evidence. KI 
and the SRC considered the unpublished manuscripts and 
other documents submitted by Indre Bileviciute-Ljungar as 
important evidence of Lundeberg's and Carleson's guilt 
concerning research misconduct. This material was not 
logged and archived at either of these institutions. When I 
was writing the book Research Misconduct or Legal Scandal, it 
was only after several reminders that I was able to get 
copies of these manuscripts from the dean of KI (the one 
responsible for much of the investigation). Upon closer 

                                                
30 Trans.: Föreningen för Vetenskap och Folkbildning 
31 Trans.: “en svensk chefsskeptiker”. Article by C-M Hake in Farmaceutisk 
Revy, nr 7, 2004 
32 Trans.: “häxjakt på företrädare för alternativa synsätt på hälsa” 
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examination, no duplication of results of later publications 
in Carleson's thesis were found, in contrast to what KI and 
the SRC claimed. 

When I asked the SRC for permission to view the material 
submitted by Biliviciute-Ljungar, I was told that it was not 
in the SRC archives. After several requests, where I 
questioned whether the SRC had ever seen this evidence of 
alleged misconduct, I was told that the SRC had borrowed 
the documents from Bileviciute-Ljungar and then returned 
them to her. When I asked Bileviciute-Ljungar if I could see 
the documents, she referred me to the SRC. The fact is that 
the SRC did not bother to copy and archive the documents 
that were used as critical evidence for judging individuals 
for research misconduct. Neither have these individuals 
been allowed to see the material and comment on it. 

 One wonders if lawlessness can be much greater than what has 
occurred here. 
 
Less than two weeks earlier, on 18 October 2011, Thomas Lundeberg's 
representative, Percy Bratt, a lawyer, wrote to the SRC and requested 
"a re-examination of the SRC's findings concerning the alleged 
scientific misconduct reported in the SRC's Expert Group's statement 
of 18 May 2006 (Daybook no. 312-2004-822)". Bratt wrote again to the 
SRC with details for motivating his request on 11 November, less than 
a month later. After a long list of criticisms of the work of the SRC 
Committee on Research Misconduct, Bratt summarizes his views:  

The SRC review of Thomas Lundeberg's research, in 
accordance with the above discussion, conflicts with funda-
mental rights for a review that is impartial, objective, and 
according to the rule of law. Actual circumstances, substantial 
objections, and relevant submitted material has not been 
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examined or considered in the way that the nature of the case 
demands. Thus, since the Expert Group statement is not based 
on necessary objective arguments, the request for a new 
review should be granted. 

Bratt supplemented the request to the SRC on 1 February 2012. The 
defendants had again perused the contents of the file received from 
the SRC and compared them with the SRC case log. It was confirmed 
that (i) many of the documents submitted to the SRC had never been 
logged; (ii) many of the documents that were in the file had not been 
recorded in the log; (iii) many of the documents listed in the log had 
never been released to Lundeberg; and (iv) no protocols from the 
expert group meetings in this case had been filed. 
 
Here it is important to note that an important reason for Mille Millnert 
retracting the Committee's statement in the case of Suchitra 
Holgersson was that "the logs and document files in the case are poor 
or non-existent. Protocols from the Committee meetings after March 
2010 up to the conclusion of the review in September 2010 are missing. 
Not even the final meeting, at which, according to the guidelines, the 
statement is to be finalized, were logged or archived at the SRC. This 
itself is a serious problem" (see Note 4). In March 2014, when I 
checked with the SRC Registrar, no protocols from the Committee 
meetings in the Lundeberg–Carleson case were found. As in the 
Holgersson case, the protocol from the final meeting is missing (Note 
5). This must be considered particularly serious and violates the 
guidelines for the Committee's work, which Mille Millnert referred to 
in the above citation: 

The Expert Group delivers a statement to those who requested 
help with the investigation. A decision is voted by simple 
majority. When the vote is split, the view of the chairperson is 
deciding. 
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Minutes are kept at Committee meetings. Other decisions must 
be documented in special protocols for decisions or by other 
documentation that becomes part of the file. 

Percy Bratt mentions in his submission that Lundeberg submitted 12 
files with documentation to the SRC in September 2005, and gives a 
brief description. He further states: "All documents are stamped as 
having been received at the SRC on 28 September 2005. No Daybook 
number or administrator, however, is listed in the logs. All other 
documents received at the SRC in this case have been logged with 
administrator and case number". According to Bratt, the material is 
"very comprehensive and strong evidence that the allegations against 
Thomas Lundeberg for research misconduct are not based on 
objective evidence". Despite this, his opinion was not taken into 
consideration in the investigation, a conclusion made in the book 
Research Misconduct or Legal Scandal33. 
 
Bratt also notes:  

A review of the SRC case log reveals that Kerstin Uvnäs 
Moberg and Kurt Björkholm were treated as parties in the 
case. This is peculiar since the request for a review that 
initiated the case at the SRC came from KI. Neither Kerstin 
Uvnäs Moberg nor Kurt Björkholm can be considered to be 
parties in the case. Despite this, the case log shows that Kerstin 
Uvnäs Moberg and Kurt Björkholm were advised of 
developments in the case in an ongoing basis.  

Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg and Kurt Björkholm have through their 
own or through communications from the Swedish Research 
Council, been kept updated on what has happened in the case 
and successively submitted comprehensive material in the 

                                                
33 Thyberg, 2009 



45 

case. Thomas Lundeberg was not advised of this material. 
Björn Thomasson at the SRC, in a meeting with Professor 
Johan Thyberg, confirmed that the documents from Kerstin 
Uvnäs Moberg and Kurt Björkholm were never made available 
to Thomas Lundeberg or his representative. 

To support the request to retry the Committee's statement, Percy 
Bratt, attorney, sends on 14 March 2012 an "expert opinion concerning 
the requirements of objectivity in the Constitution, among others, in 
the administration of administrative cases", compiled by Thomas Bull 
(Figure 17), professor of constitutional rights at Uppsala University (a 
justice in the Supreme Administrative Court since 1 January 2013). 
Following a general discussion of the legal position, he presents his 
conclusions in the present case (Note 6). Among others: 

All of these (described) flaws are serious administrative 
mistakes that cast a doubtful light on the decision of the 
authorities. The errors might have occurred due to oversight, 
incompetence, or pressing working conditions, but it is 
difficult to overlook the fact that an individual who is affected 
by the actions of an authority can view the proceedings as both 
unobjective and biased. The moment that a process awakes 
such suspicions, it is in conflict with the fundamental 
guarantees of the rule of law stated in Article 1, Chapter 9 of 
the Instrument of the Government. The usual legal 
consequences in administrative law are then – again – that the 
case must be retried and correct administrative procedures 
observed. 

The result of the request for a reassessment of the SRC statement was 
discouraging in the least, for Thomas Lundeberg. A letter from 
Director General Mille Millnert and Linda Stridsberg, the legal advisor 
for the SRC, dated 28 March 2012, responds to the submitted 
documents (Daybook no. 312-2004-822). The letter refers to a decision 
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that the Office of the Chancellor of Justice34 (JK) took on 10 October 
2008 in a case titled "Claims due to a statement released by an expert 
group at the Swedish Research Council" (Daybook no 5641-08-40)35. 
This case is of a different nature than the ones of Suchitra Holgersson 
and Thomas Lundeberg, but the JK makes a general analysis of the 
expert group's status. The letter states that "the expert group's 
statement is only an aid that is made available to universities and 
colleges upon request, and which is intended to be a qualified 
assessment of whether certain research was done with disregard for 
good scientific practice." Further: "the employer who requests such 
assistance is not bound by the conclusions of the expert group in their 
assessment of whether a disciplinary offence has occurred". For this 
reason, it is the view of the JK that "the statement of the expert group 
is not a measure that determines the individual's rights and 
obligations" and therefore "cannot be considered an act of a public 
authority". 
 
The representatives of the SRC cite this statement from the JK and 
dismiss Thomas Lundeberg's request to have his case reassessed. This 
can hardly be called anything other than distressing and shows how a 
public authority, using what most closely resembles a play on words, 
disavows responsibility for a substandard investigation. There is no 
doubt that KI based its declaration of Lundeberg's guilt in research 
misconduct to a large degree on the SRC statement, a decision that 
came to have a considerable effect on his professional and financial 
opportunities.  
 
It must also be asked why, in the Lundeberg case, the SRC deviated 
from the position it had taken in the Holgersson case. The inferiority 

                                                
34 Trans.: Justitiekanslern (JK) 
35 Trans.: “Skadeståndsanspråk med anledning av ett utlåtande som avgivits 
av en expertgrupp vid Vetenskapsrådet” (dnr 5641-08-40). 
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of the Committee's investigation was at least as large (or even larger) 
than in the Holgersson case, and it was expected that Lundeberg, like 
Holgersson would have his case retried. That his request for 
reassessment was denied can only be considered a deviation from the 
principles of equal treatment and impartiality. 
 
One difference between the two cases is that a consequence of the 
Committee's statement in the Holgersson case was that the Director 
General at the time, Pär Omling, decided to stop payments of research 
funds to Holgersson and forbid her to apply for new funding from the 
SRC for 10 years. Thus, the Committee statement led to a decision by a 
public authority that affected the individual's rights and obligations. 
 
But even here, there is no clear difference between the two cases. 
When the Vice Chancellor of KI, Harriet Wallberg-Henriksson, 
declared Lundeberg guilty of fraudulent research on 22 June 2006, it 
was also stated that he was no longer an employee of KI and that no 
measures on the basis of labor law could be taken against him. Despite 
this, the SRC investigation affected his future in a very concrete way. 
On 3 July 2006, Karin Rudling, Medical Director of Rehabilitation 
Medicine at Danderyd Hospital, referring to the KI decision, issued a 
statement saying that Thomas Lundeberg, as Head Physician, was no 
longer allowed to conduct research (Daybook no. DS rehab 107/06). A 
little over a year later, on 22 November 2007, this is made more final, 
this time by the CEO of the Hospital, Carola Lemne. In this decision, 
the earlier position of KI was not referenced, rather the investigation 
by the SRC Committee on Research Misconduct. From the decision: 

Danderyd Hospital AB considers research conducted by 
Thomas Lundeberg to be an outside activity with a conflict of 
interest, according to paragraph 8 mom 1c ([Note: which legal 
framework this refers to is not named]. This is valid regardless 
of whether the research is conducted within or outside of 
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hospital premises. "Research" in this regard refers to the 
analysis and publication of previous data, or the compilation 
of research published in the name of the hospital or institution. 

It also says that the decision is in force until further notice, and that it 
will be reviewed at the end of May 2010, about two and a half years 
later. 
 
That the legal advisor and Director General of the SRC claim in this 
context that "the statement of the Committee is not a measure that 
determines the individual's rights and obligations and that the actions 
of the SRC in this case cannot be considered an exercise of public 
authority" is nothing more than a cynical play with words without the 
least respect for the one affected by a substandard investigation. The 
total lack of self-criticism in the SRC response to Lundeberg's request 
cannot be seen as anything other than cowardly. No consideration 
was taken of the fact that Lundeberg, for many years, was not only a 
doctor but also a productive researcher and innovator with a large 
number of scientific articles and patents to his name. The latter part of 
his carrier has been decimated by the incompetent and biased 
investigation conducted by the SRC. 
 
To revisit what Professor Thomas Bull wrote following the complaint 
to the Office of the Parliamentary Ombudsmen, recounted in Chapter 
5:  

It is of no consequence that the SRC's actions in the case of 
Suchitra Holgersson occurred in connection with a decision to 
recall research funding, and thus that the case was clearly one 
of so-called exercise of public authority. The requirements in 
Chapter 1, §9 of the Instrument of the Government applies to 
all administrative agencies, regardless of whether exercise of 
public authority is involved or not (e.g., see the JK decision of 
2008-08-24, Daybook no. 473-97-21).    
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4 Danderyd Hospital and Karolinska Institutet 
sustain the research ban 

 
What happened then with the research ban on Thomas Lundeberg? 
As mentioned above, the CEO for Danderyd Hospital stated that the 
decision would be reviewed in May 2010. On 10 February of that year, 
Professor Erik Näslund, head of the Department of Clinical Sciences at 
Danderyd Hospital, wrote to Vice-Chancellor Harriet Wallberg-
Henriksson asking for "advice from KI’s administration concerning 
future teaching and research conducted by Thomas Lundeberg" 
(Daybook no. 972/2010-609). The Vice-Chancellor then asked the 
Ethics Council at KI to examine the issue. On 6 May 2010, the Council 
issued a statement signed by Professor Nils Lynöe, chairman of the 
Council. A little over three weeks later, on 1 June 2010, the Vice-
Chancellor issued a decision, adding that it "followed the 
recommendations of the Ethics Council". 
 
What does the Ethics Council statement say? After beginning with 
general considerations, the statement described the case, concluding: 
 
 Regardless of whether it was structural conditions or a lack of in-

sight that contributed to the original serious violations of good sci-
entific practice, and the fact that Lundeberg did not comply with 
the research quarantine he had been imposed, the Ethics Council is 
of the opinion that he is no longer trustworthy as a researcher.  

 
 The Ethics Council sees no reason for KI to participate in officially 

acknowledging that Lundeberg should be allowed to conduct in-
dependent research again – which he appears to have done any-
way. Above all, it is essential that he not be allowed a supervisory 
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role in research education. Because teaching at a medical university 
is research based (which should be in line with science and best 
practices), the Ethics Council also considers it unsuitable for Lun-
deberg to teach, for example, medical students. 

 
The statement "Lundeberg did not comply with the research quaran-
tine imposed on him" most likely refers to the fact that he published 
around 25 scientific articles after 2007, the year that the Director of 
Danderyd Hospital made the decision. It should be noted that these 
publications were all made under the auspices of the Foundation for 
Acupuncture and Alternative Biological Treatment Methods. Dan-
deryd Hospital and KI were not involved in this work.  
 
The decision of the Ethics Council is not formulated as if it specifically 
concerned activity at KI but as a general ban on research and teaching. 
What legal grounds does the Council have for making such a state-
ment? Even if the Ethics Council or the Vice-Chancellor of KI should 
not be the ones determining whether Lundeberg should be allowed to 
research and teach, the Danderyd Hospital decision was based on 
their statement. Despite KI’s statement that their actions in this matter 
should not be considered an exercise of public authority, they do 
come under the heading of administrative agencies, and such should 
reasonably not happen, which is in conflict with the Constitution 
where freedom of speech is one of the cornerstones of Swedish consti-
tutional freedoms and rights. The Ethics Council states in their docu-
ment that "it is a privilege to be allowed to research - not a human 
right". What does the Council base that on when they allege this? Ac-
cording to the Constitution, Chapter 2, Article 1, "Everyone shall be 
guaranteed the following rights and freedoms in his or her relations 
with the public institutions ... freedom of expression: that is, the free-
dom to communicate information and express thoughts, opinions and 
sentiments, whether orally, pictorially, in writing, or in any other 
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way". Does the Ethics Council maintain that research and teaching do 
not fall under this definition, and if yes, on what do they base their 
opinion? 
 
Peter Graf, the new CEO for Danderyd Hospital AB, reviewed the 
research ban from November 2007, but when the review was made 
public on 30 September 2010, the ban remained unchanged. Thus, the 
recommendations of KI were followed. As can be seen in an e-mail 
from the chairman of Danderyd’s medical association, the view both 
there and of the hospital’s CEO was that the "punishment" was unrea-
sonably long. The review also states that a new review was planned 
for the end of September 2013. At the time of this writing in March 
2014, no new review has been made.  
 
Not wishing to let the issue rest, Thomas Lundeberg appealed KI’s 
decision from 1 June 2010 (see above) with the Administrative Court 
in Stockholm. In a letter dated 2 August 2010, lawyer Percy Bratt and 
Olle Asplund, L.L. B., claim that the court should "alter KI’s decision 
and find that the limitations stated by KI concerning Lundeberg’s 
possibilities for conducting research and teach are not present". In the 
document, it says "to conduct research and document research find-
ings, as well as teach, are clearly covered in the freedoms of thought 
and expression that are protected, among others, in the European 
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 
Freedoms (ECHR – Article 10) and in the Swedish Constitution (which 
emphasizes the widest possible freedoms of expression and infor-
mation in political, religious, union, scientific, and cultural respects). 
The document concludes:  
 

KI has not defined the legal grounds for its decision, and neither 
are there any. Due to lack of legal grounds, no further review of the 
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decision is required. The decision is clearly unlawful and should 
thus be changed. 

 
The findings of the Administrative Court, signed by Judge Mildred 
Hägerström, were published on 16 November 2010 (case no. 35602-
10). Simply, the Court would not review the appeal. The reason was 
that the nature of the Vice-Chancellor’s decision on 1 June 2010, in the 
opinion of the court, is one of a report, based on a statement of the 
Ethics Council, and cannot be considered binding for the recipient 
authority. Such a finding means that the decision cannot be appealed 
(see also page 48 concerning the Constitution). 
 
Via his representatives, Percy Bratt and Olle Asplund, Thomas Lun-
deberg approached the Administrative Court of Appeal36 in Stockholm 
and requested a review permit, alluding to the appealability of the 
decision according to administrative law (SFS no. 1986:223). The deci-
sion taken on 3 May 2011 and signed by Gunilla Barkevall stated that 
the Administrative Court of Appeal would not issue a review permit 
(case no. 7020-10). The reason given was that, according to Swedish 
administrative law (Administrative Court Procedure Act SFS no. 
1971:291), such permission was granted only if it was important for 
the administration of administrative justice that the appeal be tried by 
a higher instance, if reason existed to change the conclusion of the 
administrative court, or if there were other apparent reasons to review 
the appeal. In the eyes of the Court, no such reasons had arisen. With 
that, the Administrative Court’s decision was final. 
 
Although it would be easy to believe at this point that Thomas Lun-
deberg had lost all hope, he approached the Supreme Administrative 
Court in Sweden via his representative, lawyer Percy Bratt, on 16 May 

                                                
36 Trans.: Kammarrätten 



 54 

2011 to request a review permit for the case to be remitted to the Ad-
ministrative Court to rule on its merits. On 14 June, Bratt justified his 
request in a list of 24 points. There he reiterated that "KI’s decision has 
had a real and far-reaching effect on Thomas Lundeberg’s personal 
and financial situation. It poses a real obstacle to Lundeberg’s contin-
ued research and teaching and thereby constitutes a restriction of his 
freedom of expression as protected by Chapter 2 of the Constitution 
and in Article 10 of the European Convention of Human Rights 
(ECHR)." Bratt listed many other concrete reasons, but for lack of 
space, they will not be discussed here. 
 
On 2 July 2012, the Supreme Administrative Court decided to deny 
the request for a review permit (case no. 3014-11). The same reasons 
given earlier by the Administrative Court of Appeal are noted, with 
the brief statement that "the Supreme Administrative Court sees no 
new reasons to grant a review permit". Kristina Jonsson was rappor-
teur and secretary of the meeting when the case was reviewed. Henrik 
Jermsten, Justice of the Supreme Administrative Court, was listed as 
in attendance.  
 
A somewhat closer look at the ECHR (incorporated into the Swedish 
Constitution in 1994) makes it difficult to understand why the legal 
instances did not accede to Lundeberg’s request to declare unconstitu-
tional KI’s recommendation to Danderyd Hospital to forbid him to 
ever conduct research again. Article 10 in the ECHR discusses free-
dom of expression and states: 
 

1. Everyone has the right to freedom of expression. This right shall 
include freedom to hold opinions and to receive and impart infor-
mation and ideas without interference by public authority and re-
gardless of frontiers.  
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2. The exercise of these freedoms, since it carries with it duties and 
responsibilities, may be subject to such formalities, conditions, re-
strictions or penalties as are prescribed by law and are necessary in 
a democratic society, in the interests of national security, territorial 
integrity or public safety, for the prevention of disorder or crime, 
for the protection of health or morals, for the protection of the rep-
utation or rights of others, for preventing the disclosure of infor-
mation received in confidence, or for maintaining the authority 
and impartiality of the judiciary. 
 

As can be seen in the second point, freedom of expression can be re-
stricted only if it has been prescribed by law. That is hardly the case 
here. Besides, according to Article 7 of the ECHR: "No one shall be 
held guilty of any criminal offence on account of any act or omission 
which did not constitute a criminal offence under national or interna-
tional law at the time when it was committed. Nor shall a heavier 
penalty be imposed than the one that was applicable at the time the 
criminal offence was committed (the principle that penalties must 
have a proper legal basis)." Denying someone to conduct research 
must be considered a penalty, but no legal judgment of Lundeberg has 
ever been made. Thus, it is impossible to understand how the courts 
(i) can accept the (in 2014) 8-year-long research and teaching ban that 
Lundeberg had lived under, and (ii) how he can be denied judicial 
recourse.  
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5 Continued denial of requests for judicial  
 review 
 
As described above, on 28 March 2012, the SRC denied Thomas Lun-
deberg’s request to have his case retried. In May of the same year, he 
then chose to report the SRC, via his representative Percy Bratt, under 
the heading "question of government authority’s adherence to the 
Constitution’s requirement of objectivity and impartiality and the 
equality of all before the law". The 12-page long plea develops the 
grounds of the report in detail. Among the enclosed references is the 
previously mentioned expert opinion of Thomas Bull, Professor of 
Constitutional Rights at Uppsala University (Note 6). The document 
concludes: 
 

In the way described in the report, along with supplements sub-
mitted later, the SRC review of Thomas Lundeberg’s research con-
flicts with fundamental rights for a review that is impartial, objec-
tive, and according to the rule of law. Actual circumstances, sub-
stantial objections, and relevant submitted material has not been 
examined or considered in the way that the nature of the case de-
mands. Thus, since the Committee statement is not based on requi-
site objective arguments, the request for a new review should be 
granted. 
 

Percy Bratt submitted additional material to the Parliamentary Om-
budsman37 on 21 June and 11 October 2012; in the material, he discuss-
es the differences between the SRC’s actions in the cases of Lundeberg 
and Holgersson. Later on, Bratt submits an addendum from Professor 
Thomas Bull to Bull’s earlier statement; in the addendum, Bull also 
compares the two cases (Note 7) and writes, among other things: 
                                                
37 Trans.: justitieombudsmannen 
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It is of no consequence that the Swedish Research Council’s actions 
in the case of Suchitra Holgersson occurred in connection with a 
decision to recall research funding, and that the case was thus 
clearly one of so-called exercise of public authority. The require-
ments in Chapter 1, Article 9 of the Constitution apply to all ad-
ministrative agencies, regardless of whether exercise of public au-
thority is involved or not (e.g., see the JK decision of 2008-08-24, 
Daybook no. 473-97-21). Another thing is that, in cases exercise of 
public authority, it is especially important that these guarantees of 
the rule of law are strictly followed. 

 
Considering the seemingly strong reasons for a review of the SRC that 
were raised, not least by Thomas Bull (Figure 17 - he had already been 
confirmed to begin on 1 January 2013 as Member of the Supreme Ad-
ministrative Court, when the Parliamentary Ombudsman received the  
 

  
 
Figure 17. Thomas Bull, Professor of Constitutional Rights at Uppsala 
University and a justice of the Supreme Administrative Court since 
2013, and Lilian Wiklund, Parliamentary Ombudsman since 2011. 
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request), it could have been expected that the Parliamentary Om-
budsman would open the case, but this did not happen. In a decision 
dated 19 February 2013, Lilian Wiklund, Parliamentary Ombudsman, 
(Figure 17) wrote briefly: "Percy Bratt, as the representative of Thomas 
Lundeberg, has filed complaints against the SRC. The new material 
gives me no reason to continue the investigation. Case closed." (Day-
book no. 2826-2012 – see Note 8). No explanation for this position was 
given, which to those most closely involved must have been experi-
enced as an insult. 
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6 Patent and company disputes between 
Thomas Lundeberg and Kerstin Uvnäs 
Moberg 

 
As described in the book Research Misconduct or Legal Scandal [Thy-
berg, 2009], Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg and Thomas Lundeberg began a 
scientific collaboration at the end of the 1990s on the hormone oxyto-
cin and its therapeutic use. This resulted in the submission of three 
patent applications in 1997, supported by Karolinska Innovations AB 
(KIAB). The following year, Uvnäs Moberg and Lundeberg founded 
EntreTech Medical AB (hereafter: EntreTech) with three other inter-
ested parties in order to take commercial advantage of their joint re-
search. That same year, they transferred these patents from KIAB to 
EntreTech and sought new patents in the name of EntreTech. Despite 
conflicts, Uvnäs Moberg and Lundeberg founded another company 
together in 2001, Eustasia AB. That year, the two acquired the shares 
of the other founders of EntreTech. Between 1997 and 2001, Uvnäs 
Moberg and Lundeberg sought and received nine patents (Table 1). 
Many of these, either directly or by acquisition, became the property 
of EntreTech.  
 
When Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg began sending reports to KI (and later 
the SRC) in the middle of 2002 concerning her suspicions of scientific 
misconduct on the part of Thomas Lundeberg, the allegations were 
fairly general. In the first report on 11 June 2002 that was addressed to 
the Ethics Council at KI, she requested "a review of Professor Thomas 
Lundeberg's work on the joint project with the undersigned". She then 
continued, "It is my opinion that Lundeberg has exploited the many 
years of my research on oxytocin and its effects on stress and well-
being in a wrongful manner, both scientifically and commercially". 
The report then listed three points. The first concerned the enrollment  
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Table 1. Patents that list Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg and Thomas Lundeberg as the 
inventors, according to the Espacenet database in March 2014. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
Inventor1 Applicant/owner2 Publ info3 Priority date 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
1. Use of substances with oxytocin activity against climacteric disorders  
KUM/TL ETM>PTM  WO 0178758  2000-04-18 
2. Use of fragments of oxytocin for the preparation of a pharmaceutical composition in 
order to create eustasis 
KUM/TL/MP KUM/TL/MP>EU>PTM WO 02102832 2001-06-19 
3. Use of oxytocin for the preparation of a pharmaceutical composition against cancer in 
situ and cervicitis 
KUM/TL KUM/TL>EU>PTM WO 02067974 2001-02-28 
4. Use of substances with oxytocin for the preparation of a pharmaceutical composition 
against inflammation 
KUM/TL KUM/TL>EU>PTM WO 03017922 2001-08-31 
5. Use of substances with oxytocin activity in order to create well-being 
KUM/TL ETM>PTM  WO 0018425 1998-09-25 
6. Use of substances with oxytocin activity in order to create cell regeneration 
KUM/TL ETM>PTM  WO 0018424 1998-09-25 
7. Use of substances having oxytocin activity for preparation of medicaments for wound 
healing 
KUM/TL ETM>PTM  WO 9843661 1997-03-27 
8. Substances in order to achieve preference and create acceptance 
KUM/TL KIAB>KUM/TL>ETM>PTM WO 9843662 1997-04-01  
9. Use of substances having oxytocin activity for preparation of medicaments for the 
treatment of affective pain syndromes 
GA/TL/KUM KIAB >KUM/GA/TL>ETM>PTM  WO 9843660 1997-03-27  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
1  KUM = Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg, TL = Thomas Lundeberg, MP = Maria Peterson, GA 

= Gösta Alfvén 
2  ETM = EntreTech Medical AB, EU = Eustasia,  KIAB = Karolinska Innovations AB, 

PTM = Peptonic Medical AB 
3 The patents were given different numbers in different countries. The patent num-

bers above are for the global patents. 
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of a new PhD student whose planned work was said to resemble that 
of another PhD student's (it was later revealed that the latter wished 
to change research orientation, and that the new student had taken 
over the other's research questions). The second point concerned in-
voices, which Lundeberg had made out to their joint company and 
which Uvnäs Moberg suspected were for experiments funded via 
grants at KI. The third point was listed more in passing, and claimed 
that Lundeberg had submitted a patent application concerning chole-
cystokinin, a hormone, in which the text and data allegedly were simi-
lar to those in the joint patent application for oxytocin. 
 
None of these points were reviewed in much detail in the SRC 
investigation between 2004 and 2006 that was conducted at the 
request of KI. However, much of the investigation concerned two of 
the patents on which Uvnäs Moberg and Lundeberg were named as 
co-inventors and which they owned via their companies, EntreTech 
and Eustasia. These patents have numbers 1 and 4 in Table 1 (red 
print) and will be referred to as "a drug against climacteric disorders" and 
"inflammation". Kurt Björkholm, representative for Kerstin Uvnäs 
Moberg, wrote on 24 September 2003 (more than one year after the 
original complaint against Lundeberg) to Dean Jan Carlstedt-Duke 
and raised questions about where and when certain experiments used 
in the patent applications had been done, by whom, and with what 
research ethics approval for animals. He further stated that two 
manuscripts (never published) which had been used by the patent 
representative to draft the application for "a drug against climacteric 
disorders" were in major respects nearly identical with two articles of 
other authors. On 26 February 2004, Björkholm returned to KI with a 
report in which it was alleged that Lundeberg had plagiarized articles 
of foreign researchers in examples published in the patent description 
for "inflammation". How the SRC experts and its Committee on 
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Scientific Misconduct judged these allegations concerning the two 
patent applications and how their conclusions can be criticized are 
discussed in further detail in the book Research Misconduct or Legal 
Scandal [Thyberg, 2009]. 
 
The remainder of this chapter takes a closer look at what happened 
with Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg's and Thomas Lundeberg's business 
dealings after the SRC investigation of the latter. As mentioned above, 
collaboration problems had arisen after only a few years, at which 
point they tried to find a buyer for EntreTech so that they could go 
their separate ways. In 2002, Tripep AB made an offer, whereby 
Uvnäs Moberg and Lundeberg would each receive SEK 6 million 
[USD 0.75 million ] and Tripep AB stock worth SEK 60 million [USD 
7.4 million]. Lundeberg was agreeable to the offer while Uvnäs 
Moberg rejected it. The deal fell through.  
 
After this, Uvnäs Moberg appears to have increasingly taken over 
control of the company. In 2003, EntreTech's board still comprised 
Uvnäs Moberg and Lundeberg. One year later, she was the only board 
member, and Lundeberg was an alternate. After the SRC Committee 
on Scientific Misconduct released its statement on 18 May 2006 and 
the Vice-Chancellor of KI declared Lundeberg guilty of "deviations 
from good scientific practice" on 22 June 2006, based on the SRC 
statement, Lundeberg is no longer listed as an officer of EntreTech in 
the Swedish Trade and Industry Register38. Since 14 August 2006, 
Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg was the sole board member in the company, 
with Kurt Björkholm as alternate. Whether this change occurred 
because Lundeberg voluntarily stepped down, or because he was 
outmaneuvered, is unknown. Whatever the reason, Uvnäs Moberg 
and Lundeberg continued to each own half of the company. 

                                                
38 Trans.: Näringslivsregistret. 
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During the SRC investigation, Uvnäs Moberg and Björkholm made 
their view clear that Lundeberg had seriously damaged the value of 
the patents "drug against climacteric disorders" and "inflammation" by 
providing information which, in their opinion, had been plagiarized 
from the work of other researchers. A review of the patent texts (the 
only material that is adequate for reviewing here) reveals several ex-
amples that have a great similarity to, or are nearly identical with, the 
experimental design and methods in articles published by other re-
searchers. One basic difference, however, is that oxytocin was the 
substance studied. It should be noted here that, in patent applications, 
it is not forbidden to use studies based on experimental models and 
methods of other researchers. But, the results must be authentic and 
novel for a patent to be issued. The SRC experts questioned whether 
the studies had been conducted, but they produced not a single piece 
of evidence. Further, the panel did not bother to document what had 
been copied from other authors, which authors they were, and from 
which of their articles the material had been drawn. Despite this lack 
of documentation, the Committee did not hesitate to declare that 
Lundeberg had "violated good scientific practice" (see Thyberg, 2009). 
From a legal viewpoint, this can only be considered a scandal that the 
experts and the Committee who criticize Lundeberg for lack of docu-
mentation (for which reasonable explanations were made) themselves 
make sweeping accusations without the least shred of evidence. Chap-
ter 1 Article 9 of the Constitution states that "Courts of law, adminis-
trative authorities and others performing public administration func-
tions shall pay regard in their work to the equality of all before the 
law and shall observe objectivity and impartiality." The actions of the 
Committee must surely be considered unlawful, especially since the 
Committee's chairperson, Kerstin Nordborg, was a member of the 
Supreme Administrative Court.  
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The possibilities for a constructive collaboration between Kerstin 
Uvnäs Moberg and Thomas Lundeberg in EntreTech Medical AB and 
Eustasia AB were naturally not the best after the SRC investigation. 
Although the companies were jointly owned, Uvnäs Moberg was the 
only officer in both at the time of the investigation and up to the writ-
ing of this book in March 2014. Kurt Björkholm had the position of 
alternate during this time. Arbitration resulted in a settlement agree-
ment in December 2012 whereby Lundeberg's shares in both compa-
nies were assumed by Peptonic Medical AB. As described below, the 
arbitration process was not simple.  
 
From the beginning, the primary – and only – assets in EntreTech and 
Eustasia had been the patents. For many years, no other activities 
were conducted in the companies. According to the annual report for 
2007 (the year following the end of the SRC investigation of Lun-
deberg), this was still the case. Concerning operations in EntreTech, all 
that was said was that "all patent applications are advancing interna-
tionally". For Eustasia, the situation was the same, but here was added 
that "it has been brought to the attention of the company [by whom is 
not named] that one of the company's patent applications has been 
amended with false research material". The next year, 2008, things 
seemed to be happening in EntreTech. Lundeberg did not personally 
attend the extraordinary general meeting on 15 August but sent a 
representative. Kurt Björkholm stated at the meeting that the actual 
value of the fixed assets – patents and patent applications owned by 
the company and which on 31 December 2007 had an audited value of 
SEK 5.3 million [USD 0.65 million] – were "difficult or impossible for 
the board (Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg with Björkholm as alternate) to de-
clare". The reason was said to be that the patent for "a drug against 
climacteric disorders" (Table 1) had "been burdened with seriously erro-
neous research data". Thomas Lundeberg's representative opposed 
this and later stated that Lundeberg and other interested parties were 
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interested in buying the patent assets. The chairman of the board, 
lawyer Per-Olof Jönsson, then recommended that the meeting should 
task the board to "in a suitable way, manage the development and 
commercialization of the company's fixed assets", a suggestion that 
was clubbed. That same day, 15 August 2008, an extraordinary gen-
eral meeting with the same persons was held for Eustasia, in an essen-
tially identical form with, in principle, identical decisions. 
 
The 2008 annual report for EntreTech unexpectedly announced the 
following:  
 

On 11 February 2009, all patent rights were transferred to a new 
owner. Impairment of the patents was thus made on 31 December 
2008 at a symbolic value of SEK 1. With this impairment, the com-
pany's own capital is therefore depleted, and the board intends to 
draft a balance sheet for liquidation purposes as soon as possible in 
order to determine the company's continuance according to Chap-
ter 26 of the Limited Liability Company Act.  

 
Who the new owner of the patents was, and how much was paid, was 
not stated. It must also be considered strange that the transfer of the 
patents, which occurred in 2009, was reported in the 2008 annual re-
port. Thomas Lundeberg, as one of the inventors listed on the patent 
and 50% owner of EntreTech, was not informed of this transaction 
after the extraordinary general meeting in August 2008. At this time, it 
was also not possible to see in the patent database, Espacenet, to 
whom the patents had been transferred (reporting the transfer of a 
patent to the Swedish Patent and Registration Office39 is not obligato-
ry). Later, in February 2010 and January 2013, Peptonic Medical AB 
was registered as the new owner of "a drug against climacteric disorders” 

                                                
39 Trans.: Patent- och Registreringsverket, PRV 
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and ”wound healing” (patent #1 and#7, respectively, Table 1). As of 
this writing, no information on transfers of the other patents has been 
reported to the patent database.  
 
The patents belonging to Uvnäs Moberg's and Lundeberg's other 
company, Eustasia (with Uvnäs Moberg as the sole board member 
and Kurt Björkholm as alternate), were also transferred in parallel to 
Peptonic Medical AB. No information on this, however, appears in the 
2010 annual report. There it is reported that at the extraordinary gen-
eral meeting held on 15 August 2008 (the same day as for EntreTech), 
the board (Uvnäs Moberg) was tasked to investigate how the compa-
ny's patents should be developed and commercialized. It also states 
that the patents had been "managed" by Peptonic (without naming the 
company) since February 2009 and that they were transferred in full to 
this company on 20 October 2010. As of this writing (March 2014), it 
can be seen from Peptonic's website that the company has control of 
many of EntreTech's and Eustasia's patents (compare Tables 1 and 2).  
 
What kind of company is Peptonic Medical AB and who owns the 
company? The company was founded on 2 December 2008 and regis-
tered on 19 January 2009, about three weeks before the company as-
sumed all patent rights from EntreTech Medical AB for SEK 1 (sic). At 
the same time, Peptonic also assumed administration of Eustasia's 
patents. In the 2009 annual report, the company's plans were de-
scribed thus:  
 

Peptonic Medical AB is developing patented medical products 
based on oxytocin. The first step concerns treatment of menopausal 
women who have dry and fragile vaginal mucosa, called vaginal 
atrophy. The vision is to make naturally occurring oxytocin the 
treatment of first choice for women in menopause with vaginal at-
rophy.  



 67 

 
The annual report continues: "During 2009, three new emissions for a 
total sum of SEK 6,199,950 [USD ~765,000) were carried out. The pur-
pose of these is to finance the start of the planned clinical studies ... 
The company acquired four patent families; a royalty of 1.5% of our 
sales is payable ... In the summer of 2009, an agreement was made 
with Pharmarama International Ltd, which means that they will mar-
ket our product Vagitocin® as a so-called ‘named patient programme’ 
product in the UK, among others. The agreement carries no costs for 
Peptonic Medical but instead makes early revenues possible.” 
 
Briefly, this means that Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg, as sole board member 
in her and Thomas Lundeberg's joint company EntreTech Medical AB 
and Eustasia AB, had sold their only assets, the oxytocin patents, for 
SEK 1. This had occurred to a company that she herself was a partner 
in and in which she played a central role from that time on. The price 
cannot be said to reflect in any reasonable manner the expectations 
that the new owners apparently had for the patents and the future 
products. During the first year, more than SEK 6 million [USD 0.74 
million] was injected into the company to fund a clinical study. All of 
this had happened without the knowledge of Thomas Lundeberg who 
owned half of EntreTech and Eustasia and was one of the inventors of 
the patents. It is not surprising that he was badly surprised when he 
learned through outside channels what had happened.  
 
 At the beginning of 2014, the company's board comprised the follow-
ing persons, according to the Swedish Trade and Industry Register40 
(Figure 18): Ronald Long, England (chairman); Angus Cameron, Eng-
land (Director of Business Development in Pharmarama International 
Ltd); Christer Sjögren; Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg; Ingvar Viberger; and 

                                                
40 Trans.: Näringslivsregistret 
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Dan Markusson (external CEO). Of these, all but Cameron and Uvnäs 
Moberg had been official representatives for the company since its 
start in 2009. From the beginning, the business centered on Uvnäs 
Moberg (see peptonicmedical.se) and the patents that had been ac-
quired from EntreTech and Eustasia, primarily "a drug against climac-
teric disorders" (#1, Table 1). Uvnäs Moberg is a partner in the compa-
ny, and its operative management comprises Uvnäs Moberg, Dan 
Markusson, and Christer Sjögren (as of March 2014).   
 
Table 2. Patents that Peptonic Medical AB holds, according to the 
company's web site in March 2014. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
PEPTONIC medical AB has strong patent protection with coverage through 2032. 
 
KEY CLAIMS INCLUDE BUT ARE NOT LIMITED TO: 
  

• Use of Substances with Oxytocin Activity Against Climateric Disorders. 
• Use of Substances Having Oxtyocin Activity for Prepartion of Medicaments 

for Wound Healing 
• Use of Oxytocin for the Prepartion of a Pharmceutical Composition Against 

Cancer In Situ and Cervicitis 
• Novel Topical Composition of Oxytocin for use for Local Treatment of 

Vaginal Atrophy 
• Use of Substances Having Oxytocin Activity for the Preparation of 

Medicaments for the Treatment of Affective Pain Syndromes. 
• Use of Substances with Oxytocin Activity in Order to Create Cell Regenera-

tion 
   
Patent strategy - Future possibilities  
 
The company has also two new pending patents. They were filed in 2012.  
  
Trademark/proprietary name  
 
The proprietary name Vagitocin® is approved in Europe, USA and Australia. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
The rights described here (from the top) correspond to the following patents 
in Table 1: #1, #7, #3, -, #9, and #6. 
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In this situation, Thomas Lundeberg hired lawyer Henrik Bielenstein 
(Figure 19) at Bird & Bird Advokat KB to try to protect his interests. 
The result was that Lundeberg requested, according to Chapter 7 § 13 
in the Limited Liability Company Act, that an extraordinary general 
meeting be held in EntreTech and Eustasia to address the issue of 
appointing special auditors to audit the company's management and 
accounts since the extraordinary general meetings on 15 August 2008. 
The goal of the investigation was described as follows: 
 

For the stated period, the audit shall in particular look at the 
transactions between each company and its shareholders, includ-
ing companies owned and/or controlled by the shareholders, as 
well as whether shareholders were advantaged or disadvantaged, 
for example by undervalued transfers of rights or other deviations 
from the principle of equal treatment between the companies’ 
shareholders. In particular, management and the possible sale of 
the companies’ immaterial rights shall be audited. Lundeberg's 
Glissa nominates lawyer Teodor Leffler, Lindstrand Leffler Advo-
katbyrå AB, as special auditor. 

 
The 2010 annual meeting of shareholders was held on 23 March at 
EntreTech Medical AB. Oskar Arndt from Bird & Bird represented 
Thomas Lundeberg. The others present at the meeting were Kerstin 
Uvnäs Moberg, Kurt Björkholm, and lawyer Per-Olof Jönsson (who 
acted as chairman). Uvnäs Moberg had 500 votes via her company 
Trotula AB and Lundeberg had 300 votes via Glissa, a sole proprietor-
ship (concerning the other 200 votes, there was a dispute about 
whether they belonged to Lundeberg or not). Trotula/Uvnäs Moberg 
voted to discharge the board from liability for management during the 
past fiscal year while Glissa/Lundeberg voted against. Another issue 
presented by Oskar Arndt in the name of Thomas Lundeberg was that 



 70 
 

Ron Long Angus Cameron 

Christer Sjögren Kerstin Uvnäs 
Moberg 

Ingvar Viberger Dan Markusson 
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Figure 18. Board and management of Peptonic Medical AB. 
 
a special auditor should be appointed to audit the company's man-
agement and accounting between 15 August 2008 and the day of the 
general meeting. Kurt Björkholm stated, for the board's account, that 
adequate reasons existed to deny this request, among others, the revi-
sion of 31 December 2009 by the company's registered auditor. Arndt 
then referred to Chapter 10, § 21 and 22 of the Limited Liability Com-
pany Act on the shareholder's right to propose audits by special audi-
tors as legal grounds for their claims. He also submitted a document, 
Auditory Themes, and suggested appointing lawyer Teodor Leffler as 
special auditor. With 500 votes (Trotula AB) to 300 (Glissa) the meet-
ing decided to reject Lundeberg's request. Arndt again cited the mi-
nority rules according to Chapter 10, § 22 in the Limited Liability 
Company Act and requested that a special auditor be appointed. The 
minutes concluded by stating that the extraordinary general meeting 
planned for 29 March 2010 was canceled.  
 
Lundeberg pursues the issue via his representative and requests that 
the County Administrative Board in Skåne appoint a special auditor 
for EntreTech. The County Administrative Board decides on 23 June 
2010 to "appoint lawyer Teodor Leffler, Lindstrand Leffler Advo-
katbyrå AB in Stockholm, as special auditor of EntreTech Medical AB 
for a special review of the company's management and accounts be-
tween 15 August and 23 March 2010". Leffler delivers his report on 6 
October 2010 to the EntreTech board. In it, he states that, among other 
things, the company transferred all of its patent rights and other im-
material rights to Peptonic Medical AB on 11 February 2009. The pur-
chase price was SEK 1 [USD 0.12] and was booked to the accounts on 
31 December 2009. Additionally, Peptonic would make additional 
payments of 1.5% of net sales of the products developed from the 
rights covered by the agreement. As a result, the value of the compa-
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ny's immaterial rights was written down from SEK 5,954,802 {USD 
~735,000] to SEK 1 on 31 December 2008. 
 
Leffler then says that the transfer to Peptonic made the company es-
sentially a shell. The question is whether operations should be consid-
ered discontinued, which would be contrary to the description of 
business activities in the company bylaws. If this is the case, it is his 
opinion that the transfer is unlawful if it was not approved at the gen-
eral meeting (Chapter 8 § 42, Limited Liability Company Act). He then 
discusses the minutes from the general meeting on 15 August 2008, 
which in his opinion show that Thomas Lundeberg's representative 
reserved his vote in the decision taken at the meeting. At the same 
time, however, the minutes recorded that all decisions were made 
unanimously. What is most important here is where it says that "the 
general meeting, in agreement with the chairman's proposal, decided 
to task the board to, in a suitable way, manage the development and 
commercialization of the company's fixed assets".  
 
According to the review, a board meeting was also held on 15 August 
2008 at EntreTech Medical AB. Three persons were present: Kerstin 
Uvnäs Moberg (member), Kurt Björkholm (alternate), and Per-Olof 
Jönsson (lawyer, co-opted member). Leffler interpreted the minutes to 
mean that the board decided to "begin negotiations with Ron Long, 
Bernard Ross, and Ingvar Viberger to transfer the company's fixed 
assets, that is, discontinue the company's activities by a transfer of all 
immaterial assets". Observe here that Long and Viberger had already 
been voted in as board members in Peptonic Medical AB when the 
company was officially registered at the beginning of 2009. The step 
that was taken in the board meeting mentioned above shows that very 
concrete plans to transfer EntreTech's patents to another company had 
already been made the day of the extraordinary general meeting. The-
se plans, however, were never mentioned at the meeting and were 
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thus withheld from Thomas Lundeberg as half owner of the company. 
Thus, it must be said that Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg, the other half owner 
in the company and only board member, deceived Thomas Lun-
deberg.  
 
In his report, Leffler says that there are justifiable grounds for ques-
tioning if the decision taken at the general meeting – "even though it 
was unanimously clubbed – can be considered to authorize the board 
to ... contrary to operational goals ... wind down the company's activi-
ties". He then states that "if the liquidation is not in accordance with 
the decision of the general meeting, the transfer agreement with Pep-
tonic may consequently be invalid. If the decision was not made unan-
imously, it also is contrary to the rules concerning equal treatment in 
Chapter 7 § 47 in the Limited Liability Company Act.  
 
At the end of his report, Leffler states that, at the time, Kerstin Uvnäs 
Moberg owned 19.4% of the stock in Peptonic Medical AB and Kurt 
Björkholm 4.9% (information from Björkholm). To the extent that 
Uvnäs Moberg already was, or had determined to be, a stockholder of 
Peptonic at the time of the patent transfer, a sale of the patents below 
market value, in Leffler's opinion, may have been an act of disregard 
for the principle of equal treatment in that Uvnäs Moberg benefited 
more than the other shareholders in EntreTech, that is Lundeberg 
(Chapter 8, § 2 in the Limited Liability Company Act).  
 
The same day that Teodor Leffler submitted his review of EntreTech 
Medical AB (6 October 2010), the company released a statement via 
Kurt Björkholm. The statement claims that the patents were indeed 
thoroughly discussed at the extraordinary general meeting on 15 Au-
gust 2008. It continues:  
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During the decision making, however, there was no difference of 
opinion whatsoever among the shareholders regarding manage-
ment of EntreTech's patents, thus all decisions at the general meet-
ing were unanimous. The general meeting tasked the board to 
manage future ownership, transfer, and commercialization of the 
company's fixed assets in a suitable manner.41  

 
When the general meeting was over, the board immediately began 
extensive work to find a solution to the serious financial and ac-
counting situation that EntreTech was in and which was referred 
to during the general meeting. EntreTech was approaching insol-
vency and (i) a collaboration partner or (ii) an acquirer of Entre-
Tech's fixed assets were the possibilities on the board's agenda.42 

 
In this situation, according to Björkholm, the board (Uvnäs Moberg) 
consulted SLU Holding AB's former CEO Ingvar Viberger to find in-
ternational contacts with the competence to "be trusted to acquire 
EntreTech's patent assets". Judging from the minutes of the EntreTech 
board meeting on 15 August 2008 (the same day as the extraordinary 
general meeting), these contacts were already established at this point, 
among others, with Ron Long (see above). It can be noted here that 
Long played a central role when Peptonic Medical AB was registered 
in January 2009. He also became CEO in the company's first board 

                                                
41 All that is mentioned in the minutes of the general meeting is "the develop-
ment and commercialization of the company's fixed assets". Contrary to 
Björkholm's statement, nothing is said about the "future ownership" of the 
fixed assets (the patents). 
42 �Efter bolagsstämmans avslutande inledde styrelsen genast ett omfattande 
arbete med att finna en lösning på den allvarliga ekonomiska och redovis-
ningsmässiga belägenhet EntreTech befann sig i och som refererats under 
bolagsstämman. EntreTech närmade sig ett obestånd och (i) en samarbets-
partner eller (ii) förvärvare av EntreTechs anläggningstillgångar var de möj-
ligheter som stod på styrelsens agenda.” 
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when it began work on 10 February 2009 (according to the Swedish 
Trade and Industry Register43). Viberger was also a board member 
and, like Long, is still a member of the board (as of March 2014). Fur-
ther, it is notable that the patent transfer between EntreTech and Pep-
tonic was signed on 11 February 2009, the day after the board first 
met. Many indications seem to point to advance planning, and hint 
that these transactions had more or less been decided by the time of 
the extraordinary general meeting in August 2008.  
 
In the next section of his statement, Björkholm says that the passivity 
of EntreTech's former board under the chairmanship of Nils Stormby 
and the lack of interest shown by Thomas Lundeberg in participating 
in the company's work caused the patents to lose at least ten years of 
their patent protection terms. He then says: 
 

When the general meeting on 15 August 2008 then unanimously 
tasks the board to begin commercialization of EntreTech's patents, 
it was urgent that the board find a long-term solution commercial-
ly. The patents would have become completely worthless if radical 
steps had not been taken to commercialize their remaining value.  
 

Björkholm later returned to his theme, that "only a short part of the 
patent protection term remained" and that it was therefore urgent to 
find either a collaboration partner or a purchaser for the patents. This 
is contrary to what Peptonic says today (that is, many years later) on 
their home page under the Patent tab: “Peptonic Medical AB has strong 
patent protection with coverage through 2032”. Thereafter follows a list of 
patent rights, beginning with the previously discussed "a drug against 
climacteric disorders" (Table 2). 
 

                                                
43 Trans.: Näringslivsregistret. 
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Björkholm then states that Peptonic Medical AB was founded "com-
pletely independent of EntreTech and persons closely associated with 
the company": 
 

EntreTech's board member Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg and alternate 
Kurt Björkholm were not shareholders in Peptonic at the time of 
transfer between EntreTech and Peptonic, and neither was it de-
cided that they would later be share owners in Peptonic. The offer 
of share subscription and approval of share acquisition in Peptonic 
occurred independent of EntreTech and persons closely associated 
with the company. 
 

These statements must awaken some questions. As described above 
in Teodor Leffler's review, the board supposedly held a meeting on 15 
August 2008 where it was decided to begin negotiations for transfer-
ring the company's patents, among others, with Ron Long, future 
CEO, and Ingvar Viberger, future board member of Peptonic Medical 
AB – over five months before the company was officially founded. 
Thus, there can be little doubt that Peptonic was founded (December 
2008) as a result of discussions with Uvnäs Moberg and Björkholm as 
representatives for EntreTech. Today, both (see peptonicmedical.se, as 
well as the 2009 annual report), clearly confirm that the company's 
operations are based on the oxytocin research of Kerstin Uvnäs 
Moberg. This is described in the 2009 annual report as follows: “Pep-
tonic Medical AB developed patented medical products based on 
oxytocin".  
 
