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Colouring, technical terms, abbreviations and acronyms

Colouring

Colouring of “benign“ copy paste in this expert report

Colouring of plagiarism (= “malign” copy paste) in this expert report

Colouring of “benign” copy paste and plagiarism (= “malign” copy paste) 
alltogether

Technical terms

Copy paste

We define copy paste as a technical act of marking text segments, copying them 
and pasting them into another file. This practice is per se neutral and can be 
either “benign” (for example if one puts the copy pasted text afterwards manually 
into quotation marks and adds a reference) or “malign” (if one pretends author
ship for the copied text that in fact originates from another author).

Plagiarism

Plagiarism is the “malign” form of copy paste. Plagiarism is nearly always connec-
ted with cheating and deception of the reader. We define plagiarism in accordan-
ce with the “Principles of ‘Good Scientific Practice’” of the BfR. The definition re-
ads as follows: “Unauthorised use under the pretence of authorship”.1 This means 
that the real author is concealed and the reader gets a wrong impression about 
the authorship. The reader falsely attributes sentences, phrasings, data, statistics, 
synopses, etc. to an indicated or supposed author, when in fact they were collec-
ted, arranged, and written by another author. The international gold standard of 

scientific citation practice is the guideline of the American Psychological Asso-
ciation – APA. The APA states: “The key element of this principle is that authors 
do not present the work of another as if it were their own work. This can extend 
to ideas as well as written words.”2 And the recommendation is clear: “Quotation 
marks should be used to indicate the exact words of another.”3

Scientific misconduct

Plagiarism is one variant of scientific misconduct. Others include ghostwriting, 
unethical authorship (false attribution to authors who did not in fact contribu-
te to a paper), and the manipulation or even fabrication of data and results.4 
(“Questionable research practices” [QRPs] is a new term describing the ‘grey zone’ 
between scientific misconduct and merely ‘bad practice’: for example, biasing 
results for the client.)

Industry studies

Toxicological studies that have been commissioned or conducted by the pestici-
de manufacturers in order to demonstrate that their substance meets the criteria 
for approval. Industry studies are usually carried out according to good labora-
tory practice (GLP)5 and follow narrow test guidelines (OECD Guidelines). With a 
few exceptions, these industry studies are not publicly available.

Published literature

Mostly peer-reviewed scientific studies from the public domain. Since June 2011, 
the pesticide regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 obliges the EU authorities to con-
sider published studies for pesticide risk assessment in addition to the industry 
studies.6 Published literature always has to conform to the principles of “Good 
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Scientific Practice” (GSP, “gute wissenschaftliche Praxis”, GWP in German), a term 
that became widespread in Europe’s scientific community in the early nineties.7 

Klimisch evaluation

The Klimisch evaluation is named after Hans-Joachim Klimisch, a scientific em-
ployee at the chemical company BASF, who in 1997 published together with 
colleagues a systematic approach to assessing the quality of toxicological and 
ecotoxicological data.8 Klimisch and colleagues proposed the following catego-
ries for evaluating the reliability of studies: 

•	 Klimisch score 1: reliable without restriction

•	 Klimisch score 2: reliable with restriction

•	 Klimisch score 3: not reliable

•	 Klimisch score 4: not assignable

Criticism of the Klimisch criteria is based on the fact that in order to achieve 
the highest score, “reliable without restrictions”, the study must be carried out 
according to GLP (Good Laboratory Practice) standards, a criterion designed to 
prevent scientific fraud in industry studies. As a result, only industry studies, but 
not published studies (which are usually not carried out as GLP studies), can be 
scored as “reliable without restriction”.

Abbreviations and acronyms

BfR: Federal Institute for Risk Assessment (in German: Bundesinstitut für Risiko-
bewertung)

EFSA: European Food Safety Authority

GLP: Good Laboratory Practice

GTF: Glyphosate Task Force

IARC: International Agency for Research on Cancer 

PEST: European Parliament’s Special Committee on the Union’s authorisation 
procedure for pesticides

RAR: Renewal Assessment Report

RMS: Rapporteur Member State

UBA: Federal Environment Agency (in German: Umweltbundesamt)
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Introduction

The classification of glyphosate as a probable human carcinogen in March 2015 
by the World Health Organisation’s cancer agency IARC triggered a public debate 
on why this body’s verdict was at odds with the European Union’s “clean bill of 
health” for the chemical. The question arose at to whether relevant parts of the 
risk assessment of glyphosate were not actually written by scientists working 
for Germany’s Federal Institute for Risk Assessment (BfR), but by the European 
Glyphosate Task Force (GTF) – the coalition of pesticide companies submitting 
the application. This suspicion could not be satisfactorily cleared up during the 
hearings of the European Parliament‘s Special Committee on the Union‘s autho-
risation procedure for pesticides (PEST). Therefore in response, a group of parlia-
mentarians with different political affiliations commissioned the present study.