In view of the above, it is difficult to conclude that Peptonic Medical 
AB was not founded as a result of discussions between, on the one 
hand, Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg and Kurt Björkholm, and on the other, 
Ron Long, Ingvar Viberger, and other persons. The idea behind 
starting the company, apparently, was to acquire the oxytocin patents 
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from EntreTech and Eustasia (both owned equally by Uvnäs Moberg 
and Lundeberg, who was also a co-inventor of the patents) and then 
develop and commercialize these. Even if, according to later 
statements, Uvnäs Moberg and Björkholm were not shareholders in 
Peptonic when the transfer agreement was signed (11 February 2009), 
it is highly probably that such plans existed at that time. To this 
points the fact that within a year and a half, Uvnäs Moberg owned 
19.4% of the stock in Peptonic Medical AB and Björkholm 4.9%. 
Uvnäs Moberg has since also been voted onto the company's board. 
The home page presents her as its figurehead, beginning with these 
lines: “Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg is the person behind the research into 
oxytocin that is the foundation of Peptonic Medical's products”. She is also 
one of three persons in company management: ”Kerstin Uvnäs 
Moberg, MD, PhD, Chief Scientific Officer and Founder”. Björkholm's 
contention that Peptonic was founded "independent of EntreTech and 
persons closely associated with the company" can only be viewed as 
an untruth in an attempt to avoid allegations that the EntreTech 
board (Uvnäs Moberg, sole member, and Kurt Björkholm, alternate) 
acted unlawfully when the company's patents were transferred to 
Peptonic for SEK 1 [USD 0.12].  
 
In the next stage in the dispute, Thomas Lundeberg wrote to Kerstin 
Uvnäs Moberg on 21 October 2010 via his representatives Oskar 
Arndt and Henrik Bielenstein to propose that Lundeberg/Glissa AB 
sell all of its shares in EntreTech and Eustasia to Uvnäs 
Moberg/Trotula. According to the proposal, the price of the Entre-
Tech shares would be SEK 5.5 million [USD 0.68 million] and of the 
Eustasia shares, SEK 1.5 million [USD 185,000]. The idea was to avoid 
a court case and allow them to go their separate ways and leave their 
longstanding differences of opinion over mutual business interests 
behind. A little over a month later, no response from Uvnäs Moberg 
had been received. Arndt wrote her again and asked that she respond 
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to the proposed settlement by 10 December. If no response was re-
ceived, Lundeberg's representative intended to advise Lundeberg to 
take legal action. On the stated date, Uvnäs Moberg wrote to Bielen-
stein and Arndt. She begins with a list of questions about the address 
to which the original letter was sent and the absence of Bird & Bird 
Advokat KB's stamp on the envelope. She concludes this first section 
as follows: "All in all, it is shameful, the way you have acted in rela-
tion to me, and here I must also add other defamatory documents that 
you are aware of but have not distanced yourselves from". At the end 
of the letter, she returns to the original purpose of the letter and 
writes: 
 

As representatives, you have clearly contributed to bringing about 
the insolvency of EntreTech Medical AB. Eustasia AB has also sus-
tained injury that has brought the company's survival into ques-
tion. I am positive to solving all dealings with Thomas Lundeberg, 
his own activities and businesses, but I lack competence to under-
stand the complicated twistings and turnings described in your 
two letters. To bring the matter toward a desired conclusion, I will 
seek expert representation and return shortly with suggestions for 
plans of action.  

 
Uvnäs Moberg next contacts Lundeberg's representatives on 10 Janu-
ary 2011. The greater part of this letter is a review of the SRC and KI 
investigation into deviations from good scientific practice on Lun-
deberg's part. The investigation began in 2002 and continued, with 
allegations and a great number of documents containing accusations 
from Uvnäs Moberg against Lundeberg (see Thyberg, 2009). Above 
all, Uvnäs Moberg cited numerous statements made by Dean Jan 
Carlstedt-Duke in the initial KI review. No response to the proposed 
agreement for share transfer that had been sent to Uvnäs Moberg was 
made; instead, she makes detailed and far-reaching demands in a ten-
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point list for what Lundeberg should do to atone for his offenses to 
her and to their joint companies (Note 9).     
 
Four days later, on 14 January 2011, Thomas Lundeberg receives an 
email from Oskar Arndt that describes the options for civil liability 
proceedings concerning the transfer of EntreTech's and Eustasia's 
patents to Peptonic Medical AB. In the case of EntreTech, such an 
application was required to be submitted to the court by 23 March 
2011, one year after the annual meeting on 23 March 2010 in the com-
pany where Lundeberg voted against discharging the board (Uvnäs 
Moberg) from liability and requested the appointment of a special 
auditor. At a meeting with Bielenstein and Arndt, including a legal 
acquaintance of Lundeberg's, it was decided to pursue this line. When 
the statute of limitations drew near, Lundeberg contacted Bielenstein 
to ask about progress on the case. On 12 March, Bielenstein used a 
private email address to inform Lundeberg that he had started at a 
new law firm on 1 February and no longer considered himself under 
any obligation to Lundeberg. The mail begins thus: "As you know, 
attempts to settle all disputes were fruitless. With that, our view is 
that we have concluded our assignment. There is no ongoing assign-
ment." This news must have appeared strange, considering that Hen-
rik Bielenstein and his assistant Oskar Arndt had worked on Lun-
deberg's account, including contacts and written communications to 
Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg, the EntreTech and Eustasia boards, and the 
county administrative boards in Stockholm and Skåne Counties, and 
representation of Lundeberg at general meetings. When Oskar Arndt 
had written to Lundeberg on 14 January 2011 on possible legal ac-
tions, he concluded the letter with "We will see what response we get 
from the letter to Peptonic. If nothing happens, we will have to con-
sider what litigation is possible and suitable." 
 



 80 

According to sources, one reason for Bielenstein's actions may have 
been that Uvnäs Moberg and Björkholm contacted Michael Frie, 
chairman of the board of Bird & Bird, and lodged complaints about 
Bielenstein's actions toward them. The online site, realtid.se [Lind-
gren, 2011], commented Bielenstein's move to a considerably smaller 
law firm, Kastell. The reporter quoted Bielenstein as saying "I look 
          

  
 
Figure 19. Lawyer Henrik Bielenstein (left) and lawyer Percy Bratt, 
both of whom represented Thomas Lundeberg in disputes with 
Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg. 
 
forward to starting at Kastell. Client conflicts are always a scourge in 
large law firms. I have therefore decided that it is better for me and 
my work to be part of a smaller firm." It is not exactly clear how this 
statement should be interpreted. 
 
Thomas Lundeberg was now in the situation of having only ten days 
to initiate proceedings, and he had no legal counsel. To recruit a new 
lawyer on such short notice, who must familiarize him- or herself with 
the case and draft the necessary documents, would not be easy. To-
gether with an acquaintance who has a Bachelor of Laws and who 
previously had worked with lawyer Percy Bratt, however, Lundeberg 
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succeeded in convincing Bratt to take the case. Bratt began familiariz-
ing himself with the case on 14 March and succeeded in submitting a 
summons application to Attunda District Court on 22 March 2011. 
Briefly, the District Court was requested to order Kerstin Uvnäs 
Moberg and Kurt Björkholm to pay EntreTech Medical AB SEK 56 
million [USD 6.9 million] for damages to the company (case no. T 
2304-11). 
 
In a document submitted to the district court on 6 July 2011, Uvnäs 
Moberg and Björkholm denied the charges. Among other things, they 
claimed that the patent transfer "did not occur for only SEK 1 but for 
one krona and a future royalty of 1.5% of Peptonic's net sales of the 
products developed from the rights described in the agreement". They 
further claim that:  
 

Sale of the immaterial rights have not damaged the company. Nei-
ther has it been a breach of loyalty or a conflict with the cardinal 
points of the general clause. The transfer has not been gratuitous. 
The defendants have not overstepped their authority. The pur-
chase price was not below the market value of the rights.  

 
Much space in the document was devoted to the offenses that, in their 
opinion, Lundeberg had committed against the firm. As many times 
before, the text repeatedly referred to "EntreTech's and Karolinska 
Institutet's investigations of Thomas Lundeberg's research activities", 
implying an outcome in which "Lundeberg purposely and with ma-
lintent tainted one of EntreTech's patents through research miscon-
duct, which completely paralyzed EntreTech."  
 
Parallel with the above legal dispute, EntreTech (Uvnäs Moberg, sole 
board member) started another lawsuit, this one at the Stockholm 
District Court, against Thomas Lundeberg and his firm, Glissa AB, 
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and demanded compensation in the amount of SEK 879,600 [USD 
~109,000 ] for costs which EntreTech felt Lundeberg had failed to 
demonstrate concerned the company's business (case nos. T 3933-11 
and T 3955-11).  
 
During this time, 2010 fiscal year annual reports for EntreTech and 
Eustasia (Uvnäs Moberg, sole board member in both) were released 
on 30 June 2011. The biggest news in these reports, perhaps, was that 
Eustasia had completed "transfer of the company's patents to the 
company that had been responsible for managing the patents since 
February 2009" (i.e., Peptonic Medical AB) on 20 October 2010. The 
purchase price was not reported, but it can be noted that the only rev-
enues listed were "interest revenue and similar items" totaling SEK 3 
[USD 0.4]. General meetings for both companies were held on 23 Au-
gust 2011. Besides Uvnäs Moberg and Björkholm, lawyer Per Björk-
man was present as Lundeberg's representative. Björkholm presided 
over negotiations at both general meetings and recorded the minutes. 
And at both meetings, Uvnäs Moberg (majority vote) voted for and 
Lundeberg against (i) approving the profit-and-loss statement and 
balance sheet and (ii) discharging the board from liability for the past 
financial year.  
 
The next step in the legal process was a meeting at Attunda District 
Court on 24 October 2011 where arbitration was discussed. It was 
difficult, however, for the two parties to agree on this issue, and on 11 
January 2012, lawyer Percy Bratt wrote to the District Court:  
 

I repeat that, as Thomas Lundeberg's representative, I have been in 
constant contact with Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg and Kurt Björkholm 
to arrange a meeting for planning the next steps aimed to bring 
about an arbitration process. No such meeting has yet taken place. 
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In view of this, it would be extremely helpful if the court could 
oversee that arbitration begins as soon as possible. 

As previously reported, Thomas Lundeberg has proposed Profes-
sor emeritus Jan Ramberg as arbitrator. This proposal was not ac-
ceptable to the opposing party. Thomas Lundeberg does not agree 
to have former Chief Judge Rolf Nöteberg as arbitrator. 

Since the parties cannot agree on an arbitrator, Thomas Lundeberg 
requests that the court appoint a suitably qualified arbitrator. 

 
On 7 March 2012, the Stockholm District Court wrote to the parties 
and proposed the Chief Judge at the Nyköping District Court, Magnus 
Widebeck, as arbitrator.  
 
With approval from both parties, the Attunda and Stockholm District 
Courts appointed Widebeck as arbitrator in the three cases (nos. T 
2304-11, T 3933-11, and T 3955-11). Arbitration concluded on 15 May 
2012, and an agreement was then drafted and signed less than a week 
later, on 21 May. The agreement concerned seven parties: Thomas 
Lundeberg, Glissa AB, Kurt Björkholm, Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg, Eusta-
sia AB, EntreTech Medical AB, and Peptonic Medical AB. The agree-
ment is confidential, but the decisions reached in arbitration can in 
part be deduced from the 2012 fiscal year annual reports for Entre-
Tech, Eustasia, and Peptonic. Thus, during 2012, Peptonic acquired all 
stock that Lundeberg had previously owned in EntreTech and Eusta-
sia via his firm, Glissa. Peptonic's annual report shows audited values 
of SEK 2,720,000 [USD 336,000] for the EntreTech shares and SEK 
480,000 [USD 59,000] for the Eustasia shares. Most likely, this is what 
Lundeberg/Glissa received in compensation for the shares, as well as 
a possible percentual remuneration based on Peptonic's sales of prod-
ucts stemming from the patents of which Lundeberg is inventor. The 
day books of the Attunda and Stockholm District Courts show that 
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these three cases were removed from the registers at the beginning of 
January 2013. This was probably also a result of the May 2012 agree-
ment.  
 
It now seems that the more than 10-year dispute between Kerstin 
Uvnäs Moberg and Thomas Lundeberg concerning their joint patent 
and business interests has at long last ended, due to arbitration and 
the resulting agreement. The person who has been the primary driv-
ing actor behind the controversy is Uvnäs Moberg, which was mani-
fested in the: 
 
(1)  Filing of numerous police reports where Lundeberg was suspect-

ed for everything from break-ins and theft to the instigation of 
illness and death (all cases dismissed by the police). 

(2) Report of suspected research misconduct with voluminous doc-
umentation sent to both Karolinska Institutet and the Swedish 
Research Council (Lundeberg declared guilty of suspected re-
search misconduct).  

(3) Report to the Swedish Economic Crime Authority44 (no action 
taken). 

(4)  Report to the Swedish Security Service (no action taken). 
(5)  Reports to the Swedish Ministry of Education and Research45 and 

to the Swedish government (no action taken). 
 
Hopefully, this remarkable story has finally ended with the May 2012 
agreement, and Uvnäs Moberg and Lundeberg can go their separate 
ways.    
  

                                                
44 Trans.: Ekobrottsmyndigheten 
45 Trans.: utbildningsdepartementet 
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7 Response to the Swedish Research Council’s  
comments on the book Research Misconduct 
or Legal Scandal  

Unsurprisingly, publication of Research Misconduct or Legal Scandal 
[Thyberg, 2009] caused somewhat of a stir at the SRC. Before com-
menting their reactions, I would like to first relate a few events that 
may be of interest to the reader. Sten Erik Jensen was the first person 
to publicly acknowledge the book, which he did in an editorial in 
Dagens Medicin46 [Jensen, 2009]. There, he wrote:  
 

A very disturbing picture of scientific society emerges during 
reading. Personal motives and personal conflicts are allowed to 
have devastating consequences for private persons, and facts 
are ignored. The book severely criticizes Karolinska Institutet 
and the Swedish Research Council. To restore confidence in the 
ability of these institutions to investigate issues of research mis-
conduct, a new, impartial review of the case must be made. 

Just over a month later, the same journal published a debate article, 
"Both the Swedish Research Council and KI are guilty of a miscarriage 
of justice", where Professor Ola Stenqvist from Sahlgrenska University 
Hospital in Gothenburg discussed the investigation of Lundeberg in 
light of the facts presented in the book [Stenqvist, 2009]. Towards the 
end of the article, he writes:  

Johan Thyberg's book Research Misconduct or Legal Scandal 
paints a harrowing picture of how the investigations at KI and 
the Swedish Research Council were fraught with preconceived 
notions, subjectivity, conflicts of interest, repression of infor-

                                                
46See dagensmedicin.se, a Swedish journal for health care givers. 
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mation advantageous for the defendant, and bias, and places KI 
and the SRC in the dock.  

Stenqvist had previously shown an interest in the SRC investigation 
and written an article in Dagens Medicin in 2006 titled "Legal uncer-
tainty in the driver's seat during investigation of misconduct allega-
tions" [Stenqvist, 2006]. The article begins thus: "The Swedish Re-
search Council's Committee on Research Misconduct has lost all cred-
ibility with their handling of the Thomas Lundeberg case". He then 
presents seven rules considered fundamental to the rule of law and 
submits that the SRC has broken all of them. In conclusion, he writes: 
"The director general of the SRC should immediately reconsider his 
and the SRC's position toward Thomas Lundeberg." 
 
One week after Stenqvist's 2009 article in Dagens Medicin, the journal 
published a response to the debate by Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg titled 
"The increasing misconduct in research is a serious danger to society". 
In it, she first discusses fraud, including research misconduct, in broad 
terms. She follows this with a section where she refers to the investiga-
tion of Lundeberg. One main theme there is the "feebleness of will to 
investigate" which she considers that KI has shown. In the final sec-
tion of the article, Uvnäs Moberg turns to the book. There she writes, 
among other things:  

The book, which on the surface gives the impression of being 
solid and trustworthy due to its level of detail, makes out Lun-
deberg to be a victim. With its one-sided selection of data, and 
by adding outright errors and twisting interpretations in a very 
personal way, Johan Thyberg depicts all representatives of KI 
and the SRC as incompetent hacks and of lesser intellect.  

 
I have no reason to respond to this characterization here; instead, 
those who are interested may consult the book itself [Thyberg, 2009].  
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Before discussing the response from the SRC and the Committee on 
Research Misconduct (hereafter: the Committee), there is reason to 
recall the criticism that this group endured after the investigation of 
Suchitra Holgersson during 2008–2010 (see Chapter 3A). After, among 
other things, several professors at the University of Gothenburg (in-
cluding Ola Stenqvist) and a journalist strongly criticized the investi-
gation, the new Director General of the SRC, Mille Millnert considered 
it necessary to retract the statement released by the Committee in the 
interest of legal certainty. In the aftermath, three legal authorities with 
expertise in public administration were tasked to independently eval-
uate various aspects of what had gone wrong in the work. The person 
charged with examining where responsibility for the flaws in the in-
vestigation lay was Jan-Erik Ögren, former University Director of 
Umeå University.  
 
In his statement, he names Director General Pär Omling as the one 
with ultimate responsibility. He also finds that the secretary of the 
Committee, Jan Stålhammar, erred in several ways. In particular, the 
inadequate keeping of the minutes and the flaws in logging submitted 
documents were highlighted. Karin Almgren, the group chair and a 
member of the Supreme Administrative Court, was also pointed out 
as responsible for the resulting confusion. It should be noted here that 
two of the three scientific members of the Committee on Research 
Misconduct in the Lundeberg investigation, Dan Larhammar and 
Birgitta Strandvik, were also members of the Committee in the Hol-
gersson investigation. 
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7A  E-mail correspondence between members of the Committee 
on Scientific Misconduct  

To return to the Committee on Scientific Misconduct in the Lundeberg 
investigation, Research Misconduct or Legal Scandal [Thyberg, 2009] 
caused quite a stir among Committee members after its publication, as 
mentioned at the beginning of this chapter. One result of this was an 
active exchange of e-mail that discussed ways of responding to the 
book’s criticism of the SRC and its Committee. The book was released 
in April 2009, and between May and December of that year, e-mail 
exchanges between Committee members were numerous. Those par-
ticipating in the exchanges were those who had been members of the 
Committee during the Lundeberg investigation and those who came 
after, that is, Karin Almgren who replaced Kjerstin Nordborg as chair, 
Jan Stållhammar who replaced Björn Thomasson as both Chief Legal 
Counsel at the SRC and secretary of the Committee, and Professor 
Göran Collste who replaced Birgitta Forsman as scientific member 
and ethics expert47.  
 
Diverse opinions of the book were presented in the e-mails, along 
with discussions of how to best respond to the criticism of the SRC 
and its Committee. The result was a nine-page long document with 
comments on the book (see Note 10) that was placed on the SRC home 
page in December 2009. The persons officially responsible for this 
document were the Executive Director of the SRC, Gunnel Gustafsson, 
and Chief Legal Counsel of the SRC, Jan Stålhammar (Figure 20). Be-
fore making a closer analysis of this document, it could be interesting 

                                                
47 Members of the Committee on Scientific Misconduct when the book was 
released (Karin Almgren, Jan Stålhammar, Dan Larhammar, Birgitta 
Strandvik, and Göran Collste) were the same ones involved in the investiga-
tion of Suchita Holgersson and the statement on 9 September 2010 that was 
later retracted in the interest of legal certainty (see Chapter 3). 
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to take a look at what the Committee's members wrote to each other. 
What I received from the Registrar at the SRC in response to my re-
quest was a large quantity of e-mail. The issue has also certainly been 
discussed at Committee meetings, and other written correspondence 
may also have occurred.  
 

 
 
Figure 20. The two representatives of the Swedish Research Council 
who were responsible for commenting the book Research Misconduct or 
Legal Scandal on the SRC website in December 2009: Executive Director 
Gunnel Gustafsson and Chief Legal Counsel Jan Stålhammar. 
 
Below are a number of examples of the e-mail exchange between 
Committee members and my comments to them. For lack of space, the 
examples are abbreviated, and are not cited in full. 
 
27	  May	  2009. Göran Collste (GC) writes to the current members of the 
Committee and Björn Thomasson, Birgitta Forsman, and Göran Her-
merén (chair of the SRC Committee for Ethics). 
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1 - GC: I have read Thyberg's book. It is extremely thorough! It would 
have been nice to be able to discuss it in a group with those of you 
who had been part of this. However, it asks many questions that we 
who are on the Committee should be able to answer. 

Comment: A somewhat cautious beginning. 
 
29	  May	  2009. Birgitta Strandvik (BS) writes to the others on the current 
Committee:  

2 - BS: I think it is very important that we discuss the book. It is ex-
tremely well-written and thus gives a credible impression. Because of 
this, I think we must respond in some manner. He twists it to mean 
exactly what he wants it to mean. 

Comment: as above. 
 
14	  June	  2009. Birgitta Forsman (BF) writes a longer message to current 
and old Committee members, the experts in the Lundeberg case, and 
Göran Hermerén. 

3 - BF: He excludes facts that don't fit his agenda. For example, he 
doesn't mention what the experts pointed out, that Carleson's thesis 
was accompanied by irrelevant applications to the ethics committee. 

Comment: Somewhat unclear, whether this can be included in what is 
called research fraud or misconduct in research. 
 
4 - BF: Neither does he mention anything about Thereza Imanishi-
Karis' systematic negligence: She smoked in the lab, despite a smoking 
ban, and she came with pages ripped out of the log book when re-
quested to present them; she was acquitted on the same grounds as 
Eva Lundgren in Uppsala, namely, intention could not be proven.  

Comment: Did smoking really have anything to do with the case, and 
does BF think that because of it, the researcher should have ultimately 
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been convicted? The American investigation of Imanishi-Kari that 
drew so much attention is one of the cases discussed in the short his-
tory of scientific misconduct at the beginning of the book. In this pro-
cess, which lasted over ten years, the accused was convicted in nu-
merous courts, was hung out to dry in the media, and lost her position 
at Tufts University in Boston. During the case, new regulations were 
introduced that included an appeals board comprising a researcher 
and two lawyers. When Imanishi-Kari appealed there, the issue of her 
guilt was resolved in a court-like process where the plaintiff and the 
defendant presented their cases and called and questioned witnesses. 
The hearing lasted 28 days and resulted in 6,000 pages of minutes. 
When the board decision was released, Imanishi-Kari was acquitted 
on all 19 points that the Office of Research Integrity (ORI) had accused 
her of. When the board summarized its view of the case, they wrote: 
”Much of what ORI presented was irrelevant, had limited probative 
value, was internally inconsistent, lacked reliability or foundation, 
was not credible or not corroborated, or was based on unwarranted 
assumptions”. The board also criticized the key role that the accuser 
had played in the investigation (see [Kevles, 1998]). Harder criticism 
of a public agency dominated by lawyers (ORI) is difficult to imagine. 
The viewpoints raised in various places (including in the book) con-
cerning the Committee's actions in the Lundeberg and Holgersson 
cases are similar. What Birgitta Forsman wrote above is exceedingly 
strange, and can only be viewed as shameful. She should definitively 
not be considered a research ethicist. 
 
5 – BF: Thyberg states in several places that Uvnäs Moberg and Björk-
holm kept themselves continually informed about the investigation, 
but that Lundeberg was not informed about it. But in neither case did 
the SRC actively go out with information. Lundeberg could have in-
formed himself in the same way as Björkholm if he had wished. So 
there was no difference in treatment. 
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Comment: Birgitta Forsman is apparently ignorant of what the Admin-
istrative Procedure Act says and was therefore unsuitable to partici-
pate in an investigation of this type. Article 17 of this law states: "No 
matter may be determined without the applicant, the appellant or any 
other party having been informed about any information that has 
been brought into the matter by someone other than himself and hav-
ing been given an opportunity to respond to it, provided that the mat-
ter concerns the exercise of public power in relation to someone." 
Clearly, the Committee was obligated to inform Lundeberg of what 
had been submitted to the investigation, for example by Uvnäs 
Moberg and Björkholm. It was not up to Lundeberg to keep himself 
informed of what had been submitted, which is what Forsman main-
tains.   
 
 6 – BF: Right before Forsman wrote that "Lundeberg could have in-
formed himself in the same way as Björkholm", she stated in her list of 
comments on the book: "He writes that it was only new guidelines for 
animal experiments, which did not exist at the time of the experiment, 
that were quoted by the experts. But he overlooks that the Committee, 
in its statement, names SFS no. 1988:534, SFS 1988:539 and SJVFS 
1992:11. I remember well that I said to Lundeberg, when he attended 
our meeting, that he must surely know these laws, ordinances, and 
proclamations, but he didn't". According to Lundeberg, it was as in 
the above quotation - Forsman recited a list of Swedish statute book 
numbers for him without saying what these were, that is, the animal 
protection law, the ordinance on animal welfare, and a proclamation 
of the Central Laboratory Animal Board48. According to Lundeberg he 
never said that he was unaware of these regulations, but that he had 
not read them in detail. It should be noted that at least the first two of 
these laws largely concerned aspects other than animal experiments.  

                                                
48 Trans.: försöksdjursnämndens kungörelser 
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Can it be called anything other than distressing that Birgitta Forsman 
asks for knowledge of various statutes but, as emerges in the previous 
point, does not herself appear to be cognizant of the most fundamen-
tal articles in the Administrative Procedure Act concerning rule of 
law? The same can be said, apparently, for the other Committee mem-
bers. As lawyers, Kjerstin Nordborg, a member of the Supreme Ad-
ministrative Court and chair of the Committee, and Björn Thomasson, 
Committee secretary, had the main responsibility for ensuring that the 
investigation followed current laws on how an authority takes action 
in relation to a person, but they failed miserably in that. Can Sweden 
really be considered a state founded on the rule of law?  
   
7 - BF: His formulations are vague in many places, that someone al-
legedly is like this or that, and that Kurt Björkholm has presented 
himself as a lawyer. How does he know that? He give no references. If 
the Committee or the experts had formulated themselves so unclearly 
anywhere, Thyberg would have gone through the ceiling. 

Comment: Page 85 in the book states: "On 14 January 2004, Kerstin 
Uvnäs Moberg and Kurt Björkholm visit the police station in Täby and 
file a complaint of unlawful threat49 (Daybook no. 0201-K11730-04). On 
this occasion, Björkholm appears to have presented himself as a law-
yer, a title that, as far as is known, he has never had". The information 
concerning this use of "lawyer" comes from the two written reports 
made by Sergeant Anders Berlin on 14 January 2004, one for unlawful 
threat (see above) and the other for libel50. Both complaints contain this 
information: "Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg and her lawyer Kurt Björkholm 
came on 14 January 2004 to file a complaint (police report) for unlaw-
ful threat/libel51". The first report also contains an attachment, a "doc-

                                                
49 Trans.: olaga hot 
50 Trans.: förtal 
51 Trans.: hot/förtal 
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ument from lawyer Kurt Björkholm". As the reader can see in the 
above quote from the book, I expressed myself cautiously. It cannot be 
discounted that the police who received the complaints may have 
misunderstood Björkholm's position. Regardless, it is most probable 
that Björkholm presented himself as a lawyer. 

  
 8 - BF: He complains that the experts make personal characterizations, 
he does the same thing with some persons. He does not hesitate to 
make a psychiatric diagnosis of Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg.  

Comment: In a couple of places, I wrote about "the nearly paranoid char-
acter of all the suspicions and allegations concerning Lundeberg that 
Uvnäs Moberg and her representative Kurt Björkholm have submitted 
in numerous documents over many years" (see the two-page table on 
pages 162 and 163 in the book). Insofar as Forsman has read the book, 
she ought to realize that this is a highly appropriate description. I 
have not, however, made a psychiatric diagnosis. As cited in the book, 
Lundeberg's wife, Lena (a head physician at Karolinska Hospital) 
wrote an e-mail to Björn Thomasson (legal adviser at the SRC and 
secretary of the Committee) on 22 June 2005 about the investigation of 
her husband where she began by saying that her husband and family 
were being stalked in a sickly manner by a woman. She then explains 
what she bases this statement on. As a physician (although not a psy-
chiatrist) and after having experienced how, over four years, Uvnäs 
Moberg attacked her husband with complaints to the police and vari-
ous other public authorities, it is perhaps not so improbable that her 
remarks were fully adequate. 

After reading the book, Uvnäs Moberg wrote to the Registrar at the 
SRC on 27 May 2009 and requested a copy of Lena Lundeberg's letter 
to Björn Thomasson (Committee secretary). On 1 June he responded 
saying that Lena Lundeberg's letter could not be found. As in many 
other instances, it seems that this document containing views on the 
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Committee's work was never logged and archived. Furthermore, 
Björn Thomasson belatedly answered the letter and then even apolo-
gized for the delay. As secretary of the Committee, he is responsible 
for many of the documents that were submitted to the investigation 
not being logged, which must be considered a breach of the require-
ment in the Administrative Procedure Act to record all public docu-
ments. 

Concerning the fairly in-depth characterization of Thomas Lundeberg 
and Joakim Carleson by the experts in their statement, Forsman must 
be of the opinion that it was out of place. The authors of the statement 
had barely (if at all) met the two accused and contented themselves 
with passing on opinionated views of their personalities from un-
named persons. It is not likely that this was a part of their task as ex-
perts. 
 
9 - BF: Thyberg stubbornly sees the task of the Committee as a legal 
process and demands the same level of evidence here. This terrifies 
me, out of concern for the science. 

Comment: To be found guilty of research misconduct is one of the 
worst things that can happen to a researcher, and often leads to loss of 
employment and means of support. That someone who claims to be 
an ethics expert implies that the Committee and similar agencies, in 
their exercise of public authority toward the individual, do not need 
to follow the principle that "no person shall be convicted unless all reason-
able doubt that he or she is guilty is removed" is extremely unsettling.  
 
16	   June	   2009. Jan Stålhammar (JS) writes to the current and former 
Committee members, the experts in the Lundeberg case, and Göran 
Hermerén.  

10 – JS: I have nearly finished reading the book, and the more one 
reads, the more disturbed one becomes, at least I. It is so full of opin-
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ions and claims formulated as truths that the picture it paints of the 
SRC and the Committee's work can only be called astonishing.  

Comment: Perhaps one should be astonished. Many probably were, 
when the finding concerning Suchitra Holgersson, which had been 
issued by the Committee in which JS (as Chief Legal Counsel at the 
SRC) was secretary, was retracted for reasons of legal certainty. When 
independent experts later reviewed the Committee's work, strong 
criticism was made, among others, of JS (see Chapter 3A). The same 
would surely be the case if a similar evaluation was made of the 
Committee's work in the Lundeberg case. JS, who is a lawyer, writes 
that the book is "full of opinions and claims". Two of the scientific 
members on the Committee wrote earlier that it is "extremely thor-
ough" (see point 1) and "extremely well-written" (see point 2). 
 
16	  June	  2009. Björn Thomasson (BT) writes to the current and former 
Committee members, the experts in the Lundeberg case, and Göran 
Hermerén. 

11 – BT: Even I have begun to read Thyberg's [JT's] book. Among oth-
er things, I think that what Birgitta writes is correct. In any case, JT is 
very tendentious. This is clear from the beginning when he projects 
the illusion that KI and the SRC have actively gone out and released 
information, first about the complaint from KI ("allegations") and then 
the expert report from the SRC, and finally, the SRC's findings". 

Comment: The book begins: "On 22 April 2004, Dagens Nyheter52 (DN) 
wrote 'Head Physician suspected of serious misconduct ... A former 
professor at Karolinska Institutet is accused of falsifying research re-
sults'." The article quotes Björn Thomasson (the SRC), Vice-Chancellor 
Harriet Wallberg-Henriksson (KI), and Dean Jan Carlstedt-Duke (KI), 
as well as Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg. This occurs before the investigation 

                                                
52 A nation-wide Swedish daily newspaper 
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has even begun. Nowhere do I write that KI and the SRC have "active-
ly gone out and informed"; instead, I have only asked the question: 
"Why did KI, the SRC, and DN choose to go out and make public 
'suspicions' against two private persons who had not yet had the 
chance to defend themselves?" Concerning the expert's report, I write 
on page 99 in the book that this was submitted to the SRC on 24 Janu-
ary 2006 and that Björn Thomasson "publishes a memo on the same 
day that mentions this". Although the memo states that the accused 
"will get a chance to give their view of the findings before the SRC 
Committee releases the SRC's final statement to Karolinska Institutet", 
the fact that a statement had been submitted was clearly something 
that should be made public. The result was that DN, who had previ-
ously written about the case, requisitioned the statement. Three days 
later, there appeared a full-page article with a huge heading in bold 
letters: "Ex-professor accused of wide-ranging research fraud". Lun-
deberg had barely received the report before he was reading about it 
in the newspaper. Concerning the Committee's final statement, I never 
write in the book, contrary to what BT states, that "the SRC has gone 
out and informed" (see point 13, Chapter 7B).  
 
18	  August	  2009. Dan Larhammar (DL) writes to the current and former 
Committee members, the experts in the Lundeberg case, and Göran 
Hermerén with a list of points concerning the book that he thinks are 
important to counter.  

12 – DL: JT continually tries to portray the investigation as a legal 
process. For example, on page 106, he writes about financial fraud, 
which is something entirely different. 

Comment: DL and the other members of the Committee have apparent-
ly not realized it, but the investigation of such a serious offense as 
allegations of research misconduct ought to follow the same stringent 
procedures as in a legal process. Perhaps they ought to also contem-
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plate the reason why a member of the Supreme Administrative Court 
(one of the country's highest lawyers) was appointed chair of the 
Committee and the SRC's own legal counsel appointed as secretary. 
What DL refers to on page 106 in the book concerns a legal opinion 
which Bertil Wennergren, former Parliamentary Ombudsman and 
former member of the Supreme Administrative Court, wrote on 26 
February 2006 concerning the SRC review of Thomas Lundeberg. 
Here is the text from this page: 

The way the investigation was conducted resembles a judicial 
investigation and, according to Wennergren, cannot be consid-
ered to reside within the framework of the tasks and powers 
that the ordinance gives the SRC. The mandate to "take the ini-
tiative in drawing attention to ethical issues in research and dis-
seminate information on ethical issues in research" cannot be 
construed to include disciplinary duties. The same applies to 
this case, not least considering that it included patent issues. 
"Fraud" ought to be dealt with as a criminal matter according to 
the Swedish Penal Code53 and ought, according to Wennergren, 
not be treated as a disciplinary matter but instead be reserved 
for criminal judgment in a court of law. 

The facts are as follows: When the Vice-Chancellor of KI, Harriet 
Wallberg-Henriksson wrote to the SRC on 30 March 2004 and request-
ed a review of Thomas Lundeberg's research activities, she named 
three things she wanted investigated: (1) the application for professor 
of Rehabilitation Medicine at KI, (2) the patent application "a drug 
against climacteric disorders", and (3) the patent application "inflam-
mation". Point 1 was subsequently excluded from the request at the 
wishes of the experts and the SRC. Of the original objects of the inves-
tigation, only the matters of the two patent applications remained 

                                                
53 Trans.: brottsbalken 
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(patent numbers 1 and 4 in Table 1). According to the Vice-
Chancellor's letter to the SRC, Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg, Thomas Lun-
deberg's business partner in EntreTech Medical and Eustasia (see 
Chapter 6), had submitted a document to KI in September 2003 via her 
representative Kurt Björkholm. In the document, she claimed that 
Lundeberg was unable to produce the raw data and ethics approval 
for the unpublished experiments that had been used as working mate-
rial for drafting the patents and which allegedly had been conducted 
at KI. In its comments to the book, the Committee writes: "What the 
SRC had been asked to do in this matter was to judge whether the 
research cited in the patent applications had been conducted at Ka-
rolinska Institutet, that is, find out when, where and how the experi-
ments had been done and, above all, if they were done at KI". The 
working material that Björkholm refers to is essentially uninteresting. 
What is important is what is in the approved and published patent, 
and nothing about the experiments being done at KI is mentioned 
there.  

What the experts and the Committee wrote about the patents came to 
be used to a large extent by Uvnäs Moberg in the legal process be-
tween herself and Lundeberg concerning their joint patent and com-
pany interests and which lasted at least until 2012 (see Chapter 6). 
Why KI and the SRC would concern themselves with assisting Uvnäs 
Moberg in this dispute is difficult to understand. As Bertil Wenner-
gren wrote above in the legal opinion, the patent issues were some-
thing that ought to be "reserved for criminal judgment in a court of 
law". 
 
13 – DL: We were aware of various conflicts of interest. 

Comment: Then why were these not reported, as well as how the 
Committee viewed them? 
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14 – DL: The personal characterizations that JT is upset about were a 
step in understanding why persons may have acted in a certain way. 

Comment: See point 6 above. The guidelines for the work of the 
Committee on Research Misconduct, which the board of the SRC laid 
down on 29 September 2004, state:  

The Committee's work shall thus result in a finding of whether 
the research that is the object of the allegation was conducted, 
or its results presented, in a way that is a departure from good 
scientific practice. Thus, it shall not make pronouncements con-
cerning the next stage that is necessary for a judgment of 
whether there has been dishonesty in research, that is, whether 
the departure occurred with the intention to deceive. 

DL and the others on the Committee (including the experts) violated 
this when they released a long, detailed character analysis of the two 
accused under the headings "Lundeberg as boss and researcher" and 
"Judgment of JC as a research student". Their tasks were to make a 
strict analysis of the reported research, not to try to "understand why 
persons may have acted in a certain way". The latter can be compared 
with trying to determine "whether the departure occurred with the 
intention to deceive" (see the Committee guidelines cited above). 
When SRC Director General Mille Millnert retracted the Committee's 
(with DL as a member) statement in the case of Suchitra Holgersson, 
one of the main reasons was that it had exceeded its mandate with 
similar comments. 
 
15 – Page 182: Thomas Lundeberg and Joakim Carleson did not have 
the opportunity to comment the material from Indre Bileviciute-
Ljungar. Is that true? Should they have had the right to do so in writ-
ing? Or were they given the chance, and declined? 
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Comment: Lots of question marks! Larhammar appears to find it diffi-
cult to remember what was said and done 3-4 years ago. Yet, he and 
the other Committee members demanded that the accused and other 
witnesses remember what had happened more than 10 years ago. This 
cannot be called serious. 
 
25	   September	   2009. Jan Stålhammar (JS) writes to Björn Thomasson, 
Chief Legal Counsel at the SRC and Committee secretary during the 
Lundeberg investigation. 

 16 – JS: To once again take up a discussion of the handling, the char-
acter of the process, the rule of law for the individual, etc. is totally 
meaningless and only continues a debate that no one wants.  

Comment: It is understandable that the SRC would not want any fur-
ther discussion of the Committee's work, considering how badly it 
was carried out. A few years later, moreover, the investigation which 
the Committee conducted with JS as secretary was nearly declared 
totally incompetent (see Chapter 3A).  
 
30	  October	   2009. Birgitta Strandvik (BS) forwards a list of comments 
on the book to the current and former Committee members and the 
experts in the Lundeberg case. 

17 – BS: Throughout, JT tries to depict everything as a vendetta on the 
part of Moberg – Björkholm. It would therefore be important that, in a 
general comment, we carefully showed that we did not at all include 
in our investigation these disputes and the opinion pieces that came 
from that party. 

Comment: All of the matters for which the Vice-Chancellor of KI asked 
assistance of the SRC in reviewing originated with Kerstin Uvnäs 
Moberg and her representative Kurt Björkholm. In the expert's state-
ment, consignments from Kurt Björkholm, Robur Affärsutveckling 
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AB, and Professor Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg are among those listed un-
der the heading "Reviewed documents". If BS would once more exam-
ine Table 3 on pages 162-163 in the book, she ought to realize that 
what Uvnäs Moberg put Lundeberg through could rightly be called a 
vendetta. 
 
18 – BS (pages 99-103): Without a doubt he has a point, in that it is 
unfortunate that the experts’ document cannot be considered working 
material. We have experienced that many times. However, it does not 
mean that it is the SRC that publicizes info. 

Comment: See points 13 and 14 above, my comments on what was said 
about the book on the SRC website.  
 
These are a few examples of the many viewpoints expressed in the 
internal e-mails between the Committee members before the official 
comments on the book were drafted and publicized in December 2009 
on the SRC website. 
 

7B Official SRC comments on the book 

Note 10 is an unabridged reproduction of the SRC comments on the 
book. The comments begin with a short background description by 
Executive Director Gunnel Gustafsson and the SRC Chief Legal Ad-
viser Jan Stålhammar, secretary on the Committee on Scientific Mis-
conduct at the time. The comments that then follow were prepared by 
the Committee and its associated experts who were responsible for the 
investigation of Thomas Lundeberg and his former PhD student, 
Joakim Carleson. Throughout the rest of this chapter, "the Committee" 
includes the experts who, according to the guidelines for the Commit-
tee's work, should be considered co-opted members. In the text that 
follows, SRC views are reproduced under the COMMITTEE heading 
and my views, under the AUTHOR RESPONSE heading. It is not 



 103 

worthwhile to go through each comment, but I discuss a number of 
statements to demonstrate the Committee's attempts to defend itself 
against the criticism it has received from various sources.  
 
1 - THE COMMITTEE  

At the start, when the Committee defines a few basic principles under-
lying its comments, it says that ambiguity arises when they say that 
the accused have "failed to follow good scientific practice" while the 
author has consistently used the term misconduct.  
 
1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

This opinion is best described as a play on words. Those speaking are 
members of what is officially called The Swedish Research Council's 
Expert Group for the Investigation of Suspected Research Misconduct, 
and they call themselves the Committee on Research Misconduct (the 
Committee). The terms must be considered synonymous, and there 
are also other synonyms. Both the book and the Committee use many 
different terms to describe what has been done. At the beginning of its 
statement, for example, the Committee writes the following under the 
heading "The case": "With this background, on 30 March 2004, Ka-
rolinska Institutet requested in writing that the Swedish Research 
Council assist the Institute in investigating misconduct in research". 
Further on, this is found under the heading "Task": "It can be seen 
from this that the requested investigation of misconduct in TL's re-
search should include a review of the experiments on which the pa-
tent applications, specifically 'A drug against climacteric disorders' 
and 'Inflammation' are based.” A little further down, it can be read 
that the experts asked to "be allowed to define and limit their task to, 
first and foremost, the degree of misconduct in research that" ... and so 
on. Even the experts use "misconduct" at times and write, for example, 
in their summary: "Suspicions of misconduct are strengthened since it 
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has not been possible to review any source material that confirms that 
the experiments were conducted, in what manner, when, or by 
whom". 

Here at the start, the Committee's remarks show no understanding of 
what is important in the context. 
 
2 - THE COMMITTEE 

The next comment from the Committee in the introductory section 
states: 

One difficulty in this situation is that Thyberg sometimes deliv-
ers his criticism in sweeping language, without being very spe-
cific, which makes it nearly impossible to comment or respond 
to. For example, without citing any reason, he rejects all legal 
counsel who have had anything to do with the process, with the 
exception of Wennergren and the lawyers hired by Lundeberg 
and Carleson. 

 
2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Two Committee members quoted above wrote in the email corre-
spondence that the book was "extremely thorough" and "extremely 
well-written". Clearly, these opinions later changed. I dare say, how-
ever, that what the book presents is a very detailed analysis of the 
Committee's work, where weaknesses in their conclusions are speci-
fied in detail. In contrast, in many instances, the Committee's criti-
cisms of the accused completely lack accuracy, for example, when 
they are accused of plagiarism without specifying what is plagiarized 
and from where. I am not the only one who gives the Committee's 
handling of evidence a fail mark, as witnessed by the document that 
Bo Rydqvist and Mats Ulfendahl, professors at KI, sent to the Com-
mittee on 17 February after reading the expert's statement. In the con-
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cluding section of their letter, they write: "We find that this report has 
in no way been able to prove either premeditated fraud or that the 
requirements of good scientific practice placed on research were not 
fulfilled". They also sent a copy to the Vice-Chancellor of KI with a 
cover letter that concludes: "We find this to be a totally inferior inves-
tigation, completely lacking any scientific stance. As scientists, we are 
shocked over how the SRC has handled the case up until now. As 
researchers, active in Swedish scientific circles, we are also worried 
about what is happening and the apparent lack of legal certainty. Who 
will be the object of the next scientific witch hunt?" 

The hard criticism from these two professors continued to develop in 
a debate article in Läkartidningen54 [Rydqvist & Ulfendahl, 2006]. Pro-
fessor Ola Stenqvist also made harsh comments on the investigation in 
a debate article in Dagens Medicin. The article begins: "With the man-
agement of the Thomas Lundeberg case, the Swedish Research Coun-
cil's Committee on Research Misconduct has lost all credibility" 
[Stenqvist, 2006]. The SRC and the Committee are clearly unaware of 
the condemnation of their work. They continue to show not the least 
self-criticism, and choose instead to question their critics, in this case, 
the book's author.  

One example of how they disregard facts is when they write in the 
above quote: "without citing any reason, he rejects all legal counsel 
who have had anything to do with the process". The following are a 
couple of short examples of the lack of legal certainty that characteriz-
es the Committee's work and was described in the book (see Chapter 
3B for further details): (i) Many of the submitted documents were 
never logged and archived, including some used as definitive evi-
dence for the guilt of the accused, and (ii) the accused were not noti-
fied and thus had no chance to counter the material that had been 

                                                
54 A Swedish journal for physicians 
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submitted and was used as conclusive evidence for their guilt (the 
material was, besides, of highly doubtful character, as described in the 
book). The two lawyers on the Committee – Kjerstin Nordborg (mem-
ber of the Supreme Administrative Court), chair, and Björn Thomas-
son (Chief Legal Counsel of the SRC), secretary – had the main re-
sponsibility for these shortcomings. 
 
3 - THE COMMITTEE 

The section "The Committee's task" begins: "Thyberg's review is very 
much based on the idea that this should have been a judicial process. 
This was not the case, however. The request for assistance with a re-
view that the SRC received from KI concerned certain defined ques-
tions in connection with Lundeberg's and Carleson's research. The 
SRC has neither the mandate nor the competence to try the case in a 
legal sense."  

3 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

As previously presented, allegations of scientific misconduct are so 
serious for those concerned that investigations of such should be un-
dertaken with the same attention to detail as in a legal process. Kerstin 
Nordborg, a member of the Supreme Administrative Court, was the 
chair of the Committee that investigated this case, and Björn Thomas-
son, chief legal counsel at the SRC, was the Committee secretary. It is 
reasonable to expect that these two had the competence to ensure that 
the review fulfilled the basic requirements of legal security in the 
Administrative Procedure Act. However, not even here was the 
Committee successful. 
 
4 - THE COMMITTEE 

Under the subheading "Management of the review" is this: "In his 
book, Thyberg devotes much space to relations between Lundeberg 
and Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg, as well as to discussions that concern her 
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representative Kurt Björkholm. Thyberg maintains that Uvnäs 
Moberg, who was supposedly the reason that KI took up the case and 
requested assistance of the SRC to review it, should also have guided 
the SRC investigation." 
 
4 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

All issues that the Committee investigated at the request of KI had 
been suggested by Uvnäs Moberg and Björkholm. When KI Vice-
Chancellor Harriet Wallberg-Henriksson wrote to the Committee on 
30 March 2004, three things were listed for investigation concerning 
Lundeberg: an application for a professorship (something that can 
hardly be considered to concern good scientific practice and which 
later was excluded from the investigation), and two patent applica-
tions (with reference to a document from Björkholm). In a separate 
letter on the same day, the Vice-Chancellor also asked the Committee 
to review three articles in Joakim Carleson's thesis (Lundeberg was 
one of several co-authors). The background for this request was a tip 
to Dean Jan Carlstedt-Duke at KI from Indre Bileviciute-Ljungar (for-
mer PhD student of Lundeberg and former girlfriend of Carleson). 
After Uvnäs Moberg had informed Bileviciute-Ljungar of the ongoing 
internal investigation of Lundeberg's research at KI, she called 
Carlstedt-Duke and reported her suspicions concerning the articles. 

Almost nine months later, on 13 December 2004, Wallberg-Henriksson 
wrote to the Committee and asked it to include two more articles in 
their investigation. The letter begins thus: "A letter from Kurt Björk-
holm has brought to the attention of KI that there are ambiguities con-
cerning the originality and reliability of the results in publications 
where Thomas Lundeberg is co-author."  

In any case, there can be no doubt that Uvnäs Moberg and Björkholm 
have guided what the Committee has examined. Björkholm's own 
view of the situation is made clear in a letter he sent to Leif Pagrotsky, 
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Minister of Education, and Vice-Chancellor Harriet Wallberg-
Henriksson on 20 August 2006. The letter begins: "For some time now, 
because I have been given the opportunity to see behind the curtains 
in the research world at KI, the University of Gothenburg, and the 
Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, and have taken the initia-
tive and driven the scientific investigation at KI, which recently concluded 
with a notable statement released by the SRC, I consider myself able to 
publicly express my observations, particularly within KI" (see the next 
point).  
 
5 - THE COMMITTEE 

The Committee and the experts established at an early stage 
that the assignment was not to include relations between Lun-
deberg and Uvnäs Moberg. For this reason, neither were her 
various documents considered relevant to the case. Nor have 
they affected the judgments of the experts or the Committee. As 
a public authority, however, the SRC is obliged to receive doc-
uments that have been submitted.  

The Committee, and the SRC, did not consider Uvnäs Moberg 
as part of the case in relation to the SRC. In a letter to Lun-
deberg's lawyer, Christer Pehrsson, we said that it had been a 
natural step for the SRC to give not only Thomas Lundeberg 
but also Uvnäs Moberg the opportunity to comment the case. 
This does not mean, however, that Uvnäs Moberg was part of 
the case. 

 
5 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

The Committee says that they did not consider Uvnäs Moberg to be 
part of the case. Why, then does Björn Thomasson, secretary of the 
Committee, inform not only the two accused (Lundeberg and 
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Carleson) but also Uvnäs Moberg on 20 December 2004 of who had 
been appointed as experts? And why did the Committee go through 
the large quantity of submissions from Uvnäs Moberg and Björkholm 
(see the experts' statement), including refutations of documents that 
had been submitted by Lundeberg's representative, without informing 
Lundeberg of these and giving him the opportunity to address them? 
The Committee says that it did not judge Uvnäs Moberg's documents 
to be relevant, but it is impossible to determine to what extent, con-
sciously or unconsciously, it was affected by them.  
 
6 - THE COMMITTEE 

Concerning the experiments on which Lundeberg's patent applications were 
based, the Committee says:  

(i) What the SRC had been requested to do in this context was 
determine whether the research cited in the patent applications had 
been conducted at Karolinska Institutet, that is, to determine when, 
where and how the experiments had been done, and above all, 
if they had been done at KI. In the Committee's opinion, scien-
tific verification must also be possible in a patent context, thus 
documentation and references, among other things, are neces-
sary, even if the patent authorities do not require it.  

(ii) It appeared that the experiments cited in the patent applica-
tions which were reported to have been conducted at KI had 
not been conducted there.  

 
6 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

(i) The Committee appears to think that the rules which apply to a 
patent application are those that the Committee members feel should 
apply, and not those defined by patent law and the patent authorities. 
Is it possible not to be astonished? 
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In addition, nowhere in KI's request for assistance does it explicitly 
say that the Committee's assignment was to determine whether the 
research cited in the patent applications had been conducted at Karolinska 
Institutet. 