Method

Using the software WCopyfind, the study authors Stefan Weber and Helmut Burt-
scher-Schaden compared the assessment of health risks by the BfR and the as-
sessment of published studies on environmental risks by the German Environ-
ment Agency (UBA) with the corresponding chapters in the application of the 
Glyphosate Task Force. In a second step, the parts of the text identified as copy 
pasted were evaluated in detail as to whether they fulfil the criteria of plagiarism. 
Plagiarism can be defined as the wrongful appropriation by an author or authors 
of other authors’ content without acknowledgement of the true source and under 
the pretext of self-authorship.

Results

The study authors identified different approaches of the BfR, depending on whet-
her the authority was dealing with the manufacturers’ own unpublished studies, 
referred to as “industry studies”, or studies that were carried out by academic, 
private or governmental researchers, independently from the manufacturers, re-
ferred to as “published studies”. 

Plagiarism was discovered exclusively in the chapters dealing with the assess-
ment of published studies on health risks related to glyphosate. In these chap-
ters, 50.1% of the content was identified as plagiarism (= “malign” copy paste). 
This includes whole paragraphs and entire pages of running text describing the 
design and outcome of the studies and assessing their relevance and reliability. 
Among other things, each of the 58 so-called Klimisch evaluations of published 
studies in the BfR’s assessment report were copy pasted from the application 
for approval and presented as the assessments of the authorities. As a result of 
the BfR’s verbatim adoption of the industry applicants’ Klimisch evaluations, the 
authority failed to classify even a single published study on glyphosate and/or 
its commercial formulations as relevant or reliable. This also applies to the epi-
demiological studies on non-Hodgkin lymphoma, which, according to the IARC 
experts, raise suspicions that glyphosate causes cancer in humans. In addition to 
the 50.1% plagiarized text, 22.7% copy pasted content that was not classified 
as plagiarism was identified (= “benign” copy paste), resulting in a total of 72.8% 
copy paste (= “malign” and “benign” altogether) in the chapters on published 
studies. 

In the chapters on industry studies, the total proportion of copy paste is even 
higher, at 81.4%. However, this type of copy paste was not classified as pla-
giarism, as the BfR had explained its copy paste approach for the evaluation 
of industry studies in its „general introduction“. The BfR also explained that the 

Executive summary
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copy of the GTF‘s assessment was followed by clearly distinguished comments 
from the authority. These descriptions of the BfR’s approach to assessing industry 
studies were confirmed by the study authors’ analysis. However, the descriptions 
of the BfR’s approach to assessing published studies could not be confirmed. On 
the contrary, here, the study authors’ analysis revealed – and this is one of their 
most remarkable findings – that even the BfR’s description and explanation of 
the approach to assessing the published literature had been plagiarised from 
the GTF application. The BfR had thus copied Monsanto‘s explanation of Mon-
santo‘s approach in evaluating the published literature, yet had presented it as 
the approach of the authority. This is a striking example of deception regarding 
true authorship.

A different picture emerged from the examination of the evaluation of published 
studies on environmental risks posed by glyphosate. In this part of the assess-
ment report, which was not the responsibility of the BfR but of the UBA, copy 
paste and plagiarism could only be detected in traces – 2.5% and 0.1% respec-
tively.

Conclusion

The study authors’ analyses, in particular their detailed analysis of the chapters 
on carcinogenicity, suggest that the BfR‘s practice of copy paste and plagiarism 
is at odds with an independent, objective, and transparent assessment of the 
risks, and that this practice influenced the authority’s conclusions on glyphosate’s 
safety. In addition, the study authors found clear evidence of BfR’s deliberate pre-
tence of an independent assessment, whereas in reality the authority was only 
echoing the industry applicants’ assessment.
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1.	 Chronology of the controversy over copy paste and plagiarism 

omitting references to the real authors. An article in the German newspaper 
Süddeutsche Zeitung pointed out that even renowned scientists were wrong-foo-
ted by the BfR’s copy paste practice, when it stated: “Professor Eberhard Greiser, 
former head of the largest epidemiological research institute in Germany at the 
time, had accused the BfR of ‘scientific falsification’. Reason: The alleged deficien-
cies of the studies mentioned in the official report did not exist from Greiser‘s 
point of view. His written elaboration14 for the committee, which is still available 
on the website of the Bundestag, quoted the passages that literally come from 
the dossier of the industry. Greiser, too, had taken for an official judgment what in 
reality was industry opinion.“15 The question of plagiarism and intent to deceive 
was raised. 

In written statements, the BfR16 and the European Food Safety Agency (EFSA),17 
which had peer-reviewed and adopted the BfR’s report, rejected any accusations 
of plagiarism or scientific misconduct. The BfR called the accusations “another 
attempt to discredit the reliability of scientific institutions which were tasked 
with assessing the health hazards of pesticides such as glyphosate”,18 whilst 
the EFSA called them “the latest in a series of efforts to discredit the scientific 
process behind the EU assessment of glyphosate”.19 The BfR argued that it was 
“common and recognized practice for regulatory authorities to also integrate re-
levant passages taken from submitted documents into their assessment reports 
after critical review”.20 The EFSA backed up this argument by stating: “If the RMS 
agrees with a particular summary or evaluation it may incorporate the text di-
rectly into the draft assessment report.”21 The BfR stressed that its assessment of 
glyphosate was carried out “in accordance with legal requirements” and that “the 
same procedure had been used throughout the EU for all other more than 450 
pesticide active substances approved to date”. This would also apply for the other 
German authorities involved in the current evaluation of glyphosate, the Julius 
Kühn Institute (JKI) and the German Environment Agency (UBA).22 

When the Federal Institute for Risk Assessment (BfR) declared in March 2015 that 
glyphosate was not carcinogenic,9 thus contradicting the International Agency 
for the Research on Cancer (IARC),10 it opened a discussion that continues to this 
day about the causes of the stark contradiction in the assessments of these two 
public health organisations. 

In May 2015, an article in the British newspaper The Guardian suggested that the 
underlying reason for the discrepancy could be that much of the BfR’s evaluation 
of glyphosate “was not actually written by scientists working for the German 
Federal Institute for Risk Assessment (BfR), but rather by the European Glypho-
sate Task Force, a consortium of agrochemical firms.”11 But soon afterwards, the 
responsible German Federal Ministry of Agriculture issued a clear denial. In a 
written response to a request from the Greens in the German Bundestag (Parlia-
ment), the Ministry of Agriculture stated that the assessment report, in particular 
the relevant chapters on the scientific literature, “contained only assessments 
written by BfR staff”.12 

After this statement, accusations of copy paste disappeared from the public de-
bate for more than two years until they were raised again in autumn 2017: In his 
book The Glyphosate Files,13 Helmut Burtscher-Schaden claimed that “manifest 
misrepresentations of epidemiological studies” had been transferred from the 
GTF’s application to the BfR’s assessment report by means of copy paste. As a 
result, all epidemiological cancer studies that reported an increased incidence 
of non-Hodgkin lymphoma in farmers working with glyphosate-based herbicides 
were rejected as „unreliable“ by the authorities, according to the author. 

In mid-September 2017, the copy paste topic made it onto the front pages of 
newspapers throughout the EU, with some of them reporting in detail that the 
EU authorities had taken descriptions, interpretations, and assessments of key 
studies verbatim from the GTF application, while systematically deleting or 
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The Austrian environmental organisation Global 2000 commissioned the plagia-
rism expert Stefan Weber to assess the copy paste practice applied by the BfR 
and the EFSA with regard to three subchapters, which represent the evaluation 
of only the published scientific literature on the carcinogenicity, genotoxicity and 
reporoductive toxicity of glyphosate. Weber’s expert opinion, which identified 
“plagiarism” and “significant scientific misconduct” in the sections on published 
literature, was published on 5 October 2017.23 

At the “Monsanto Hearing” in the European Parliament on October 11, Jose Tara-
zona, the head of the EFSA pesticide unit, defended the EFSA and the BfR against 
“allegations of copy and paste and plagiarism”, stating that these allegations 
came from “people that do not understand the process”.24 Tarazona explained 
that in the assessment report, the assessment of the company is “obviously copy 
pasted from the company – because it is the assessment of the company” but one 
could also see “the assessment by the member states”: “For every single study 
that has been considered relevant you can see [...] the conclusion by industry [...] 
and the comment from the Rapporteur Member State” . In order to illustrate this, 
Tarazona picked two examples from the assessment report, where the “conclu-
sion by the notifiers” was followed and contradicted by a separate “Rapporteur 
Member State comment”,25 written in italics. According to Tarazona, this clearly 
indicated that the BfR made its own independent assessment of every relevant 
study. 