(ii) As emphasized in the book, the published patent texts contain no 
statement saying that the experiments had been conducted at KI (and 
according to Lundeberg's testimony, most were conducted abroad). 
Neither is this stated in the working material that the Committee re-
fers to and which Uvnäs Moberg submitted to KI. The only thing stat-
ed, in a few places, is that ethics approval was received from KI (this 
probably refers to the Ethics Committee of Stockholms Norra 
Djurförsöksetiska Nämnd). In this context, it can be noted that, espe-
cially when Ph.D. students are involved, KI sometimes requires Swe-
dish ethics approval for animal experiments conducted abroad.  
 
7 - THE COMMITTEE  

In the section "Carleson's experiment", the Committee writes: 

A considerable part of the investigative work concerned the 
first three papers in Carleson's Ph.D. thesis. The experts and the 
Committee strongly questioned whether the experiments had 
actually been done, or in the way claimed. The reasons for this 
were many:  

(i) Carleson or Lundeberg could not provide documentation 
that showed that the experiments had been conducted (for ex-
ample, orders or costs for animals, reagents, analyses, printouts 
from analyses or experimental protocols).  

(ii) There was a clear lack of consistency between Carleson's, 
Lundeberg's and Björn Appelgren's descriptions of the tech-
niques used in conducting the experiments and how provoca-
tion and sampling had been carried out.  
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(iii) Despite meticulous questioning of the staff who were there 
and worked at the institution at the time of the experiments, no 
one could remember seeing Carleson conduct the experiments. 
Neither was it possible to get any information on who had 
helped him do the analyses. 

  

7 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

(i) What the Committee writes here is one of many examples where 
what speaks to the advantage of the accused, and possible alternative 
explanations, are ignored. As Lundeberg explained, and Professors Bo 
Rydqvist and Mats Ulfendahl did in more detail in the document they 
submitted to the Committee in February 2006 (and which the book 
discussed), most of the archived material from the laboratory animal 
department at the institution had been stored in a container during 
reconstruction, which included the laboratory animal department, 
during 2000-2002. According to Rydqvist and Ulfendahl, Professor Jan 
Lännergren had been tasked by the department head at the time to 
coordinate moving, and then replacing, the material in connection 
with reconstruction. By mistake, however, everything in the container 
except for a couple of paintings were disposed of as trash. Neither 
Lundeberg nor Carleson had anything to do with this; regardless, the 
Committee continued to accuse them of not being able to produce the 
animal journals and so on (the reviewed articles were published in 
1996).  

The way in which the Committee ignores facts that are advantageous 
for the accused can be considered a violation of Chapter 1, Article 9 of 
the Constitution, according to which "Courts of law, administrative 
authorities and others performing public administration functions 
shall pay regard in their work to the equality of all before the law and 
shall observe objectivity and impartiality."  
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(ii) It is not surprising that the interviewees found it difficult to re-
member details of experiments done ten or more years ago (see point 
15 in Chapter 7A). 

(ii) As the book says, Carleson supposedly worked and conducted his 
experiments largely in the evenings and at night, which Professor 
Rydqvist, whose offices were in the same corridor, confirmed. As he 
related to the Committee, he also saw Carleson with rat cages in the 
laboratory there and admonished him to instead use the rooms for 
laboratory animal experiments in the basement (due to the risk of 
allergy). Although this and other material presented in the book indi-
cates that Carleson worked with animals and made analyses, it is 
nothing that the Committee listens to or seriously considers in its 
judgment. The Committee apparently does not wish to acknowledge 
the rule that no person shall be convicted unless all reasonable doubt that he 
or she is guilty is removed. Instead, with full force and at all cost, it 
moves to declare the accused guilty. Whose interests is it serving? 
 
8 - THE COMMITTEE 

Plagiarism and co-authorship  

Thyberg feels that unpublished material cannot be plagiarized 
(pages 137 & 169). Both the experts and the Committee, howev-
er, are of another mind. The Committee feels that self-
plagiarism or recycling fraud without reference violates good 
scientific practice.  

 
8 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

As can be seen both in the statement released by the experts and in the 
book, there were great similarities in the introduction and methods 
sections between Carleson's articles and Bileviciute-Ljungar's un-
published manuscripts. Since their work largely concerned the same 
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thing, the main difference being that Carleson studied the jaw joint 
and Bileviciute-Ljungar the knee joint, this is hardly surprising. If, as 
in the book, Carleson's articles were compared with those that 
Bileviciute-Ljungar published after she revised her manuscripts – in a 
somewhat suspicious manner (see pages 104-144 in the book) – the 
similarities are considerably fewer. The similarities in results are also 
not greater than what could be expected when the same thing is stud-
ied in two different joints. Although the introduction and methods 
sections have great similarities, it is nothing that could be considered 
done to mislead readers, and contrary to what the Committee implies, 
Carleson has cited Bileviciute-Ljungar. If anyone is trying to mislead, 
it is the Committee and its experts.  

Similar reasoning can also be applied to the patent applications that 
were reviewed during the investigation (see pages 117–130 in the 
book). That the experimental models and methods used were taken 
from the literature is without doubt (which is reported by the Com-
mittee and in the book). The methods descriptions have also largely 
been copied from published articles, but that cannot be said of the 
reported results. Even if what was done in the methods section could 
be considered unsuitable, what is important is that the results are au-
thentic. The Committee has not produced any evidence that this is not 
the case, and so, should not question them. In this context, it should be 
observed that the rules for describing examples in a patent application 
are not the same as the rules for publication in a scientific journal. 
Those patents that are concerned here and which were approved be-
fore the Committee began its investigation should be considered an 
internal affair for Uvnäs Moberg's and Lundeberg's joint company 
(see Chapter 6). As I have written earlier, why KI and the SRC chose 
to become involved in this is difficult to understand.   
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9 - THE COMMITTEE 

Thyberg writes that the experts referred to guidelines and regu-
lations that did not exist when the work under review was con-
ducted (page 112). The Committee, however, spoke of this in its 
statement, saying that what was said in the regulations was not 
news, but in research circles had long existed in well-known 
guidelines. 

 
9 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

In an investigation of this type, and this issue, no other regulations 
can be used than those that were in force at the time the studies in 
question were conducted. The publications that were part of the re-
view assignment were published in 1996 (the three articles in Joakim 
Carleson's thesis) and 2002 (two articles with Thomas Lundeberg as 
co-author). The experiments reported there had thus been conducted 
one or a few years earlier. The regulations that the experts refer to in 
their statement are almost all of a later date. The regulations they 
name are: 

(i) guidelines for ethical evaluation of medical human research, 
(MFR-rapport 2, 1996; no research on humans was reviewed, so 
why this regulation was cited is difficult to understand)55. 

(ii) guidelines for good medical research (MFR-rapport 3, 1996)56. 

(iii) research education at KI - rules and instruction (Daybook no. 
5098/01-500, approved by the Vice-Chancellor 2001-11-13)57. 

(iv) rules for working with animals and access to the animal de-

                                                
55 riktlinjer för etisk värdering av medicinsk humanforskning 
56 riktlinjer för god medicinsk forskning 
57 forskarutbildning vid KI – regler och anvisningar dnr 5098/01-500, fast-
ställd av rektor 2001-11-13 
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partment at KI (Daybook no. 6792/02-640, decision by the dean, no 
2002:71, supplements C and F)58. 

(v) KI, guidelines for planning, conducting, and documenting ex-
perimental research, Stockholm, June 199859. 

(vi) The Swedish National Archives, regulations and general advice 
for reducing stored documentation in public authorities' research 
activities RA-FS 1999:160. 

As an example of regulations that ought to have been followed at the 
time, the Committee names in its statement the regulations for ani-
mals experiments in the animal protection law (1988:534) and in the 
Ordinance on Animal Welfare (1988:539) as well as in the Central La-
boratory Animal Board's proclamation on educational requirements 
(SJVFS 1992:11). Nowhere, however, is any specific mention made of 
exactly how the accused violated these laws. This was, anyway, nearly 
impossible to verify. As mentioned above (point 7) and in the book, 
documentation archived in the animal department up to the year 2000 
had been accidentally disposed of during reconstruction at the institu-
tion. As confirmed by various sources, this occurred through absolute-
ly no fault of the two accused, something that the Committee pays not 
the slightest regard to.  
 
10 - THE COMMITTEE 

The book criticizes the lengthiness of the investigation. This obser-
vation is legitimate. The lengthiness of the process is explained, 
however, by the time needed by KI to specify the assignment; in 

                                                
58 regler för arbete med djur och tillträde till djuravdelning vid KI, dnr 
6792/02-640 dekanusbeslut nr 2002:71, bilagorna C och F 
59 KI, riktlinjer för planering, genomförande och dokumentering av experi-
mentell forskning, Stockholm, juni 1998 
60 Riksarkivets föreskrifter och allmänna råd om gallring av handlingar i 
statliga myndigheters forskningsverksamhet RA-FS 1999:1   
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addition, the Institute submitted an amendment at the end of year 
2004.  

Further, it took a long time for Lundeberg and his legal representa-
tive to submit their statements, which they considered relevant to 
the case. During the review, delays occurred, among other things, 
by the fact that much of the material that Lundeberg submitted, as 
requested by the Committee and the experts, comprised complete-
ly other documents than what had been requested and lacked rele-
vance for the research that the investigation was to review. 

 
10 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Neither the experts or the Committee reported in more detail in their 
statement what it was that Lundeberg submitted and in what way it 
was irrelevant for the investigation. Concerning Joakim Carleson – 
where the Committee questioned whether the experiments had been 
conducted at all – the experts say in their report that Lundeberg sent 
in visual material that, among other things, contained a table of RIA 
samples from various researchers with dates and information on 
which peptides were analyzed. As they themselves say, "Joakim's" 
name occurs three times in the table. The samples are said there to 
have comprised a perfusate, and the analyzed peptides are those that 
are reported in the three reviewed articles from Carleson's thesis. The 
table in Lundeberg's PowerPoint presentation was a rewrite of the lab 
list of the laboratory engineer in charge; Joakim Carleson and Björn 
Appelgren also exhibited the handwritten original when they visited 
the SRC. The Committee and its experts completely ignore this and 
instead reach the conclusion that: "Documentation that confirms 
where, when, how and by whom the research in question was con-
ducted has despite all requests, not been produced by either TL or JC". 
The procedure here, and in many other instances, cannot be called 
anything other than suspicion in absurdum, and does not fulfill the 
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Constitution's requirement of objectivity and impartiality in public 
administration. 

 

11 - THE COMMITTEE 

Thyberg also focuses on the many documents that are not available 
in the SRC archives, or have not been logged. Much of the re-
viewed material that Lundeberg submitted, he requested be re-
turned after the investigation was concluded; it was also returned. 
The same happened for material from Indre Bileviciute-Ljungar. 

 
11 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

The manuscripts of Indre Bileviciute-Ljungar, which KI retrieved un-
der curious circumstances from a crashed computer (see pages 70–72 
in the book), and which she submitted to the Dean were used as con-
clusive evidence to convict Joakim Carleson for scientific misconduct, 
including plagiarism. Of interest in this situation is what the IT tech-
nician who retrieved the documents wrote when he submitted the 
printed material from the defective computer to the Dean: "One com-
ment on this result is that the authenticity in data cannot be verified 
from a technical point – this is above all due to the overly large devia-
tions/differences in the time stamps that are linked with the files". 
That the Committee did not arrange to have copies of this evidence in 
its archives can only be called scandalous. This can be likened to a 
criminal proceeding, where the murder weapon was recovered, ana-
lyzed, and then returned to who had submitted it, without even pho-
tographing the weapon.  

After numerous requests, I succeeded in retrieving these manuscripts 
from KI (from the Dean's office), where they also had been neither 
logged nor archived. It was possible to show that their value as evi-
dence was severely limited, or rather, null (see Chapter 13.4 in the 
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book). What they primarily showed was that Bileviciute-Ljungar had 
herself been occupied with research misconduct (by massaging the 
data or falsification) when her two rejected manuscripts were revised 
for later publication.  

Because copies of manuscripts were missing from the SRC archive, it 
was impossible to reveal the devastating flaws in the Committee's 
chain of evidence. According to paragraph 3 in the archive law: “The 
archives of the public authorities shall be maintained, orderly, and 
protected so that they fulfill: 1. the right to partake of public docu-
ments, 2. the need of information for purposes of justice and admin-
istration, and 3. the need of research"61. As demonstrated above, the 
SRC and the Committee did not abide by these requirements in this 
investigation. 

This is reminiscent of an important part of the criticism that former 
University Director Jan-Erik Ögren made of the Committee's work in 
the later investigation of Suchitra Holgersson concerning logging and 
archiving. He wrote in his report, among other things: "To live up to 
the principle of transparency, it must be possible for an individual to 
gather knowledge of the case based on the logged documents. Espe-
cially important are that the relevant facts and motives for the deci-
sion can be found" (See Chapter 3A).   

  
12 - THE COMMITTEE 

In the section "Some procedural issues", is the following:  

A statement from the SRC is therefore not a decision by a public 
authority either (it can thus not be appealed, which the County 
Administrative Court and the Administrative Court of Appeal 

                                                
61 ”Myndigheternas arkiv skall bevaras, hållas ordnade och vårdas så att de 
tillgodoser: 1. rätten att ta del av allmänna handlingar, 2. behovet av inform-
ation för rättskipningen och förvaltningen, och 3. forskningens behov.” 
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have determined); decisions in a case are made by the public 
authority concerned, normally a university or a college. 

 
12 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

In an expert opinion on the SRC investigation of Lundeberg, Thomas 
Bull, Professor of Constitutional Rights at Uppsala University (since 1 
January 2013, he has been a member of Sweden's Supreme Adminis-
trative Court), writes the following in his conclusions (See Note 6):  

It is clear that the actions of both the Committee on Research Mis-
conduct and the experts at the SRC, whose report was the basis of 
the Committee's judgment, were the handling of a case according 
to the intentions of both the Constitution and the Administrative 
Procedure Act. The provisions in Chapter 1, Article 9 of the Consti-
tution and the guarantees of the rule of law in the Administrative 
Procedure Act linked to these provisions, are thus applicable to the 
proceedings. That it concerns a case of substantial consequence for 
the individual – for a researcher it is nearly completely decisive for 
one's future and reputation – speaks strongly for applying the 
rules in the Constitution and the Administrative Procedure Act ex-
tensively, something that has also been shown above to be the case 
when the Office of the Chancellor of Justice and the Parliamentary 
Ombudsman have had reason to try similar issues. 

In a supplement to the above statement, Bull continued: "The re-
quirements in Chapter 1, Article 9 of the Constitution apply to all ad-
ministrative agencies, regardless of whether they exercise public au-
thority or not". Further down, he continues:  

The situation where an investigation was done by one public 
authority and used as the basis for a decision by another public 
authority – as in Lundeberg's case – does not in my mind pre-
clude that the investigation can be considered part of the same 
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case of exercise of public authority. What is decisive is not only 
where the decision was made. Where the documents on which 
the decision is based are drafted, and how they then are used 
by the determining authority, has great significance for the is-
sue, if also previous investigative steps besides the decision it-
self can be considered part of the exercise of public authority that 
a case has entailed. 

 
13 - THE COMMITTEE 

Thyberg describes in many places (pages 8, 9, 75-76, 99, 153) 
how the media aired the case while it was still under investiga-
tion. He claims that the SRC (and KI) published material, in-
cluding the experts' findings, before the review had been con-
cluded, which supposedly injured Lundeberg and Carleson.  

The SRC, however, has never published material in this case in 
the media or taken steps to ensure publishing. In contrast, it has 
been guilty of releasing documents submitted to the SRC when 
someone outside has asked to see them; this applies to both 
journalists as well as others. The material could not be kept con-
fidential. 

Thyberg questions why the SRC did not treat, among other 
things, the experts' report to the Committee as classified (page 
8). 

According to the Secrecy Regulation62, the SRC does not have 
the right to treat such documents as classified. 

It is correct that the instructions say that the group comprises 
permanent members and additional experts as required. But in 
practice, it was judged that appointing additional members was 

                                                
62 sekretessförordningen 
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not required. Instead, experts to make a specialist review were 
appointed; they did not participate, however, in the Commit-
tee's deliberations, other than when they presented their find-
ings. That they were not part of the group is also shown by the 
fact that they did not participate in decisions concerning the 
SRC's statement. 

 
13 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

The work description of the Committee on Scientific Misconduct 
states the following: "The Committee on Scientific Misconduct com-
prises a member who is a qualified judge as chairperson, three per-
manent members who represent their respective scientific fields, and 
as co-opted members the experts required for each individual case." 
It clearly says here that the experts are to be considered members of 
the Committee. That means, in turn, that their utterances should be 
considered an internal communication and thereby are not a public 
matter. This is made clear in point 12 in the work description of the 
Committee, where it states that working material is not public before 
decisions have been made in the case (= decision of the Committee). 
Despite this, Björn Thomasson, the Committee's secretary, chose to go 
out publicly with the information that the experts had released their 
statement. As described above, the result was that, among others, 
journalists from DN requisitioned and received the statement, and a 
few days later, Lundeberg was the topic of a full-page exposé in the 
newspaper, even though he had barely received the statement himself 
and, even less, had the chance to respond, which according to 
Thomasson's information, he would be able to do before the final de-
cision in the case was made. 

In this backward way, which on the whole has characterized the ac-
tions of the Committee, they say above that they did not consider 
themselves in need of any other members (= experts according to the 
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working description) and instead appointed experts to make a specialist 
review. Here, as in other cases (see point 15 below) the Committee 
violated the official guidelines for its work. 
 
14 - THE COMMITTEE 

In the section "Conflicts of interest" the Committee writes the follow-
ing:  

Thyberg maintains that several persons were involved in vari-
ous ways that might be considered prejudicial to their inde-
pendence.  

Conflicts of interest occur only if the person presenting the 
charges also investigates and pronounces judgment, but so was 
not the case here.  

Statements involving conflicts of interest are sometimes peculi-
ar. The Vice-Chancellor of KI is blamed for being prejudiced in 
her independence and biased in favor of Kerstin Uvnäs 
Moberg, among others because she had previously been 
awarded a professorship at KI in competition with Uvnäs 
Moberg. 

 
14 – AUTHOR RESPONSE  

The Committee appears not to be aware of what is called witness dis-
qualification63 (which should have been given heed, among other, con-
cerning Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg and Indre Bileviciute-Ljungar). 

Concerning the Vice-Chancellor of KI, Harriet Wallberg-Henriksson 
was the one who had requested the review by the SRC and then also 
made the final decision on the issue of guilt. In this situation, it can 

                                                
63 Trans.: vittnesjäv 
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also be noted that, when requesting the SRC's help, she also wrote: 
"Karolinska Institutet itself finds it difficult to make a neutral and 
independent review of the allegations against Lundeberg." All of the 
questions for which she requested help in investigating stemmed from 
Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg. As pointed out in the book (see Chapter 4.2 
and 16.1) Uvnäs Moberg and the considerably younger Wallberg-
Henriksson had once sought the same professorship at KI. When KI 
appointed Wallberg-Henriksson, Uvnäs Moberg appealed through a 
lawyer to the Higher Education Board of Appeals. Among other 
things, the appeal stated that Uvnäs Moberg had earlier been in-
formed by the dean's office that "her position was settled" and that the 
preparation of the case had violated both the Administrative Proce-
dure Act and the Higher Education Ordinance. Further, the appeal 
maintained that Uvnäs Moberg had considerably stronger scientific, 
pedagogical, and administrative merits than Wallberg-Henriksson. 
The latter submitted a statement where she addressed the facts in the 
appeal. Another source of probable tension in the relationship be-
tween the two was that, according to independent information from 
various sources, Uvnäs Moberg supposedly hired a private detective 
to investigate Wallberg-Henriksson and others in KI management 
during the internal Lundeberg investigation at KI. The results of this 
are unknown, but considering the complacency shown Uvnäs Moberg 
and her representative Kurt Björkholm by KI in various ways, it is 
easy to understand that undue pressure on the part of Uvnäs Moberg 
may have occurred. A hint of this appears in the letter Björkholm 
wrote to KI in December 2004 demanding continued steps against 
Thomas Lundeberg. In it, he writes: "It is now up to KI management 
to show decisiveness before the circumstances that I am still in control 
of are out of my hands and in the hands of other persons and public 
authorities, who will take over where I must conclude my KI investi-
gation if KI takes a passive stance".  

I further think that the question of conflict of interest should also have 
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been considered for Dan Larhammar, a member of the Committee (see 
Chapter 3B). He was the one on the Committee who was closest to 
Lundeberg in his field, and in certain respects had a conflict of interest 
with Lundeberg. Larhammar is thus known as a strong opponent of 
alternative or integrative medicine while Lundeberg is instead consid-
ered a representative of this field in the medical profession. For exam-
ple, Lundeberg has published more than 80 articles on acupuncture in 
international journals. Since the beginning of the 1980s, he also be-
came interested in and published evaluations of many other methods 
in the field of integrative medicine. In contrast, according to PubMed64, 
Larhammar has published no scientific studies that assess the value of 
such methods. He has, however, in his work with the Science and 
Public Education Association (VOF)65 become known as a frontal fig-
ure among Swedish skeptics and made strong attacks on what he calls 
pseudo-science, including many of the treatment methods in alterna-
tive medicine. As an example, in June 2011, he wrote an article titled 
"Certified pseudo-scientific acupuncturists" posted on the home page 
of the VoF. In it, he commented on a newly started acupuncture 
course in Leksand and concluded his article with the words "the gen-
eral public be warned". I do not protest Larhammar's opinions or his 
right to disseminate them. However, I do think someone should have 
openly looked at and discussed whether he was a suitable person to 
review Thomas Lundeberg's research. I found no such review, how-
ever, in the files.     
 

                                                
64 PubMed is an online database maintained by the United States National 
Library of Medicine and the National Institutes osf Health. 
65 föreningen Vetenskap och Fortbildning (VoF) 
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15 - THE COMMITTEE 

The section "The task of the Committee on Research Misconduct" 
states:  

The request for assistance with an investigation that the SRC re-
ceived from KI concerned certain specific questions connected 
with Lundeberg's and Carleson's research. 

 
15 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

As stated in the official working description for the Committee, "The 
purpose of the Committee on Scientific Misconduct's investigation is 
to determine whether research has been conducted with a failure to 
follow good scientific practice." What was it that KI had asked to have 
reviewed? It was the following: (i) experiments on which two patent 
applications were based, (ii) three publications that were part of 
Joakim Carleson's thesis and another publication of which Carleson 
was co-author, and (iii) two publications with Lundeberg as co-
author. As seen in the statement of the two experts and the Commit-
tee, a number of other issues were addressed outside of these re-
quests. For example (quotations from the experts' statements): 

(1) ”routines for management and accounting of test samples” 

(2) ”supervision and oversight of Ph.D. students” 

(3) ”research funding” 

(4) ”routines for publishing results in scientific articles” 

(5) ”Lundeberg as boss and researcher” 

(6) ”Lundeberg's research in relation to the so-called exemption 
for teachers66”  

                                                
66 Trans.: lärarundantaget 
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(7) ”opinion of JC as a research student” 

(8) Four other scientific articles besides the six which KI re-
quested a review of (see the experts' statement). 

Concerning the character analyses in (5) and (7) above, Dan Larham-
mar wrote in the internal e-mail correspondence between the Commit-
tee's members about the book: "The personal characterizations that JT 
is upset about were a means of understanding why persons may have 
acted in a certain way". This could be interpreted as if they wished to 
investigate whether the researchers had the intention to mislead 
(fraud). According to the guidelines, this was nothing that was part of 
the Committee's work ("the question of whether a researcher intended 
to commit fraud, or mislead, ought to be exclusively tried in the order 
described in the law"). In the Suchitra Holgersson case, the fact that 
the Committee stated an opinion on the intent to mislead was also one 
of the main reasons that its statement was retracted (see Chapter 3A).  
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8 To Sum Up 

When Research Misconduct or Legal Scandal was published in 2009, 
three years had passed since Karolinska Institutet (KI) and the Swe-
dish Research Council (SRC) had concluded an over four-year investi-
gation of Thomas Lundeberg and his former PhD student Joakim 
Carleson and found them guilty of scientific misconduct or "failure to 
follow good scientific practice", as it was paraphrased. Another five 
years have now passed since the book was released. Despite every-
thing, the case as such can still not be considered closed, and the two 
who were denounced continue to live with highly tangible repercus-
sions of the judgments made against them. This account focuses on 
Thomas Lundeberg, the principle person in the case.  
 
In the last five years, Lundeberg has tried through his lawyers to bring 
his case to trial. Despite strong expert statements in his favor, includ-
ing a current justice in the Swedish Supreme Administrative Court, 
however, he has been denied this possibility. After a subsequent in-
vestigation of scientific misconduct by the SRC was declared invalid 
due to flaws in the application of the rule of law, which were similar 
to in his own case, Lundeberg requested that his case be retried. How-
ever, he was also denied this for the reason that the SRC investigation 
could not be considered an exercise of public authority, a motivation 
that was unacceptable to the justice referred to above. Without in any 
way stating the reasons for its decision, the Parliamentary Ombuds-
man likewise declined to review the case.   
 
Directly after the SRC Committee on Research Misconduct released its 
statement and the Vice-Chancellor at KI, with that in hand, declared 
Lundeberg guilty of an "absence of good scientific practice", his em-
ployer, Danderyd Hospital AB, decided to forbid him to conduct re-
search or teach. When the CEO of the Hospital, Peter Graf, last re-tried 
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and extended this ban in September 2010, he did so based on the 
statement that was released – at the instigation of Vice-Chancellor 
Harriet Wallberg-Henriksson – by the Ethics Council at KI, chaired by 
Niels Lynöe, professor of medical ethics. The Council's statement can-
not be understood in any other way than that Lundeberg is forbidden 
to research or teach, ever again.  
 