Tarazona‘s argument was picked up by the journalist Kolja Rudzio of the German 
weekly newspaper Die Zeit to denounce Stefan Weber‘s accusation of plagiarism 
as unfounded. In the series Fact or Fake, Kolja Rudzio explained that the copied 
representations of the industry studies were followed by a “deviating comment 
of the authority, written in italics”. Therefore, it would be “completely clear for 
the reader, which originates from whom”, and it was “not true that local officials 
secretly and unquestioningly copy from the documents of the agricultural com-
panies”.26 

The BfR‘s exoneration from the accusation of plagiarism by the renowned week-
ly newspaper was taken up by other media and gave the authority some relief. 
But in December 2017, Tarazona’s argument that every single relevant study was 
followed by a “Rapporteur Member State comment” was contradicted in the Ger-
man television magazine FAKT. The journalist Andreas Rummel confronted Jose 
Tarazona on camera with print outs of the almost entirely copy pasted chapter 
on published studies on Genotoxicity. Tarazona was not able to show examples 
of “comments” or any other genuine assessment from the BfR in this chapter. He 
said: “I believe there is some misunderstanding concerning copy and paste in the 
assessments. The relevant aspects, the authorities’ conclusions, are in Volume 1 
of the assessment report. And there is no copy and paste in Volume 1.” However, 
the german public service broadcaster ARD checked this and reported that this 
claim was false. There would be pages of copy and paste also in Volume 1.27 

In May 2018, the president of the BfR, Andreas Hensel, was invited to the Eu-
ropean Parliament‘s Special Committee on the EU authorisation procedure for 
pesticides (PEST Committee). In his written answer to a question from the Com-
mittee concerning the type and frequency of the copy paste practice and its in-
fluence on the assessment’s independence, Hensel put forward a new argument: 
“The evaluation reports are not reports originally intended for publication by 
the author BfR, but documents between authorities for use in a (European) ad-
ministrative procedure. Therefore, the standards to be applied are those of the 
administration, thus differing from those for scientific publications or e.g. PhD 
theses.”28 The accusation of scientific misconduct was again rejected by the BfR. 

Finally, in December 2018, the German broadcaster Bayrischer Rundfunk publis-
hed a data analysis for a total of 25 applications for renewal of pesticide active 
substances (other than glyphosate) in the EU under the title, „Pesticides: How EU 
authorities copied from industry“.29 In 15 out of 25 risk assessments carried out 
by different European authorities, the research team of Bayrischer Rundfunk iden-
tified copy paste from the manufacturers’ applications without reference to the 
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source. In answer to BR’s request, EFSA states: „The Authority‘s task is to review 
the manufacturer‘s self-assessment and not to rewrite everything.”

Taken together, in the opinion of some members of the PEST Committee, the aut-
horities were neither able to satisfyingly demonstrate that the risk assessment of 
glyphosate was carried out independently and transparently, nor to dispel the su-
spicion of plagiarism. On the other hand, the allegation of plagiarism was based 
only on a brief exploratory analysis of three selected subchapters, which together 
accounted for less than 2.5% of the total report. Therefore Members of the Euro-
pean Parliament from three different political groups, Anja Hazekamp (GUE),30 
Maria Noichl (S&D),31 and Bart Staes (Greens),32 commissioned the plagiarism 
expert Stefan Weber and biochemist Helmut Burtscher-Schaden, together with a 
small team of experts, to conduct a comprehensive analysis of the BfR‘s assess-
ment of the health risks of glyphosate, with regard to copy paste and plagiarism 
and its possible impact on the independence, objectivity and transparency of the 
EU’s approval process of glyphosate.
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2.	 Subject, methodology, and research question

The research topics of this copy paste and plagiarism 
study are the following parts of the 4,322-page do-
cument, “Final addendum to the Renewal Assessment 
Report” on Glyphosate, hereinafter referred to as the 
“RAR”. Chronological order of the analysed chapters in 
this expert report:

Subchapter Volume 3: “B.6.5 
Long-term toxicity and carcino-

genicity” pp. 955-1,040

Subchapter Volume 1: “2.6.6 
Summary of long-term toxicity 
and carcinogenicity“ pp. 67-80

Volume 3 B.6 Toxicology and metabolism (1,004 
pages): Assessment of glyphosate health effects, 
based on industry studies and peer-reviewed 
published literature. Responsible authority: BfR 
(Federal Institute for Risk Assessment, Germany)

Volume 3 B.9 (Appendix) Evaluation of peer-re-
viewed literature regarding ecotoxicity (406 
pages): Assessment of environmental effects, 
based on peer-reviewed literature. Responsible 
authority: UBA (German Environment Agency)

Volume 1 Report and Proposed Decision (196 
pages): Summary of the evaluations in Volume 3 
and overall assessment.

1

1

2

2

3

3

Examined pages

Detail analysis of examined pages
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Using the software WCopyfind, the above three sections of the RAR were compa-
red electronically with the following published parts of the glyphosate dossier 
that was submitted by the Glyphosate Task Force (GTF) for the renewal of the 
application, hereinafter referred to as “GTF application”:

•	 AII_Doc M TIER II_Section 3_Sanitized_Nov2013 (PDF, 1,027 pages)

•	 AII_Doc M TIER II_Section 6_Sanitized_Nov2013 (PDF, 651 pages)

•	 Application_Sanitized_Nov2013 (PDF, 101 pages)

•	 AII-III_Doc N_Overall_Assessment_Sanitized_Nov2013 (PDF, 85 pages)

In a second step, the text passages identified as copied from the GTF application 
were subjected to a qualitative text analysis in order to distinguish between copy 
paste that is not to be classified as plagiarism (“benign” copy paste) and copy 
paste that must be classified as plagiarism (“malign” copy paste).

Finally, the respective chapters on glyphosate carcinogenicity in Volume 3 B.6 
(“Long-term toxicity and carcinogenicity”) and Volume 1 (“Summary of long-term 
toxicity and carcinogenicity”) were subjected to a detailed analysis.

This expert report, the examined documents as well as the raw data of this anal-
ysis (all classified text segments) can be downloaded from this website: 

https://bit.ly/Copy-Paste-Glyphosate

Special research questions posed to the study authors were:

1)	 Did copy paste and plagiarism influence the BfR’s clean bill of health for 
glyphosate?

2)	 Is the contradiction between the assessment of glyphosate by the WHO Can-
cer Research Agency IARC and the EU authorities (also) a consequence of the 
authorities‘ copy paste and plagiarism practice?

3)	 What conclusions can be drawn from this copy paste and plagiarism analysis 
with regard to the arguments raised by the BfR, the EFSA, and the German 
Ministry of Agriculture in order to refute the first accusations of plagiarism? 

4)	 What conclusions can be drawn from this copy paste and plagiarism analysis 
with regard to the statement by the head of the pesticides unit at the EFSA 
that there is no copy paste in Volume 1 of the RAR?

5)	 In our opinion, what might be the reasons for the BfR‘s approach, based on 
our experience and expertise in the field of plagiarism? And is there eviden-
ce of deliberate deception of the reader?

6)	 What conclusions can be drawn from this copy paste and plagiarism analysis 
with regard to the legally required33 independence, objectivity, and transpa-
rency of the glyphosate evaluation?

The answers are given in this expert report in chapter 4.1, pp. 52-54.

Samples of all tables with copy pasted and plagiarised texts were checked by 
two internationally acknowledged peer reviewers, Jonathan Bailey and Gerhard 
Dannemann.

https://bit.ly/Copy-Paste-Glyphosate
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This is different when published studies are presented. The share of copy paste 
within the total text presenting published literature in Volume 3 B.6 is 72.8%.

Volume 3 B.6 of the RAR is attributed to the German Federal Institute for Risk 
Assessment (BfR). It contains 1,005 pages and deals with industry studies, as well 
as with published literature on the possible toxicological effects of glyphosate. 
For each domain listed in Volume 3 B.6 (ranging from eye irritation to carcino-
genicity), first the industry studies are presented and assessed, then studies from 
the published literature are presented and assessed individually. The approach 
to each type of study is different. Whenever the BfR presents an industry study, 
it is followed by a “Comment by the RMS” or an “RMS Comment” in italics. The RMS 
(Rapporteur Member State Germany) is represented by the responsible authority, 
in this case the BfR.