Those who were behind the allegations against Thomas Lundeberg 
that the SRC investigated were Professor Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg and 
her representative Kurt Björkholm. Uvnäs Moberg began to collabo-
rate scientifically with Lundeberg at the end of the 1990s, and after a 
few years, they sought several patents and founded two companies 
together – EntreTech Medical AB and Eustasia AB – in order to take 
advantage of the commercial possibilities of their research. The part-
nership became troubled early on, and conflicts continued to escalate 
thereafter. In the first years of the 2000s, the situation took a serious 
turn when Uvnäs Moberg repeatedly made police reports where Lun-
deberg was suspected for everything from theft of patent documents 
to poisoning causing illness and death. When this led nowhere, Uvnäs 
Moberg turned to KI, where at the time, Lundeberg was professor of 
physiology, and reported him for theft and exploitation of her re-
search. Among the charges, she even listed grievances concerning 
invoices in their joint companies. KI, and by extension the SRC, then 
became a forum for her to pursue what were largely internal company 
issues. For some undefinable reason, public authorities agreed to par-
ticipate in this. 
 
After the KI and the SRC review of Lundeberg was officially conclud-
ed in June 2006, Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg and Kurt Björkholm increas-
ingly took advantage of the opinions aired in the review in their legal 
fight against Lundeberg as half owner of EntreTech Medical AB and 
Eustasia AB. Uvnäs Moberg and Björkholm maintained that Lun-
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deberg, by using false information in the patents owned jointly and by 
the companies, had eroded their value to nearly "totally worthless". 
After having clubbed decisions – in general meetings for both compa-
nies on the same day – to task the boards to "in a suitable way, man-
age the development and commercialization of the company's fixed 
assets", a quasi-coup action began. Less than half a year later, Uvnäs 
Moberg and Björkholm (sole board member and alternate, respective-
ly) had arranged for all patents in the companies, for a purchase sum 
of SEK 1 krona, and future royalties to be transferred to a newly 
formed company, Peptonic Medical AB.  
 
This was done without informing Lundeberg, as one of the inventors 
listed on the patents and half owner of the companies that possessed 
them. Furthermore, Uvnäs Moberg had helped found Peptonic Medi-
cal AB, and today (March 2014), she appears on the company's home 
page as the scientific head and founder (in the fall of 2010, she owned 
19.4% of the stock in the company, and Björkholm, 4.9%). After Kurt 
Björkholm sued Thomas Lundeberg on behalf of EntreTech, and 
Thomas Lundeberg then sued Uvnäs Moberg and Björkholm, also on 
behalf of EntreTech, the dispute between the parties ended up in the 
Stockholm and Attunda District Courts. Negotiations there finally 
resulted in arbitration, in May 2012. The result was that Lundeberg 
transferred all his shares in EntreTech Medical AB and Eustasia AB to 
Peptonic Medical AB, although at a much lower price than he consid-
ered was justified. Most likely, he also receives variable remuneration 
based on the company's future sales of products that are developed 
using the patents of which he is a co-inventor. 
 
Looking at this story in its entirety, it is not possible to see it as any-
thing other than highly peculiar. Concerning the investigation at KI 
and the SRC following reports from a colleague and business partner 
of the accused, this author's views, as presented in Research Misconduct 



 130 

or Legal Scandal, are unchanged. No other judgment can be made, than 
that it is a legal scandal and a sign of a public authority culture in 
decline. Unfortunately, a similar judgment must also be made con-
cerning the actions of the legal instances and other agencies that de-
nied the accused to have his case tried judicially. Despite these set-
backs, it appears that he has not completely given up this thought. 
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10 Notes 

Note 1 - Excerpt from a document dated 12 September 2011, sent by 
Professor Michael Olausson at the University of Gothenburg to the 
newly appointed Director General of the SRC, Mille Millnert, with 
views on the investigation of suspected research misconduct by 
Suchitra Holgersson.  
 
So	  with	  the	  exception	  of	  the	  logs,	  is	  the	  investigation	  really	  as	  above	  reproach	  as	  
it	  appears	  at	  first	  glance?	  Let	  me	  describe,	  point	  by	  point,	  what	  I	  have	  felt	  are	  the	  
problems:	  

1. The	  investigation	  at	  KI	  takes	  place	  in	  a	  personal	  meeting	  with	  SH.	  Jan	  
Carlstedt	  Duke	  questions	  SH,	  who,	  when	  she	  asked,	  was	  told	  that	  she	  
did	  not	  need	  to	  take	  lab	  books	  or	  log	  books	  with	  her,	  and	  was	  also	  
promised	  several	  meetings	  (Appendix	  69).	  There	  were	  no	  further	  
meetings,	  but	  instead,	  via	  a	  document	  to	  the	  Vice-‐Chancellor	  of	  KI,	  a	  
complaint	  was	  immediately	  sent	  to	  the	  SRC.	  SH	  found	  out	  about	  this	  
through	  a	  journalist	  who	  called	  her	  and	  asked	  for	  an	  interview.	  She	  
was	  apprised	  of	  the	  charge	  in	  a	  roundabout	  way	  –	  that	  is,	  she	  had	  no	  
idea	  what	  she	  was	  being	  accused	  of.	  

2. The	  process	  has	  continued	  for	  nearly	  3	  years.	  KI	  still	  has	  been	  unable	  to	  
secure	  evidence	  –	  that	  is,	  if	  the	  guilty	  ones	  are	  on	  the	  inside	  at	  KI,	  they	  
have	  had	  free	  access	  to	  all	  data	  and	  have	  been	  able	  to	  change	  these.	  

3. The	  SRC	  first	  contacted	  SH	  on	  5	  May	  2009	  (Appendix	  233–235)	  to	  re-‐
quest	  material	  in	  connection	  with	  the	  charges.	  This	  request	  was	  not	  
carefully	  specified	  –	  that	  is,	  SH	  had	  only	  a	  vague	  idea	  of	  what	  was	  
wanted,	  and	  was	  also	  unable	  to	  fulfil	  all	  the	  requirements	  because	  
most	  of	  the	  material	  –	  completely	  in	  line	  with	  regulations	  at	  that	  time	  
–	  had	  been	  left	  at	  KI	  after	  the	  move	  to	  Gothenburg.	  This	  included	  all	  
raw	  data	  in	  the	  original,	  and	  her	  own	  log	  books	  (which	  must	  remain	  at	  
the	  institution	  where	  the	  research	  was	  carried	  out).	  

4. On	  10–11	  May	  2009,	  SH	  has	  an	  alibi:	  she	  was	  in	  Gothenburg	  (Appendix	  
226,	  227).	  On	  10	  May	  2009,	  KI’s	  server	  date-‐stamped	  important	  com-‐
puter	  files,	  which	  experts	  claim	  were	  manipulated	  by	  SH.	  Not	  one	  sen-‐
tence	  addresses	  the	  fact	  that	  she	  has	  an	  alibi.	  If	  she	  did	  not	  change	  
these	  files,	  then	  someone	  else	  did,	  and	  SH	  can	  hardly	  be	  blamed.	  

5. According	  to	  the	  SRC	  logs,	  the	  SRC	  received	  documents	  from	  SH	  at	  KI	  
on	  22	  July	  2009	  (Appendix	  343).	  The	  problem	  is	  only	  that	  SH	  did	  not	  
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send	  the	  important	  documents	  then,	  but	  on	  11	  May	  2009	  (Appendix	  
235,	  witnessed	  by	  JS),	  and	  that	  SH	  had	  no	  access	  at	  all	  to	  KI	  at	  this	  time	  
point.	  She	  was	  forbidden	  and	  threatened	  with	  police	  charges	  if	  she	  ap-‐
proached	  CLINTEC.	  Can	  it	  be	  that	  someone	  at	  KI	  sent	  in	  these	  docu-‐
ments,	  purporting	  to	  show	  that	  SH	  had	  manipulated	  the	  files?	  

6. The	  experts	  made	  no	  written	  notes,	  at	  any	  time,	  which	  makes	  it	  ex-‐
tremely	  difficult	  to	  follow	  all	  the	  events.	  It	  is	  word	  against	  word,	  mem-‐
ories	  fail,	  and	  important	  facts	  are	  forgotten	  depending	  on	  the	  person’s	  
agenda.	  

7. The	  experts	  have	  apparently	  retrieved	  information	  from	  KI	  unilaterally	  
and	  met	  only	  once	  with	  SH	  alone,	  as	  well	  as	  once	  together	  with	  the	  
Committee	  on	  Research	  Misconduct.	  When	  we	  actively	  requested	  to	  
meet	  the	  Committee	  and	  the	  experts,	  after	  new	  evidence	  was	  received	  
during	  the	  summer,	  SH	  was	  denied	  this	  (Appendix	  246)	  –	  even	  though	  
regulations	  state	  that	  such	  meetings	  ought	  to	  occur.	  

8. Further,	  the	  experts	  have	  not	  been	  slow	  to	  meet	  KI,	  together	  with	  the	  
accusers	  of	  SH,	  and	  with	  their	  help	  retrieve	  data.	  It	  would	  also	  have	  
been	  reasonable	  to	  invite	  SH	  to	  these	  meetings,	  to	  give	  her	  the	  oppor-‐
tunity	  to	  address	  the	  criticism.	  No	  corresponding	  meetings	  with	  SH	  
have	  occurred.	  In	  investigations	  like	  this,	  it	  is,	  in	  my	  opinion	  and	  in	  the	  
opinions	  of	  many	  others,	  important	  that	  the	  two	  parties	  are	  provided	  
the	  same	  information	  and	  similar	  conditions.	  

9. Both	  KI	  and	  the	  SRC	  have	  consistently	  avoided	  the	  conflicts	  behind	  the	  
charge	  –	  except	  in	  a	  few	  cases	  when	  SH	  was	  criticized	  for	  the	  terrible	  
atmosphere	  at	  the	  laboratory	  –	  without	  interviewing	  all	  the	  PhD	  stu-‐
dents	  who	  did	  not	  remain	  at	  KI.	  These,	  however,	  paint	  a	  different	  pic-‐
ture	  of	  what	  went	  on.	  This	  can	  also	  be	  seen	  as	  partisan	  and	  an	  unfor-‐
tunate	  and	  unprofessional	  manner	  of	  acting.	  In	  my	  opinion,	  a	  case	  like	  
this	  is	  impossible	  to	  judge	  without	  taking	  underlying	  conflicts	  into	  con-‐
sideration.	  

10. The	  experts	  have	  also	  consistently	  avoided	  facts	  in	  favor	  of	  SH:	  
a. When	  Azza	  Karras	  (AK)	  is	  unable	  to	  answer	  questions,	  it	  was	  ex-‐

plained	  by	  saying	  that	  she	  had	  been	  stressed	  and	  sad	  (Appendix	  
274,	  page	  17).	  I	  can	  assure	  you	  that	  SH	  and	  her	  entire	  family	  have	  
felt	  this,	  and	  even	  more.	  In	  AK’s	  family,	  there	  are	  two	  who	  accuse	  
SH	  –	  namely,	  AK	  herself	  and	  her	  husband	  Elzafir	  Elsheikh	  (EE).	  
They	  are	  married	  and	  both	  accuse	  SH.	  It	  is	  a	  failing	  that	  the	  ex-‐
perts	  and	  KI	  did	  not	  retrieve	  information	  from	  other	  PhD	  students	  
who	  testify	  to	  a	  totally	  different	  SH	  than	  the	  married	  couple	  do.	  

b. Our	  presentation	  of	  suspicions	  that	  files	  had	  been	  manipulated	  in	  
April	  2010	  (Appendix	  217)	  is	  met	  by	  a	  counterattack	  (Appendix	  
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218),	  where	  the	  modus	  operandi	  is	  nearly	  identical	  to	  what	  Ap-‐
pendix	  217	  describes	  –	  with	  no	  reaction	  or	  comments	  on	  several	  
very	  serious	  pieces	  of	  technical	  evidence.	  Neither	  were	  the	  find-‐
ings	  checked	  against	  source	  data	  at	  the	  Registrar’s	  office.	  

c. When	  SH	  shows	  that	  she	  has	  an	  alibi	  for	  5	  May	  2009,	  the	  experts	  
disregard	  that	  entirely	  with	  the	  justification	  that,	  in	  any	  case,	  SH	  
has	  sent	  in	  falsified	  printouts.	  SH	  firmly	  claims	  that	  she	  did	  not	  
send	  in	  these,	  which	  appears	  reasonable,	  since	  only	  one	  graph	  dif-‐
fers	  from	  the	  others	  (a	  single	  graph	  while	  the	  others	  were	  double	  
graphs,	  and	  a	  different	  placement	  on	  the	  page).	  Why	  would	  only	  
one	  graph	  be	  incorrect,	  on	  a	  page	  where	  the	  placement	  of	  the	  
date	  differs	  markedly	  from	  the	  other	  template	  documents?	  A	  mix-‐
up	  must	  have	  occurred	  here	  –	  which	  disorderly	  logs	  could	  explain.	  

d. When	  we	  point	  out	  that	  the	  material	  sent	  by	  EE	  labeled	  Blood	  can	  
actually	  be	  traced	  to	  his	  own	  laboratory	  notes	  for	  the	  so-‐called	  
EPC	  manuscript,	  and	  that	  the	  note	  “Blood”	  had	  been	  written	  in	  af-‐
terwards,	  compared	  with	  the	  original	  at	  the	  Registrar’s,	  the	  ex-‐
perts	  make	  no	  comment.	  

e. When	  we	  ask	  why	  someone,	  on	  5	  May	  2009,	  changed	  the	  files	  
that	  belong	  to	  the	  Blood	  manuscript,	  that	  is,	  the	  day	  before	  the	  
SRC	  visits	  CLINTEC,	  we	  receive	  no	  answer.	  The	  files	  can	  be	  studied	  
at	  the	  Registrar’s	  and	  come	  from	  the	  zip	  drives	  of	  EE	  and	  AK,	  that	  
is,	  their	  own	  back-‐ups.	  

f. When	  back-‐up	  files	  from	  XuBo,	  a	  PhD	  student,	  are	  presented,	  nei-‐
ther	  the	  SRC	  nor	  the	  experts	  care	  to	  investigate	  them,	  despite	  the	  
serious	  technical	  evidence	  that	  has	  been	  presented.	  
	  

11. What	  took	  weeks	  of	  analysis	  for	  the	  undersigned,	  and	  an	  external	  
computer	  consultant	  (IBAS)	  for	  KI,	  took	  the	  experts	  two	  days	  –	  be-‐
tween	  21	  and	  23	  May	  2010!	  It	  does	  not	  need	  to	  be	  pointed	  out	  that	  
this	  does	  not	  instill	  much	  confidence.	  Neither	  of	  the	  two	  experts	  have	  
the	  computer	  knowledge	  required	  to	  release	  the	  statement	  that	  they	  
did,	  least	  of	  all	  considering	  that	  they	  have	  not	  investigated	  the	  content	  
of	  the	  raw	  computer	  files.	  Enclosed	  are	  the	  documents	  for	  the	  data	  
analysis	  I	  made	  in	  collaboration	  with	  a	  computer	  expert	  (Appendices	  
356,	  257,	  359),	  and	  the	  questions	  that	  were	  asked	  of	  the	  legal	  firms	  
that	  investigated	  the	  case	  for	  the	  Vice-‐Chancellor	  and	  the	  Director	  
General	  	  (!).	  The	  bottom	  line	  in	  these	  documents	  is	  that	  the	  famous	  
template	  can	  have	  been	  added	  at	  any	  time	  to	  the	  hard	  drive	  and	  that	  it	  
is	  impossible	  to	  know	  by	  whom,	  since	  the	  system	  lacks	  login	  routines	  
(user	  name	  and	  password).	  The	  version	  of	  CellQuest	  that	  was	  used	  
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(3.3)	  lacks	  these	  routines.	  The	  same	  documents	  show	  that	  manipula-‐
tion	  of	  the	  files	  also	  occurred	  after	  the	  investigation	  was	  concluded.	  
The	  volume,	  however,	  has	  been	  erased,	  and	  back-‐ups	  cannot	  be	  recre-‐
ated,	  according	  to	  KI.	  
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Note 2 - Excerpt from a document sent by Professors Kristoffer Hell-
strand and Elias Eriksson at the University of Gothenburg to the SRC 
at the beginning of 2011 – a description of the investigational focus: 
 
It	  should	  also	  be	  emphasized	  that	  our	  ambition	  has	  not	  been	  to	  investigate	  the	  
case	  itself,	  including	  the	  question	  of	  guilt,	  since	  we	  lack	  the	  resources	  that	  such	  a	  
task	  would	  require.	  With	  the	  exception	  that	  one	  of	  us	  (KH)	  has	  had	  a	  brief	  con-‐
versation	  with	  Suchitra	  Holgersson,	  we	  have	  thus	  never	  met	  or	  interviewed	  any	  
of	  the	  researchers	  involved.	  One	  of	  us	  (KH)	  asked	  the	  opinion	  of	  one	  of	  the	  in-‐
vestigators	  (LCW)	  but	  was	  told	  that	  the	  Committee	  chose	  to	  let	  all	  questions	  
about	  the	  investigation	  be	  answered	  by	  an	  official	  (Jan	  Stålhammar),	  who	  how-‐
ever,	  retired	  shortly	  after	  the	  investigation	  concluded,	  and	  for	  that	  reason	  stated	  
that	  he	  would	  not	  answer	  any	  questions	  about	  this.	  	  

Someone	  wishing	  to	  judge	  the	  Committee’s	  findings	  objectively,	  that	  Holgersson	  
had	  engaged	  in	  scientific	  misconduct,	  can	  only	  be	  referred	  to	  the	  Committee’s	  
report	  on	  the	  case.	  However,	  as	  will	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  following,	  this	  report,	  in	  our	  
opinion,	  is	  both	  incomplete	  and	  misleading,	  and	  ought	  hereby	  have	  no	  legal	  ef-‐
fect	  whatsoever.	  

The	  issue	  we	  have	  tried	  to	  shed	  light	  on	  is	  thus:	  not	  whether	  misconduct	  has	  oc-‐
curred,	  and	  who	  in	  that	  case	  would	  be	  guilty	  of	  such,	  but	  (i)	  whether	  the	  SRC	  in-‐
vestigation	  fulfils	  the	  requirement	  of	  rule	  of	  law	  that	  one	  has	  the	  right	  to	  de-‐
mand	  in	  a	  society	  governed	  by	  the	  rule	  of	  law,	  and	  (ii)	  whether	  the	  arguments	  
for	  Holgersson’s	  guilt	  that	  are	  presented	  in	  the	  Committee’s	  report	  are	  suffi-‐
ciently	  convincing	  to	  warrant	  immediate	  legal	  effects	  in	  the	  way	  that	  occurred.	  
Besides	  the	  Committee’s	  final	  report,	  we	  base	  our	  analysis	  on	  two	  interim	  re-‐
ports	  from	  investigators	  hired	  by	  the	  SRC	  and	  a	  number	  of	  other	  relevant	  docu-‐
ments	  that	  were	  made	  available	  to	  us	  by	  Professor	  Michael	  Olausson,	  who	  in	  this	  
case	  can	  be	  said	  to	  have	  been	  Holgersson’s	  unofficial	  defender.	  
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Note 3 - Excerpt from a document sent by Professors Kristoffer Hell-
strand and Elias Eriksson, the University of Gothenburg, to the SRC at 
the beginning of 2011 – a brief conclusion: 
 
2.	  Conclusion	  

As	  we	  justify	  below,	  we	  are	  of	  the	  opinion	  that	  the	  management	  of	  this	  case	  
goes	  against	  fundamental	  principles	  of	  the	  rule	  of	  law,	  and	  in	  some	  respects	  
against	  applicable	  regulations,	  which	  is	  why	  the	  decision	  taken	  to	  withdraw	  fund-‐
ing	  and	  the	  ban	  to	  seek	  new	  funding	  for	  10	  years	  ought	  to	  be	  torn	  up.	  

The	  problems	  in	  question	  can	  be	  listed	  as	  follows:	  

1. The	  investigators	  have	  not	  treated	  the	  various	  	  parties	  in	  the	  case	  
equally.	  

2. Holgersson	  has	  not	  been	  given	  acceptable	  opportunities	  to	  defend	  
herself	  and	  in	  one	  respect	  was	  sentenced	  unheard.	  

3. The	  investigators	  have	  overstepped	  their	  formal	  powers	  by	  investi-‐
gating	  questions	  they	  had	  no	  right	  to	  investigate.	  

4. Circumstances	  that	  speak	  to	  Holgersson’s	  advantage	  have	  not	  been	  
investigated	  and/or	  were	  omitted	  from	  the	  report.	  

5. The	  SRC	  decision	  to	  withdraw	  funding	  occurred	  because	  its	  former	  
Director	  General	  (DG),	  Pär	  Omling,	  had	  been	  wrongly	  informed	  
about,	  or	  misunderstood,	  the	  Committee’s	  way	  of	  working.	  

It	  ought	  to	  be	  added	  that	  it	  is	  our	  conviction	  that	  the	  investigation	  was	  conduct-‐
ed	  with	  good	  intentions,	  and	  that	  its	  flaws	  can	  largely	  be	  ascribed	  to	  the	  absence	  
of	  clear	  regulations	  for	  what	  ought	  be	  considered	  research	  misconduct	  and	  for	  
how	  charges	  of	  suspected	  misconduct	  should	  be	  dealt	  with	  to	  fulfil	  the	  demands	  
for	  rule	  of	  law	  by	  a	  society	  based	  on	  the	  rule	  of	  law.	  

Further,	  it	  should	  be	  emphasized	  that	  we	  of	  course	  share	  the	  SRC’s	  view	  that	  
scientific	  misconduct	  is	  an	  unacceptable	  occurrence,	  which	  ought	  to	  lead	  to	  seri-‐
ous	  consequences	  for	  whoever	  engages	  in	  such.	  However,	  we	  look	  with	  conster-‐
nation	  upon	  the	  tendency	  for	  false	  accusations	  to	  be	  used	  increasingly	  as	  weap-‐
ons	  in	  personal	  conflicts	  between	  researchers,	  and	  for	  how	  absence	  of	  a	  way	  to	  
investigate	  such	  charges	  according	  to	  the	  rule	  of	  law	  lead	  to	  innocent	  research-‐
ers	  becoming	  objects	  of	  scandal	  with	  concurrent	  destruction	  of	  their	  profession-‐
al	  lives.	  
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Note 4 – “Notice” issued by the SRC, dated 3 September 2010.	  

Background	  to	  the	  decision	  to	  retract	  the	  statement	  on	  research	  misconduct	  
	  
As	  previously	  announced	  (see	  the	  press	  release)	  the	  Swedish	  Research	  Council	  has	  
retracted	   its	   statement	   on	   research	  misconduct	   concerning	   the	   research	   carried	  
out	  by	  Suchitra	  Holgersson.	  The	  statement	  was	  released	  by	  the	  Swedish	  Research	  
Council’s	   Expert	   Group	   for	   the	   Investigation	   of	   Suspected	   Research	   Misconduct	  
(below	  called	  the	  Committee)	  in	  September	  2010.	  Mille	  Millnert,	  Director	  General	  
of	  the	  Swedish	  Research	  Council,	  wishes	  herewith	  to	  describe	  the	  reasons	  for	  the	  
decision	  in	  detail:	  
	  
The	  reasons	  that	  I	  cannot	  stand	  behind	  the	  Committee’s	  statement	  are	  two:	  	  

• The	  disorderly	  management	  of	   the	   investigation	  makes	   it	   impossible,	  at	  a	  
later	  date,	  to	  trace	  what	  happened.	  

• The	  Committee	  exceeded	  its	  mandate.	  
	  

When	  I	  decided	  to	  retract	  the	  statement,	  the	  first	  reason	  was	  more	  important,	  and	  
was	   entirely	   sufficient	   for	   my	   decision.	   After	   delving	   into	   the	   matter	   further,	   I	  
came	  to	  the	  conclusion	  that	  the	  second	  point	  also	  was	  reason	  enough	  for	  a	  retrac-‐
tion.	  Thus,	  these	  two	  reasons,	  in	  themselves,	  were	  each	  strong	  enough	  for	  me	  to	  
withdraw	  my	  support	  of	  the	  statement.	  
	  
I	  will	  now	  discuss	  the	  two	  reasons	  for	  the	  decision	  in	  somewhat	  more	  detail.	  I	  will	  
begin	  by	  discussing	   reason	  number	   two	  based	  on	   the	  guidelines	  set	   forth	  by	   the	  
Swedish	  Research	  Council	  (see	  the	  link	  in	  the	  right	  column)	  for	  the	  Committee.	  	  
	  
The	   guidelines	   state	   that	   the	  Committee	   acts	   according	   to	   the	   request	   for	   assis-‐
tance	  from	  one	  or	  more	  seats	  of	   learning,	   in	   this	  case,	   the	  University	  of	  Gothen-‐
burg	  and	  Karolinska	  Institutet,	  and	  assists	   in	   investigating	  whether	  “failure	  to	  fol-‐
low	  good	  scientific	  practice”	  has	  occurred.	  It	  also	  states	  that	  the	  burden	  of	  proof	  is	  
reversed,	  that	  is,	  that	  the	  accused	  must	  prove	  that	  good	  scientific	  practice	  was	  fol-‐
lowed.	  Furthermore,	  the	  statement	  cannot	  be	  appealed	  since	  it	   is	  not	  a	  question	  
of	  the	  exercise	  of	  public	  authority,	  rather,	  the	  Committee	  is	  assisting	  the	  employer	  
in	  its	  investigation.	  	  
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The	  exercise	  of	  public	  authority	  thus	  occurs	  at	  the	  seats	  of	   learning	  which,	  based	  
on	   the	   statement	   from	   the	   Committee	   and	   its	   own	   investigations	   of	   the	   case,	  
make	  the	  decision	  on	  how	  to	  pursue	  the	  case,	   for	  example,	  by	  turning	   it	  over	   to	  
the	  Swedish	  National	  Disciplinary	  Offence	  Board67.	  The	  employer	  can	  also	  decide	  
not	  to	  pursue	  the	  case.	  
	  