Whenever a study from published literature is presented, such a distinction in for-
matting is missing. Individually discussed studies from published literature are 
instead followed by Klimisch evaluations and so-called “Additional comments”. 
These comments are presented in the same typeface as the study summaries 
themselves. An intensive use of copy paste techniques as well as plagiarism was 
detected here.

When industry studies are presented, the share of copy paste within the total 
text presenting industry studies in Volume 3 B.6 is 81.4%. However, these text 
passages copied from the GTF application were not considered plagiarisms, as 
the BfR announced that it had adopted the GTF’s presentations of its own studies 
in its introductory statement, as will be discussed in the following chapters in 
more detail.

3.	 Results

3.1	 Analysis of Volume 3 B.6 – Toxicology and metabolism

27.2% 22.7% 50.1%

Figure 3.1-2: Share of genuine content, „benign“ copy pasted content and 
plagiarised content (= „malign“ copy pasted content) in the presentation of 
published literature

18.6% 81.4%

(No plagiarised content identified)

Figure 3.1-1: Share of genuine content, „benign“ copy pasted content and 
plagiarised content (= „malign“ copy pasted content) in the presentation of 
industry studies
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Furthermore, the share of plagiarism within the total text presenting published 
literature is 50.1%, whilst the share of genuine, correctly presented content is 
only 27.2%, consisting mainly of contributions that were only integrated into the 
report after the public consultation (colour-highlighted by the BfR).

3.1.1	 General findings

Figure 3.1.1-1 Overview of shares of  “benign” and “malign” copy pasted and plagiarised („malign“ copy pasted) content, differentiated in industry studies  
and published literature

Topic
Number of  
characters*

Share of 
characters* within 
the total adjusted  

Vol. 3 B.6

Share of “benign” 
and “malign” 

copy paste in 
characters*

Share of “benign” 
and “malign” copy 

paste in %

Share of 
plagiarism in 

characters*
Share of 

plagiarism in %

Industry studies 1,564,952 66.7% 1,274,105 81.4% 0 0%

Published literature 482,094 20.6% 350,800 72.8% 241,331*** 50.1%

Neither nor** 297,530 12.7% 5,359 1.8% 4,117 1.4%

* 	 Including blanks

** 	 Other content than industry studies nor published studies: e.g. table of contents, introductory remarks, list of references, and other annexes

*** 	 The following text categories were not classified as plagiarism (even if they were integrated within larger passages of plagiarised content): Copy pasted 
abstracts from published literature with source citations; “*Quoted from article” and copy pasted citations of responses/discussions in the context of assess-
ments of published literature.
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The amount of plagiarism is striking. The BfR plagiarised from the GTF:

1)	 The “General introduction and explanation of the approach taken by RMS” – 
see 3.1.1.1

2)	 58 Klimisch evaluations originally carried out and commented on by the 
GTF. All were copied verbatim and with the same grading as GTF – following 
summaries of single published studies – see 3.1.1.2

3)	 22 paragraphs following these Klimisch evaluations with the heading “Ad-
ditional comments”. Original authors indicated in the GTF application were 
repeatedly deleted by the BfR – see 3.1.1.3

4)	 Paragraphs and entire pages of running text, describing the design and out-
come of published studies and assessing their relevance and reliablility

5)	 Tables and literature synopses.

In comparison to last year’s exploratory and selective expert report, text plagia-
rism was not only found in the three subchapters B.6.4.8, B.6.5.3, and B.6.6.12, but 
also in the subchapters B.6.7.1, B.6.8.4, B.6.9.4, B.6.9.7, and B.6.9.8. 

That means that the full analysis of Volume 3 B.6 has confirmed the earlier 
findings and identified a clear plagiarism practice in eight sub-chapters where 
published studies on glyphosate health risks are discussed and assessed with 
regard to their relevance and reliability. Although the BfR claims the authorship 
for these assessments, a comparison with the GTF application reveals that these 
are the assessments of the GTF.