Paragraph	  6	  of	  the	  guidelines	  for	  the	  Committee	  clearly	  state	  that:	  

	  
The	  Committee’s	  statement	  shall	  not	  anticipate	  the	  hearing	  that	  occurs	  in	  
a	  disciplinary	  case	  or	  after	  an	  indictment.	  The	  question	  of	  whether	  the	  re-‐
searcher	   acted	  with	  malintent,	   that	   is,	   with	   the	   intention	   to	   deceive,	   is	  
central	  both	  to	  the	  hearing	  that	  decides	  whether	  disciplinary	  action	  shall	  
be	  imposed	  as	  well	  as	  in	  criminal	  proceedings.	  Moreover,	  a	  decision	  that	  
imposes	  disciplinary	  action	  because	  he/she	  was	  intentionally	  in	  breech	  of	  
his/her	  responsibilities	  can	  be	  appealed.	  Of	  course,	  the	  same	  applies	  for	  a	  
conviction	   in	  a	   criminal	   case.	  Of	  a	   statement	   in	   the	   same	  matter	  by	   the	  
Committee,	  there	  would	  not	  be	  the	  possibility	  of	  appeal.	  The	  question	  of	  
whether	   a	   researcher	   had	   the	   intention	   to	   defraud,	   or	   deceive,	   ought	  
therefore	  be	  tried	  solely	  in	  the	  order	  ordained	  by	  law.	  
	  
The	  Committee’s	  work	   shall	   therefore	   result	   in	   a	   finding	  of	  whether	   the	  
research	  that	  is	  the	  object	  of	  the	  allegation	  was	  conducted,	  or	  its	  results	  
were	  presented,	  in	  a	  way	  that	  fails	  to	  reflect	  good	  scientific	  practice.	  Thus,	  
it	  shall	  not	  express	  itself	  on	  the	  subsequent	  steps	  that	  are	  necessary	  for	  a	  
finding	  of	  whether	  dishonesty	   in	   research	  occurred,	   that	   is,	  whether	   the	  
failure	  occurred	  with	  the	  intention	  to	  deceive.	  	  

	  
Concerning	  the	  manipulated	  data	  that	  was	  sent	  to	  the	  Committee	  by	  the	  accused	  
researcher,	  however,	  the	  Committee	  writes	  in	  its	  finding	  that	  who	  carried	  out	  the	  
manipulations	  cannot	  be	  determined,	  but	  that	   it	   is	  clear	  that	  the	  researcher	  sub-‐
mitted	  them	  with	  the	  intention	  to	  deceive:	  
	  

—	  that	  [SH]	  was	  guilty	  of	  serious	  scientific	  misconduct	  by	  trying	  to	  deceive	  
experts	  and	  the	  Committee	  in	  the	  investigation	  with	  false	  documentation.	  	  

	  

                                                
67 Statens	  ansvarsnämnd 
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Here,	   the	   Committee	   clearly	   oversteps	   the	   guidelines	   and	   thereby	   exceeds	   its	  
mandate.	  As	  pointed	  out	  above,	   the	  burden	  of	  proof	   in	   the	   investigation	   falls	  on	  
the	  accused	  researcher;	  the	  researcher	  is	  the	  one	  who	  must	  prove	  that	  “good	  sci-‐
entific	  practice”	  was	  followed.	  That	  is	  why,	  which	  the	  guidelines	  also	  state,	  ques-‐
tions	   of	  malintent	   and	   intention	   shall	   not	   be	   handled	   by	   the	   Committee.	   These	  
questions	  shall	  instead	  be	  handled	  by	  the	  seats	  of	  learning	  that	  initiated	  the	  case,	  
or	   in	  a	   court	  of	   law,	  which	  also	  allows	   the	  case	   to	  be	  appealed.	  The	  question	  of	  
whether	  a	  researcher	  had	  the	  intention	  to	  defraud,	  or	  deceive,	  ought	  therefore	  be	  
tried	  solely	  in	  the	  order	  ordained	  by	  law;	  it	  cannot	  be	  the	  responsibility	  of	  the	  ac-‐
cused	  researcher	  to	  show	  that	  he/she	  did	  not	  have	  malintent.	  	  

	  
The	   working	   guidelines	   for	   the	   Committee,	   state	   further	   that	   the	   investigation	  
shall	  result	  in	  a	  finding	  of	  whether	  the	  research	  that	  is	  the	  object	  of	  the	  investiga-‐
tion	  fails	  to	  follow	  “good	  scientific	  practice”,	  and	  that	  no	  pronouncements	  shall	  be	  
made	   concerning	   the	   requirements	   for	   determining	   “misconduct	   in	   research”.	  
Even	   here,	   the	   Committee	   chooses	   to	   deviate	   from	   the	   guidelines	   and	   speak	   in	  
terms	  of	   “scientific	  misconduct”	   at	   varying	   levels	  —	   terminology	   that	  occurs	  no-‐
where	  in	  the	  guidelines.	  
	  
Let	  me	  now	  return	  to	  the	  first	  reason	  for	  the	  retraction	  ―	  the	  lack,	  or	  near	  total	  
lack,	  of	  order.	  
	  
The	   logging	   and	   archiving	   of	   documents	   in	   the	   investigation	   are	   flawed	   or	   non-‐
existent.	  Minutes	  from	  Committee	  meetings	  after	  March	  2010	  and	  up	  to	  the	  con-‐
clusion	   of	   the	   investigation	   in	   September	   2010	   are	   missing.	   Not	   even	   the	   final	  
meeting,	   at	   which,	   according	   to	   the	   guidelines,	   the	   statement	   is	   finalized,	   was	  
logged	  or	  archived	  at	  the	  SRC.	  This	   itself	   is	  a	  serious	  problem.	  Even	  if	  documents	  
are	  viewed	  as	  working	  material	  during	  an	  ongoing	  investigation,	  the	  rule	  of	  law	  re-‐
quires	  that	  it	  be	  possible	  to	  follow	  the	  investigation	  at	  a	  later	  date,	  for	  example,	  by	  
archived	  minutes	  from	  meetings.	  
	  
The	  members’	  email	   correspondence	  shows	   that,	  at	   times	  anyway,	   it	  was	  uncer-‐
tain	  which	  documents	  were	  which	  and	  when	  they	  had	  arrived	  at	  the	  Swedish	  Re-‐
search	  Council.	  The	  deficient	  logging	  makes	  it	   impossible	  to	  see	  if	  and	  how	  these	  
question	  marks	  were	  resolved.	  
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At	  the	  same	  time	  as	  he	  is	  drafting	  the	  Committee’s	  statement,	  the	  Committee	  sec-‐
retary,	  also	  Chief	  Legal	  Adviser	  of	  the	  Swedish	  Research	  Council	  at	  the	  time,	  sends	  
an	  email	  to	  the	  Committee’s	  chair	  expressing	  serious	  misgivings	  about	  the	  investi-‐
gation	  and	  saying	  that	  he	  is	  more	  and	  more	  of	  the	  opinion	  that	  it	  ought	  to	  be	  dis-‐
continued.	  He	  wonders,	  among	  other	  things,	  if	  the	  Committee	  listened	  to	  the	  ac-‐
cused	   researcher	   sufficiently,	   and	   he	   expresses	   uncertainty	   about	   whether	   all	  
submissions	  from	  the	  researcher	  were	  read.	  Not	  even	  here	  is	  it	  possible	  to	  follow	  
how	  the	  Committee	  handled	  these	  misgivings.	  The	  rule	  of	  law	  requires	  that,	  at	  the	  
very	   least,	   it	  must	  be	   shown	  beyond	  all	   doubt	   that	   the	   researcher’s	   submissions	  
defending	  him-‐	  or	  herself	  have	  been	  read	  and	  considered.	  The	  prevailing	  disorder	  
does	  not	  allow	  an	  outsider	  to	  see	  that	  this	  has	  happened.	  	  
	  
My	  conclusion,	  therefore,	   is	  that,	  considering	  the	  rule	  of	   law,	  there	  was	  no	  other	  
choice	  than	  to	  retract	  the	  statement.	  
	  
With	  this,	  I	  wish	  to	  emphasize	  that,	  by	  retracting	  the	  statement,	  I	  take	  no	  position	  
in	  the	  question	  of	  guilt	  itself.	  	  
	  
What	   happens	   now?	   For	   the	   first,	   the	   decisions	  made	   by	   the	   Swedish	   Research	  
Council	   based	   on	   the	   statement	  must	   be	   repealed.	   This	   applies	   to	   the	   research	  
funding	  that	  was	  suspended	  until	   further	  notice.	  We	  will	  also	  form	  a	  commission	  
with	  the	  task	  of	  reviewing	  how	  the	  investigation	  was	  conducted	  in	  order	  to	  identi-‐
fy	  lessons	  learnt	  from	  this	  case.	  Furthermore,	  we	  sill	  seek	  judicial	  expertise	  to	  in-‐
vestigate	  the	  options	  for	  pursuing	  the	  subject	  further.	  	  

 
Mille Millnert, Director General, the Swedish Research Council 
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Note 5 – Email correspondence with the Registrar of the SRC concern-
ing the minutes of the Committee meetings. 
 
From: johthy@telia.com [johthy@telia.com] 
Date: 2014-03-02 14:08 
To: <registrator@vr.se> 
 
2 March 2014 
  
Registrar 
The Swedish Research Council 
  
Re: Daybook no. [dnr] 312-2004-821 and Daybook no. [dnr] 312-2004-
822  
  
Hi,  
  
I would be grateful to receive, via email, copies of the minutes (no 
attachments) from the Committee’s final meeting in the cases 312-
2004-821 (Joakim Carleson) and 312-2004-822 (Thomas Lundeberg). 
  
Sincerely, 
Johan Thyberg 
  
Email: johthy@telia.com 
 
(Continued, next page) 
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From: registrator [registrator@vr.se] 
Date: 2014-03-05 14:16 
To: “johthy@telia.com”<johthy@telia.com> 
 prot 080618_1.pdf (437.5 kB) 
 
Hi,  
  
Unfortunately, the situation is such that a large part of the approved 
minutes of the Expert group for questions of misconduct in research 
are not in the SRC archive. The minutes you request are, unfortunate-
ly, among those that are missing. I am attaching minutes from a later 
meeting, dated 18 June 2008. 
There are, however, unapproved or unsigned drafts of minutes for 
some meetings that you of course may have if you so wish. 
  
Sincerely, 
Irene Sjölin-Niska 
Registrar 
The Swedish Research Council 
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Note 6 – “Expert opinion concerning the Constitution’s requirements 
of objectivity, among others, in the handling of administrative cases”, 
compiled by Thomas Bull, Professor of Constitutional Rights at Upp-
sala University. 
 
Conclusions	  

To	  begin,	  some	  formal	  observations	  ought	  be	  mentioned.	  It	  is	  clear	  that	  
both	  the	  Committee’s	  handling	  as	  well	  as	  the	  experts	  at	  the	  SRC,	  whose	  
report	  was	  the	  basis	  for	  the	  Committee’s	  finding,	  comprised	  case	  manage-‐
ment	  both	  in	  a	  constitutional	  sense	  and	  in	  the	  sense	  of	  the	  Administrative	  
Procedural	  Act.	  The	  provisions	  in	  Chapter	  1,	  Article	  9	  of	  the	  Constitution	  	  
and	  the	  guarantees	  of	  the	  rule	  of	  law	  in	  the	  Administrative	  Procedural	  Act	  
linked	  to	  these	  provisions	  are	  thus	  applicable	  to	  the	  proceedings.	  That	  it	  
concerns	  a	  case	  of	  substantial	  consequence	  for	  the	  individual	  –	  for	  a	  re-‐
searcher	  nearly	  decisive	  for	  his	  or	  her	  future	  and	  reputation	  –	  speaks	  strong-‐
ly	  for	  a	  broad	  application	  of	  the	  regulations	  in	  the	  Constitution	  and	  the	  Ad-‐
ministrative	  Procedure	  Act,	  something	  that	  has	  also	  been	  shown	  above	  to	  be	  
the	  case	  when	  the	  Office	  of	  the	  Chancellor	  of	  Justice68	  and	  the	  Parliamen-‐
tary	  Ombudsman69	  have	  tried	  similar	  issues.	  	  

According	  to	  the	  information	  on	  which	  my	  conclusions	  are	  based,	  according	  
to	  what	  was	  stated	  at	  the	  beginning,	  the	  individual	  researcher	  has	  submitted	  
documentation	  in	  the	  case	  to	  show	  that	  his	  research	  followed	  good	  scientific	  
practice.	  The	  Committee	  has	  not	  expressly	  considered	  this	  documentation	  in	  
its	  finding.	  As	  is	  evident	  above,	  it	  is	  not	  only	  a	  violation	  of	  the	  requirement	  
for	  objectivity	  to	  not	  take	  all	  facts	  in	  the	  case	  into	  account	  –	  especially	  such	  
facts	  that	  directly	  speak	  against	  the	  decision	  taken	  (RÅ	  	  1996	  reference	  28	  
above);	  in	  addition,	  failure	  to	  inform	  the	  individual,	  in	  any	  way,	  about	  how	  
the	  individual’s	  case	  material	  was	  judged,	  is	  a	  violation	  of	  the	  duty	  to	  justify.	  
Especially	  notable	  is	  that,	  when	  the	  main	  objection	  to	  the	  individual	  re-‐
searcher’s	  work	  is	  flawed	  scientific	  documentation,	  the	  authorities	  failed	  to	  
consider	  in	  their	  judgment	  the	  documentation	  that	  was	  actually	  available.	  
The	  criticism	  of	  the	  individual	  appears	  to	  be	  contradictory	  and	  nearly	  with-‐
                                                
68 Justitiekanslern,	  JK 
69 JO 
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out	  an	  objective	  basis.	  The	  consequences	  of	  such	  a	  mistake	  are,	  as	  is	  evident	  
in	  the	  given	  court	  case,	  that	  the	  decision	  must	  be	  revisited,	  and	  that	  all	  rele-‐
vant	  documentation	  must	  be	  considered	  in	  a	  new	  review.	  

Further,	  it	  is	  clear	  from	  the	  above	  that,	  insofar	  as	  documents	  submitted	  to	  a	  
case	  that	  can	  –	  even	  if	  only	  to	  a	  little	  extent	  –	  affect	  its	  outcome,	  so	  must	  
these	  documents	  be	  communicated	  to	  the	  individual	  so	  that	  he	  or	  she	  has	  a	  
chance	  to	  address	  the	  documentation	  that	  the	  authority	  has	  access	  to.	  Also	  
here,	  according	  to	  the	  information	  I	  have	  received,	  there	  are	  flaws	  in	  the	  
present	  case.	  Documents	  submitted	  to	  the	  authority	  have	  been	  “retrieved”,	  
something	  that	  is	  not	  legally	  possible	  for	  public	  documents.	  Further,	  the	  
documents	  have	  not	  been	  correctly	  logged;	  and	  in	  addition,	  the	  documents	  
have	  in	  part	  been	  sent	  to	  persons	  who	  were	  not	  party	  to	  the	  case,	  in	  part,	  
these	  (and	  other	  persons)	  have	  submitted	  documents	  to	  the	  case	  that	  the	  
individual	  was	  not	  informed	  of	  and	  could	  not	  address	  or	  in	  any	  other	  way	  
react	  to.	  All	  of	  these	  flaws	  are	  serious	  management	  errors	  that	  cast	  a	  ques-‐
tionable	  light	  on	  the	  public	  authority’s	  decision.	  The	  mistake	  could	  be	  due	  to	  
pure	  error,	  incompetence,	  or	  pressed	  working	  conditions,	  but	  it	  is	  difficult	  to	  
avoid	  the	  fact	  that	  a	  person	  who	  is	  affected	  by	  the	  authority’s	  decision	  could	  
view	  the	  matter	  as	  both	  subjective	  and	  biased.	  A	  process	  that	  wakes	  such	  
suspicions	  would	  violate	  Chapter	  1,	  Article	  9	  of	  the	  Constitution	  (RF),	  which	  
expresses	  the	  fundamental	  guarantees	  of	  the	  rule	  of	  law.11	  The	  usual	  legal	  
consequence	  in	  administrative	  law	  is	  then	  –	  again	  –	  that	  the	  case	  must	  be	  
tried	  again	  and	  correct	  administrative	  procedures	  observed.	  To	  that	  can	  be	  
mentioned	  that	  particularly	  serious	  errors	  in	  the	  management	  of	  a	  case	  
concerning	  the	  exercise	  of	  public	  authority	  against	  an	  individual	  can	  invoke	  
liability	  of	  the	  public	  to	  pay	  damages	  according	  to	  compensation	  law	  and/or	  
penal	  responsibility	  for	  individual	  officials	  (civil	  servants)	  according	  to	  the	  
provisions	  of	  the	  Swedish	  penal	  code	  for	  professional	  misconduct.	  

	  



 149 

Note 7 – Professor Thomas Bull’s addendum to the previous expert 
opinion (7 October 2012). 
 
Supplement	  to	  the	  expert	  statement	  
	  
After	  the	  undersigned	  was	  made	  aware	  of	  another	  case	  concerning	  the	  
Swedish	  Research	  Council’s	  investigations	  of	  research	  misconduct,	  there	  is	  
reason	  to	  supplement	  the	  previously	  submitted	  statement.	  	  

In	  December	  2011,	  the	  Swedish	  Research	  Council,	  who	  at	  the	  request	  of	  
Karolinska	  Institutet	  had	  conducted	  an	  investigation	  of	  research	  misconduct,	  
decided	  to	  retract	  a	  report	  on	  Suchitra	  Holgersson	  (SH)	  that	  had	  been	  re-‐
leased	  by	  their	  Expert	  Group	  for	  the	  Investigation	  of	  Suspected	  Research	  
Misconduct.	  The	  reason	  was	  that	  such	  extensive	  ambiguities	  had	  arisen	  
concerning	  the	  process	  in	  the	  investigation	  that	  the	  authorities	  did	  not	  con-‐
sider	  that	  reasonable	  requirements	  of	  the	  rule	  of	  law	  could	  be	  considered	  to	  
be	  fulfilled.	  This	  included,	  for	  example,	  lack	  of	  transparency	  in	  reporting	  that	  
persons	  with	  a	  personal	  interest	  in	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  case	  had	  submitted	  
information	  and	  such	  wide-‐ranging	  flaws	  in	  the	  logs	  that	  it	  was	  difficult	  to	  
actually	  determine	  when	  and	  by	  whom	  information	  had	  been	  submitted	  to	  
the	  case	  (see	  statement	  by	  Ulf	  Berg	  and	  Jan-‐Erik	  Ögren	  from	  the	  spring	  of	  
2012).	  

This	  decision	  raises	  further	  question	  marks	  concerning	  the	  same	  authority’s	  
handling	  of	  the	  case	  of	  Thomas	  Lundeberg.	  Briefly,	  it	  concerns	  the	  issue	  of	  
the	  constitutional	  requirement	  of	  equality	  under	  the	  law,	  according	  to	  Chap-‐
ter	  1,	  Article	  9	  of	  the	  Swedish	  Constitution.	  The	  mistakes	  that	  were	  exposed	  
in	  the	  case	  of	  SH	  appear	  to	  have	  clear	  parallels	  to	  the	  handling	  of	  Thomas	  
Lundeberg’s	  case.	  Not	  least	  are	  the	  facts	  that	  information	  important	  for	  the	  
case	  was	  submitted	  by	  researchers	  with	  personal	  interests	  in	  the	  outcome	  of	  
the	  case	  and	  that	  flaws	  in	  the	  logs	  occurred.	  Given	  how	  the	  Swedish	  Re-‐
search	  Council	  reasoned	  in	  the	  investigation	  of	  SH	  and	  that	  it	  is	  still	  consid-‐
ered	  to	  be	  the	  correct	  view	  for	  how	  such	  issues	  should	  be	  handled,	  it	  ap-‐
pears	  to	  be	  difficult	  to	  draw	  any	  other	  conclusion	  than	  that,	  in	  light	  of	  the	  
Constitution’s	  requirement	  of	  equal	  treatment,	  the	  same	  stance	  should	  be	  
taken	  in	  the	  Lundeberg	  case.	  Anything	  else	  would	  be	  a	  crime	  against	  the	  
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Constitution’s	  principle	  of	  equal	  treatment	  in	  the	  exercise	  of	  public	  authori-‐
ty.	  

Here,	  it	  is	  of	  no	  consequence	  that	  the	  Swedish	  Research	  Council’s	  manage-‐
ment	  of	  the	  SH	  case	  occurred	  in	  connection	  with	  a	  decision	  to	  withdraw	  
research	  funding,	  and	  that	  the	  case	  was	  clearly	  a	  case	  of	  so-‐called	  exercise	  
of	  public	  authority.	  The	  requirements	  in	  Chapter	  1,	  Article	  9	  of	  the	  Constitu-‐
tion	  apply	  to	  all	  administrative	  agencies,	  regardless	  of	  whether	  exercise	  of	  
public	  authority	  is	  involved	  or	  not	  (e.g.,	  see	  the	  decision	  of	  the	  Office	  of	  the	  
Chancellor	  of	  Justice	  2000-‐08-‐24,	  daybook	  no.	  [dnr]	  473-‐97-‐21).	  Another	  
thing	  is	  that	  in	  cases	  of	  exercise	  of	  public	  authority	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  individ-‐
ual,	  it	  is	  of	  special	  importance	  that	  these	  guaranties	  of	  legal	  certainty	  are	  
strictly	  observed.	  To	  this	  can	  be	  added	  that	  it	  is	  in	  no	  way	  clear	  that	  the	  
Swedish	  Research	  Council’s	  handling	  of	  the	  Lundeberg	  case	  can	  be	  consid-‐
ered	  to	  come	  under	  the	  heading	  “caused	  by	  an	  exercise	  of	  public	  authority”.	  
In	  a	  decision	  (1008-‐10-‐10,	  daybook	  no.	  [dnr]	  5641-‐08-‐40)	  the	  Office	  of	  the	  
Chancellor	  of	  Justice	  found	  that	  the	  Swedish	  Research	  Council’s	  statement	  in	  
another	  case	  of	  research	  misconduct	  could	  not	  be	  considered	  an	  exercise	  of	  
public	  authority	  that	  would	  be	  grounds	  for	  claims	  for	  damages	  against	  the	  
State	  because	  of	  error	  or	  neglect,	  but	  the	  question	  has	  not	  been	  tried	  in	  a	  
court	  of	  law.	  The	  circumstance,	  that	  an	  investigation	  was	  made	  by	  a	  public	  
authority,	  but	  is	  the	  basis	  for	  a	  decision	  by	  another	  public	  authority	  –	  as	  in	  
the	  Lundeberg	  case	  –	  does	  not	  preclude,	  in	  my	  opinion,	  that	  the	  investiga-‐
tion	  cannot	  be	  considered	  part	  of	  one	  and	  the	  same	  case	  of	  exercise	  of	  pub-‐
lic	  authority.	  What	  is	  decisive	  is	  not	  only	  where	  the	  decision	  was	  made.	  
Where	  the	  documentation	  that	  the	  decision	  was	  based	  on	  was	  collected,	  
and	  how	  this	  then	  was	  handled	  by	  the	  deciding	  authority	  has	  great	  im-‐
portance	  for	  the	  question	  of	  whether	  previous	  administrative	  actions	  be-‐
sides	  the	  decision	  itself	  can	  also	  be	  considered	  to	  be	  included	  in	  the	  “exer-‐
cise	  of	  public	  authority”	  that	  a	  case	  has	  entailed.	  The	  text	  formulation	  of	  the	  
law	  in	  the	  Tort	  Liability	  Act	  (1972:207)	  Chapter	  3,	  Article	  270,	  which	  uses	  the	  

                                                
70 The	  State,	  a	  municipality,	  or	  a	  similar	  public	  organ	  such	  as	  a	  County	  Coun-‐
cil	  is	  liable	  for,	  inter	  alia,	  pecuniary	  damages	  caused	  by	  a	  fault	  or	  negligence	  
committed	  by	  an	  official	  when	  carrying	  out	  an	  activity	  for	  which	  the	  organ	  is	  
responsible	  (Chapter	  3,	  Section	  2	  of	  the	  1972	  Tort	  Liability	  Act;	  
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expression	  “caused	  by”	  an	  exercise	  of	  public	  authority,	  implies	  that	  it	  is	  a	  
question	  of	  whether	  responsibility	  extends	  further	  than	  to	  the	  actions	  in-‐
volved	  in	  the	  decision	  with	  the	  character	  of	  an	  exercise	  of	  power	  in	  relation	  
to	  the	  individual.	  

	  

	  

	  

Thomas	  Bull	  

Professor	  of	  Constitutional	  Rights	  

Uppsala	  University	  

                                                                                                      
skadeståndslag	  1972:207).	  http://www.nkmr.org/en/european-‐court-‐of-‐
human-‐rights/2371-‐persson-‐v-‐sweden-‐1  
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Note 8 – Decision of the Parliamentary Ombudsman. 
 

DECISION 
 

 Date Daybook no. page 
 19 February 2013 2826-2012 1 (1) 
 
Parliamentary Ombudsman 
Lilian Wiklund 
 
	  

Report	  to	  the	  Parliamentary	  Ombudsmen	  

	  

Percy	  Bratt,	  as	  representative	  for	  Thomas	  Lundeberg,	  
made	  a	  report,	  lodging	  complaints	  against	  the	  Swedish	  Re-‐
search	  Council.	  	  

What	  has	  emerged	  gives	  me	  no	  reason	  to	  continue	  the	  in-‐
vestigation.	  

The	  case	  is	  closed.	  

	  

Lilian	  Wiklund	  

	  

	   Eva	  Norling	  

	   Rapporteur	  

	  

Mailing	  list	  

Percy	  Bratt	  (information	  sheet	  enclosed)	  
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Note 9 – Excerpts from the letter by Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg (10 Janu-
ary 2011) in response to a proposed stock transfer agreement.  
 

A.	  

What	  I	  have	  related	  above	  concerns	  the	  background	  to	  my	  and	  Christer	  
Sjögren’s	  request	  for	  a	  final	  agreement	  with	  Thomas	  in	  the	  matter	  of	  dissolv-‐
ing	  Christer’s	  and	  my	  partnership	  with	  Thomas.	  

B.	  

Concerning	  the	  financial	  settlement,	  Thomas	  shall	  recompense	  the	  injured	  
companies	  EntreTech	  and	  Eustasia,	  for	  the	  damages	  of	  various	  sorts	  that	  
Thomas	  has	  caused	  the	  companies.	  

C.	  

Thomas	  shall	  immediately	  pay	  a	  sum	  of	  SEK	  300,000	  to	  EntreTech	  and	  Eusta-‐
sia	  to	  settle	  the	  invoiced	  fees	  of	  Teodor	  Leffler,	  lawyer,	  concerning	  his	  ser-‐
vices	  as	  special	  auditor,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  fees	  for	  the	  companies’	  accountants	  for	  
their	  contacts	  with	  attorney	  Leffler	  and	  other	  expenses	  related	  to	  the	  review	  
made	  by	  attorney	  Leffler	  .	  

D.	  

Further,	  Thomas	  shall	  recompense	  EntreTech	  for	  the	  capital	  withdrawals	  
from	  the	  company	  that	  Thomas	  has	  made	  through	  personal	  invoices	  and	  in-‐
voices	  from	  Karolinska	  Hospital	  and	  Glissa	  AB,	  together	  with	  compensation	  
for	  his	  removal	  of	  the	  Lisca	  laser.	  

E.	  

Thomas	  shall	  give	  a	  detailed	  report	  of	  the	  research	  he	  conducted	  with	  the	  Lis-‐
ca	  laser	  and	  the	  activities,	  domestically	  and	  abroad,	  that	  he	  has	  conducted	  
with	  the	  money	  from	  EntreTech.	  The	  report	  shall	  also	  include	  the	  persons	  and	  
companies	  that	  are	  involved	  in	  the	  named	  research.	  

F.	  

Thomas	  shall	  also	  make	  a	  report	  of	  his	  collaboration	  with	  Stormby	  &	  Co.	  con-‐
cerning	  Nactilus	  AB,	  patent	  case	  CCK	  8	  and	  the	  plagiarism	  of	  Eustasia’s	  patent	  
Inflammation,	  as	  a	  part	  of	  the	  CCK	  8	  patent.	  

In	  addition,	  Thomas	  shall	  make	  a	  report	  of	  the	  activities	  of	  his	  brother,	  Joakim	  
Lundeberg,	  in	  Nactilus	  AB	  and	  the	  Lundeberg	  brother’s	  common	  interest	  in	  
the	  oxytocin	  fragment	  ,	  which	  among	  others	  emerged	  through	  Thomas’	  in-‐
quiries	  with	  Maria	  Petersson	  concerning	  the	  molecular	  weight	  of	  the	  frag-‐
ment.	  
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Further,	  Dr.	  Yu’s	  studies	  in	  China	  with	  Kerstin’s	  oxytocin	  fragment	  and	  oxyto-‐
cin	  analogues	  are	  requested.	  

G.	  

Thomas	  shall	  also	  explain	  the	  handling	  of	  the	  research	  material	  from	  Sarah	  
Holst’s	  PhD	  work	  that	  Sarah	  Holst	  turned	  over	  to	  Iréne	  Lund,	  Anja	  Finn	  and	  
Thomas.	  Thomas’	  studies	  on	  aroma	  compounds	  and	  the	  somatosensory	  sys-‐
tem	  ,	  conducted	  in	  collaboration	  with	  Greta	  Ågren,	  Sarah	  Holst,	  and	  especial-‐
ly	  with	  Iréne	  Lund,	  shall	  be	  reported.	  

H.	  

Thomas’	  direct	  and	  indirect	  funding	  and	  agreements	  with	  companies,	  founda-‐
tions,	  etc.	  from	  1998	  shall	  be	  reported.	  The	  report	  shall	  also	  include	  funding,	  
agreements,	  etc.	  that	  Thomas	  may	  have	  been	  involved	  with	  through	  co-‐
workers	  such	  as	  Iréne	  Lund,	  among	  others.	  

I.	  

Thomas	  relinquishes	  his	  rights	  to	  royalties	  in	  the	  companies	  EntreTech	  and	  
Eustasia.	  

J.	  

Concerning	  the	  remaining	  demands	  for	  reports	  from	  Thomas,	  I	  refer	  to	  what	  
is	  expressed	  in	  my	  personal	  letter	  to	  Thomas,	  dated	  17	  December	  2010,	  and	  
to	  Trotula	  AB’s	  letter	  to	  Bird	  &	  Bird	  on	  26	  December	  2010.	  
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Note 10 – Comments from the SRC on the book Research Misconduct or 
Legal Scandal (December 2009, the SRC website). 
 
 

THE SWEDISH RESEARCH COUNCIL December 2009 

Comments on Professor Johan Thyberg’s book  
Research Misconduct or Legal Scandal. A review of an investigation 

at Karolinska Institutet and the Swedish Research Council  

(Stockholm 2009: GML Print on Demand AB) 
  

In March 2004, Karolinska Institutet (KI) requested the Swedish Re-
search Council (SRC) to review some of the research that Professor 
Thomas Lundeberg – employed at KI at the time of the research in 
question - and his research group had conducted; a review of the re-
search group involved in Joakim Carleson’s PhD thesis and the work 
on which it was based was also desired. The task was carried out by 
the SRC Committee on Research Misconduct (the Committee) during 
2004 – 2006, and included the appointment of special experts to assist 
the Committee. In May 2006, the SRC released a statement to KI, 
which took a decision in the matter in June 2006. 
  
Professor Johan Thyberg reviewed the investigation that was con-
ducted and presented his judgment of it in a book (see the title 
above). The book levels strong criticism of the investigation. Thyberg 
considered the documentation for the SRC conclusions to be flawed 
and biased, as was the final finding that research misconduct had 
occurred in the research that the Committee had reviewed. 
  
After careful deliberation, the SRC decided that a number of the 
statements in Thyberg’s book should be commented, and has 
tasked the members who were on the Committee at the time, and 
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the special experts assisting the Committee, to draft such com-
ments. 
  
The Committee decided that the character of the comments made it 
appropriate to publish them on the SRC website, instead of in some 
journal in the field. It should be emphasized that the main reason for 
writing these comments was to point out flaws and omissions in 
Thyberg’s book, not to continue a polemic with Thyberg. 
  
It must also be pointed out that the comments mainly concern the 
SRC’s role and findings, not the actions of KI. 
  
 
Gunnel Gustafsson  Jan Stålhammar  
Executive Director General  Current secretary of the SRC Committee 
 for the Investigation of Suspected Re-

search Misconduct in Research 
 
At the time, the Committee on Research comprised Kjerstin Nordborg, 
member of the Supreme Administrative Court and Committee chair, 
Professor Dan Larhammar, and Professor Birgitta Strandvik; the ap-
pointed experts were Professor Rolf Andersson, Professor Emeritus 
Gunnar Bergenholtz, and Associate Professor Sighild Westman 
Naeser; Björn Thomasson was the Committee secretary.  
 
Review of Professor Johan Thyberg’s book 
  
The topics discussed here are grouped under the following headings:  

1. General comments  
2. Some particular points in the review of the charges against Lun-

deberg that were brought into question.  
3. Criticism of the handling of the case.  
4. Some formal questions.  
 



 157 

General comments  

General  

In the introduction to the book (pages 11, 13) Johan Thyberg relates 
how he came to be involved with the case. He states that he is not out 
to clarify whether or not Thomas Lundeberg was guilty of research 
misconduct; instead, he wished to review the examination process 
itself. In the review, however, he then shows that there is no reason 
for the charges. But it ought to be noted that he omits several of the 
points where the Committee and the experts present criticisms. 
  
The real purpose of the book is not entirely transparent. Two themes, 
however, are apparent: to review the investigation of Thomas Lun-
deberg’s and Joakim Carleson’s research, and to advocate a different 
process for investigating research misconduct. 
  
The book, however, raises a number of questions that were not treated 
in the SRC investigation. This includes a comprehensive review of 
some of the previous activities of the persons being investigated. Some 
of this information appears to have the aim of questioning the credi-
bility of persons in connection with the case. It often has absolutely no 
relevance to the investigation of Lundeberg’s and Carleson’s research. 
  
In conclusion, we find that Thyberg is unfamiliar with important sec-
tions of public regulations and with the rules and guidelines for scien-
tific activities. For example, what Thyberg means by “miscarriage of 
justice” is unclear. He has not read the Committee’s statement proper-
ly, and he omits, as mentioned above, several decisive points on 
which we based our conclusion that Lundeberg and Carleson failed to 
follow good scientific practice. He draws conclusions in many in-
stances based on hearsay and gossip, and other immaterial infor-
mation. 
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Some starting points  

In the following, we comment a few of Thyberg’s statements. How-
ever, we don’t comment the issue of a new process for investigating 
suspicions of scientific misconduct; it is not our place to do so (Par-
liament has also recently taken a decision on such a process).  
 
Ambiguities arise when Thyberg uses other terminology than the 
Committee in his criticism of the Committee. In its statements con-
cerning Lundeberg and Carleson, the group speaks of “failing to 
follow good scientific practice”. Thyberg, on the other hand, speaks 
consistently of misconduct. What he means is unclear. For example 
(page 106), the book refers to a statement by Bertil Wennergren, an 
attorney, who at Lundeberg’s request, made a special review of the 
powers of the SRC (see section 4 below) and pointed out “that ‘mis-
conduct’ is something that can cause financial gain or loss for vari-
ous parties”, that is, when referring to financial crime. The working 
guidelines for the Committee, however, clearly state that financial 
crime (even though it certainly may occur) is not the primary task. 
This difference is important for how a case is handled (cf. the next 
section on the Committee’s mandate).  
 
One difficulty in the matter is that Thyberg sometimes delivers his 
criticism in sweeping language, without being very specific, which 
makes it nearly impossible to comment or respond to. For example, 
without citing any reason, he rejects all legal counsel who have had 
anything to do with the process, with the exception of Wennergren 
and the lawyers hired by Lundeberg and Carleson. 
  
The mandate of the Committee on Research Misconduct  

Thyberg’s review is very much based on the idea that this should have 
been a judicial process. This was not the case, however. The request for 
assistance with a review that the SRC received from KI concerned 
certain defined questions in connection with Lundeberg’s and 
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Carleson’s research. 
  
The SRC has neither the mandate nor the competence to try the case in 
a legal sense. The Committee, which was formed by the Council in 
2002,  was tasked to review statements of misconduct in research that 
the Council itself funds, and to offer other agencies assistance. The 
working guidelines for the Committee state, among other things, that 
when public employees are involved, the employer is responsible for 
dealing with suspicions of research misconduct. An employer ought 
reasonably be able to request help of whoever he/she wishes to obtain 
documentation for their judgments, and ought therefore also be able 
to request the Committee’s assistance, regardless of who financed the 
research in question. According to the guidelines, the Committee shall 
not assume to any extent the employer’s responsibility, but shall only, 
if the employer requests, assist it in investigating the actual circum-
stances and with a judgment of whether the research occurred with a 
failure to follow good scientific practice. It is important to stress that 
the Committee does not judge intent. Neither does the Committee 
review issues of financial misconduct. 
  
From what is stated above, it also follows that the experts who were 
tasked by the Committee to review the research in question should 
have scientific competence, not judicial. 
  
In the following (section 3), we further comment the objections that 
were made, about the SRC having the right to conduct an investiga-
tion of the type that was done.  
 
Guiding the review  

In his book, Thyberg devotes much space (e.g., see pages 12, 90, 108, 
148,154, 155, 163, 203, 228) to relations between Lundeberg and 
Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg, as well as to discussions that concern her rep-
resentative Kurt Björkholm. Thyberg maintains that Uvnäs Moberg, 
who was supposedly the reason that KI took up the case and request-
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ed assistance of the SRC to review it, should also have guided the SRC 
investigation. He bases his assertion, among others, on that Uvnäs 
Moberg submitted a number of documents to the SRC, and on state-
ments in letters of Björkholm to KI. Further, he states that the SRC 
violated the provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act by not 
informing Lundeberg of the various documents that were received 
from Uvnäs Moberg and thereby not giving him the chance to address 
them. 
  
The Committee and the experts established at an early stage that the 
assignment was not to include relations between Lundeberg and 
Uvnäs Moberg. For this reason, neither were her various documents 
considered relevant to the case. Nor have they affected the judg-
ments of the experts or the Committee. As a public authority, how-
ever, the SRC is obliged to accept submitted documents. 
  
The Committee, and the SRC, did not consider Uvnäs Moberg as part 
of the case in relation to the SRC. In a letter to Lundeberg’s lawyer, 
Christer Pehrsson, we said that it had been a natural step for the SRC 
to give not only Thomas Lundeberg but also Uvnäs Moberg the op-
portunity to comment the case. This does not mean, however, that 
Uvnäs Moberg was a party to the case. In the letter, we also pointed 
out that it was not a question of a court proceeding, and that it is not 
possible to speak of parties in the usual sense either. We stressed, 
among other things, that Björkholm informed the SRC on a number of 
issues, but that we did not judge them to be relevant to the case. 
  
A few points of particular interest in the disputed investigation of the 
allegations against Lundeberg 

The Committee statement in May 2006 

One starting point would be those points that the Committee criti-
cized: 

• Due to missing documentation, it was not possible to determine 
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whether certain experiments had been conducted, or in the way 
described.  

• Text had been reused and plagiarized in Thomas Lundeberg’s re-
search group. Criticism was also made of the widespread reuse of 
personal text, without citation of the original source.  

• In Lundeberg’s research group, younger researchers and PhD stu-
dents had been allowed to use texts authored by others, something 
that the Committee considered to be plagiarism.  

• Persons had been listed as co-authors without having participated, 
or even, as the experts noted, known about it, which is unaccepta-
ble. The person who has written a text and is listed as the primary 
investigator ought to also be the author; a co-author must have 
made a substantial contribution to the publication.  

• Large flaws occurred in the supervision and control of Ph.D. stu-
dents’ research. This criticism is also made of KI’s management.  

• Some regulations and ethical guidelines for research had not been 
followed. Because of this, the Committee found that Thomas Lun-
deberg had failed to follow good scientific practice. 

 
The experiments on which Lundeberg’s patent applications were based. 

Thyberg states that the Committee and the experts lack knowledge of 
what a patent application is and what is required for one. Among 
others, he holds the view that the same documentation required for 
presentation of scientific experiments is not required for patent appli-
cations. The SRC findings in matters concerning Lundeberg’s patent 
applications should therefore be irrelevant.  
 
What the SRC had been asked to do in this matter was to judge 
“whether the research cited in the patent applications had been con-
ducted at Karolinska Institutet”, that is, find out when, where, and 
how the experiments had been done and, above all, if they had been 
done at KI. The Committee holds the view that it must also be possible 
to confirm patent issues scientifically, and for that, documentation and 
references, for example, are necessary, even if patent authorities do 
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not require such. The documentation that was requested to substanti-
ate that the experiments cited in the patent applications had been con-
ducted could not be presented to the experts, or was said to be lost. It 
appeared that the experiments, which in the patent applications were 
stated to have been conducted at KI, had not been conducted there. 
The results presented in the patent applications were largely the same 
as results presented in other, non-cited publications in which other 
chemical substances were tested. It was concluded that there had been 
extensive plagiarism of texts.  
 
It should also be stressed that the issue of the patent applications, 
which consumes considerable space in Thyberg’s book, did not have 
an overriding importance for the experts’ and the Committee’s criti-
cisms. Efforts to determine whether the experiments had been con-
ducted were mainly to be able to clear Lundeberg and Carleson of 
suspicions of misconduct. That it was impossible to find anything that 
showed that the experiments had been done was what was decisive, 
and this applied to both Lundeberg’s patent applications as well as 
Carleson’s Ph.D. thesis. 
  
Carleson’s experiment  

A substantial portion of the investigation concerned the first three 
papers in Carleson’s Ph.D. thesis. The experts and the Committee 
expressed strong doubts that the experiments had actually been con-
ducted, and in the manner claimed. There were several reasons for 
this: 
 
• Carleson or Lundeberg could not provide documentation that 

showed that the experiments had been conducted (for example, 
orders or costs for animals, reagents, analyses, printouts from 
analyses or experimental protocols).  

• There was a clear lack of consistency between Carleson’s, Lun-
deberg’s, and Bo Appelgren’s descriptions of the techniques used 
in conducting the experiments and how provocation and sampling 
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had been conducted.  
• Despite meticulous questioning of the staff who were there at the 

time of the experiments, no one could remember seeing Carleson 
conduct the experiments. Neither was it possible to get any infor-
mation on who had helped him do the analyses.  

• The radiographs presented to the experts were irrelevant. No im-
ages taken concurrently in two perpendicular planes of the nee-
dle’s position in the joint were presented (a radiograph in one 
plane does not show that the tip of the needle is located intra-
articularly, only that it is near, but not necessarily within the joint; 
the same image would be obtained if the needle had been placed 
on the outside only).  

• The fluid volumes said to have been collected in the experiment 
were insufficient to support the results. In paper I, perfusion was 
done with 0.01 ml. The method used for analysis required at least 
0.1 ml to allow determination of only one of the components (pep-
tides). But even with the 0.1 ml joint fluid that was collected, which 
was stated in the two subsequent papers, the number of samples 
was insufficient for determining the values presented in the tables 
in paper III. In this work, four peptides were identified in two time 
periods, and for both the right and left side of the jaw joint. The 20 
animals that were said to have been used were thus insufficient for 
the number of measurements on which the statistical calculations 
are based. Drop-outs of neither animals nor samples were report-
ed. Further, no verification that the sample comprised joint fluid 
free from contamination by fluid from surrounding tissues was re-
ported.  

• The statement that many similar experiments were reported by 
other sources is false. Only one of the many published reports 
found had used the model.  

• One of the co-authors, an expert in taking samples from jaw joints 
in humans, considered the experimental model impossible in rats.  

• None of the research ethics approvals that were submitted in the 
application to defend a thesis  were consistent with the animal ex-



 164 

periments cited in Carleson’s thesis papers I - III.  
 
(cf. also what we say in the Conflicts of interest section below) 
  

Plagiarism and co-authorship  

Thyberg feels that unpublished material cannot be plagiarized (pages 
137 & 169). Both the experts and the Committee, however, are of an-
other mind. The Committee feels that self-plagiarism or recycling 
fraud without reference violates good scientific practice. 
  
The investigation concerned, among others, Lundeberg’s and 
Carleson’s role in three papers because these two persons were con-
sidered to have primary responsibility for the work (page 110). The 
other co-authors’ roles were not investigated because the mandate 
was limited to the two named above. We wish, however, to stress that 
there was reason to comment and criticize the system for choosing co-
authors and their activities in Lundeberg’s research group, which we 
also did. Among others, we held that it was unsuitable to allow a 
Ph.D. student to plagiarize text written by others in the group, which 
we are of the opinion should apply, regardless of whether the text that 
was copied was later rejected.  
 
KI guidelines and regulations  

Thyberg writes that the experts referred to guidelines and regulations 
that did not exist when the work under review was conducted (page 
112). The Committee spoke of this in its statement, however, saying 
that what was said in the regulations was not news, but in research 
circles had long existed in well-known guidelines. The group also 
referred in its statement to concrete documents that did exist when the 
research in Lundeberg’s group was conducted.  
 
No consequences  

Thyberg maintains that KI did not take action based on the SRC 
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statement (pages 10, 159). He appears to consider that this shows that 
there was no reason for the allegations, and that the SRC findings are 
groundless. 
  
He omits to mention the reasons for KI’s decision. In the Vice-
Chancellor’s decision on 20 June 2006, KI writes that the Institutet no 
longer employs Lundeberg, and that for this reason, no action on 
labor law grounds will be taken against him. The same holds for 
Carleson, there is no legal basis for changing the decision to approve 
his Ph.D. thesis since it could not be confirmed with certainty that 
Carleson himself misled the examination committee in such a base 
way as required for a retraction of the approval of his Ph.D. thesis. 
The Vice-Chancellor’s decision, however, states that the scientific 
journals in which Lundeberg’s and Carleson’s research is published 
shall be informed. We do not know the extent to which this has been 
done; but at least in some cases, it appears that it has been done. 
 
Criticism of the handling of the case  
Lengthy investigation  

The book criticizes the lengthiness of the investigation. This observa-
tion is legitimate. The lengthiness of the process is explained, howev-
er, by the time KI took to specify the assignment; in addition, the Insti-
tutet amended their request at the end of 2004. 
  
Further, Lundeberg and his legal representative took much time to 
submit the statements that they considered relevant to the case. Dur-
ing the review, delays occurred, among other things, by the fact that 
much of the material that Lundeberg submitted, as requested by the 
Committee and the experts, comprised completely other documents 
than had been requested and lacked relevance for the research that the 
investigation was to review. 
  
The experts endeavored to acquire documentation showing that Lun-
deberg’s and Carleson’s research had taken place and been conducted 



 166 

in the way the articles describe. The extensive documentation that was 
submitted, however, was of very limited value and lacked relevant 
information on, for example, experimental designs or experimental 
protocols for the research in question. 
  
Non-archived material  

Thyberg also focuses on the many documents that are not available in 
the SRC archives, or have not been logged. According to Lundeberg’s 
request, much of the reviewed material that he had submitted was 
returned after the investigation was concluded. The same happened 
with material from Indre Bileviciute-Ljungar.  
 
Some procedural issues  

The SRC’s right to investigate  

Thyberg accepts without discussion the judgment that Bertil Wenner-
gren (BW), a former Parliamentary Ombudsman and former member 
of the Supreme Administrative Court, made in a special statement 
submitted by Lundeberg. In Wennergren’s opinion, there was no basis 
in the SRC’s instructions for an investigation of this type, and the SRC 
ought therefore have retracted the entire case (10-11, 103, 105-06, 176). 
Contrary to this judgment, among others, is the one made by the cur-
rent Parliamentary Ombudsman, Kerstin André, of the SRC’s exercise 
of public authority.  

This question was discussed when the Committee was formed, and it 
was concluded that the SRC cannot investigate on its own initiative, 
but when requested by an employer, it can assist by investigating.  

Various lawyers may of course have differing opinions. Notable is 
that the original guidelines for the Committee, including the judgment 
of whether the SRC was able to set up such a group, were drafted in 
collaboration with a person who at the time was a member of the 
SRC’s Ethics Committee and a member of the Supreme Administra-
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tive Court and who currently is chief Parliamentary Ombudsman, 
Mats Melin. Melin’s reasoning was that the SRC’s working guidelines 
did not include this task; thus, the SRC cannot initiate an investigation 
on its own, but only assist a public authority with responsibility in the 
matter, at its request. Thus, neither is a statement from the SRC a deci-
sion by a public authority (it can thus not be appealed, which the 
County Administrative Court and the Administrative Court of Appeal 
have determined); decisions in a case are made by the public authority 
concerned, normally a university or a college. – In view of this, neither 
could the SRC, on its own initiative, take up an investigation of any-
one other than those who KI had requested be investigated (pages 41, 
90).  

 

Publication of reports and the statement  

Thyberg describes in many places (pages 8, 9, 75-76, 99, 153) how the 
media aired the case while it was still under investigation. He claims 
that the SRC (and KI) published material, including the experts’ 
statement, before the investigation had been concluded, which sup-
posedly injured Lundeberg and Carleson. 
  
The SRC, however, has never published material in this case in the 
media or taken steps to ensure publishing. In contrast, the Council 
has been guilty of releasing submitted documents to the SRC upon 
the request of outsiders; this applies to not only journalists but oth-
ers as well. The material could not be kept confidential (see the next 
section).  
 

Confidentiality  

Thyberg questions why the SRC did not treat, among other things, 
the experts’ report to the Committee as classified (page 8).  

According to the Secrecy Regulation, the SRC does not have the 
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right to treat such documents as classified. 
  
In the previously mentioned statement, Bertil Wennergren concludes 
that the SRC would have been able to classify the experts’ statement as 
confidential (page 100). He bases this on the fact that, according to the 
working guidelines for the Committee, the experts should have been 
appointed members of the group for this case, and that their statement 
should thus be considered an internal working paper. Thyberg accepts 
this judgment without question. 
  
It is correct that the instructions say that the group comprises per-
manent members and additional experts as required. But in practice, 
it was judged that appointing additional members was not required. 
Instead, experts to make a specialist review were appointed; they did 
not participate, however, in the Committee’s deliberations, other 
than when they presented their findings. That they were not part of 
the group is also shown by the fact that they did not participate in 
decisions concerning the SRC’s statement. 
  
It can be noted that if the SRC had made the experts’ report, among 
other things, confidential, Bo Rydqvist and Mats Ulfendahl, or Thy-
berg himself, for example, would not have been able to act in the 
spring of 2006 as the case unfolded. 
  
Conflicts of interest  

Thyberg maintains that several persons were involved in various 
ways that might be considered prejudicial to their independence. If his 
reasoning is unflawed, no person who has had any contact or relation 
to another person would be able to make an allegation concerning that 
person. In research, it is well known that co-workers are often the 
whistleblowers. Conflicts of interest in a case occur only if the person 
presenting the charges also investigates and pronounces judgment, 
but that did not occur here. 
  



 169 

Statements involving conflicts of interest can be peculiar. The Vice-
Chancellor of KI is blamed for being prejudiced in her independence 
and biased in favor of Kerstin Uvnäs Moberg, among others because 
she had previously been awarded a professorship at KI in competi-
tion with Uvnäs Moberg.  
 
Thyberg also wishes to declare that Indre Billeviciute-Ljungar’s ac-
tions were the result of a previous relationship gone wrong with 
Carleson. Regardless of whether that is true, it is of no consequence. 
Her unpublished work was of course important in the experts’ re-
marks on plagiarism. But the fundamental question was whether the 
information was true or false. The experts made extensive efforts to 
clarify the facts, and not only rely on “her testimony” or “use her 
information as decisive evidence”. Above all, it was the statements of 
everyone who had been interviewed, including Carleson, that made 
the experts and the Committee doubt Carleson’s experiments and 
whether they had actually been conducted by him. No conclusions 
were “prescribed” (page 158). 
 