Chapters afflicted by plagiarism are:

Number Heading 

B.6.4.8 Published data (released since 2000)

B.6.5.3 Published data on carcinogenicity (released since 2000)

B.6.6.12 Published data on reproductive toxicity (released since 2000)

B.6.7.1 Published data on neurotoxicity

B.6.8.4 Further published data (released since 2000) (further toxico-
logical studies)

B.6.9.4 Clinical signs and symptoms of poisoning and details of clini-
cal tests

B.6.9.7 Expected effects and duration of poisoning as a function of the 
type, level and duration of exposure or ingestion

B.6.9.8 Expected effects and duration of poisoning as a function of 
varying time periods between exposure or ingestion and com-
mencement of treatment
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3.1.1.1 	 Faking authorship, Part 1 – Plagiarism of the “General introduction 
and explanation of the approach taken by RMS”

The BfR precedes “Volume 3 B.6 – Toxicology and metabolism” with an introduc-
tion entitled, “General introduction and explanation of the approach taken by 
RMS”. The title clearly states that the BfR is describing here the approach taken 
by the Rapporteur Member State (RMS), in other words, the approach of the Ger-
man authority BfR itself. It is therefore all the more astonishing that most parts 
of this “explanation of the approach taken by RMS” are plagiarised from the GTF 
application.

The plagiarised part in this introduction is the description of the methodology of 
the assessment of the published literature (in the following facsimile highlight-
ed in red). The non-plagiarised parts consist of a short introductory statement, 
followed by a description of the assessment of the industry studies, as well as 
text passages that were only inserted later, when the RAR was revised in January 
2015 (highlighted in yellow by the BfR).

The BfR therefore not only plagiarised the assessments of published studies in 
the corresponding subchapters of Volume 3 B.6, but also the description of the 
approach to these evaluations. The fact that the evaluations and the review of 
the scientific literature was actually carried out by Monsanto can only be recog-
nised by the reader if he compares the corresponding text in the GTF application 
(right-hand column ORIGINAL) with the introduction in the RAR (left-hand co-
lumn PLAGIARISM). Only then does it become obvious that it was Monsanto that 
had authored the literature review and assessed the relevance and reliability of 
the published studies.

Interestingly, the references to Monsanto’s authorship were repeatedly omitted. 
This is seen as a clear case of deception about the true authorship.

Legend for all following facsimiles:

Text marked light red: Plagiarised text (“malign” copy pasted text)

Text marked light blue: “benign” copy pasted text

For the reader’s ease of reference, the corresponding parts of the original 
texts of the GTF are also marked.

Left: RAR by the RMS	 Right: Application by the GTF

Markings already made by the RMS

The yellow and cyan highlighter colouring in the RAR stems from the 
authorities themselves and marks text additions in revised versions.

Yellow highlighter: Additions of the first revised version (29-01-2015)

Cyan highlighter: Additions of the second revised version (31-03-2015)

Please note: In all facsimiles shown here, the original colour highlighters 
are slightly lightened for ease of reading.

A note on the citation of page numbers in this expert report: The main 
chapters of the original RAR were numbered solely. The page numbers 
on the header always refer to this pagination. For ease of reference in 
this expert report, we always cite the page numbers of the entire RAR (as 
a single PDF with 4,322 pages).

In the GTF Application (AII_Doc M TIER II_Section 3_Sanitized_Nov2013), 
the page numbers on the headers and the page numbers of the PDF are 
identical (in total 1,027 pages).
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PLAGIARISM – RAR, RMS, pp. 513-515 ORIGINAL – Application, GTF, pp. 731-732

Facsimiles 3.1.1-1 and 3.1.1-2: “General introduction and explanation of the approach taken by RMS” vs. “Literature review” of the GTF
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Facsimiles 3.1.1-1 and 3.1.1-2: “General introduction and explanation of the approach taken by RMS” vs. “Literature review” of the GTF

PLAGIARISM – RAR, RMS, pp. 513-515 ORIGINAL – Application, GTF, pp. 731-732
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Facsimiles 3.1.1-1 and 3.1.1-2: “General introduction and explanation of the approach taken by RMS” vs. “Literature review” of the GTF

PLAGIARISM – RAR, RMS, pp. 513-515
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3.1.1.2 	 Faking authorship, Part 2 – Plagiarism in the subchapters on 
published literature 

A striking example of plagiarism of the assessment of published literature is 
represented by the chapter on published studies on genotoxicity (RAR, pp. 909- 
954). This 46-page chapter covers about 70 independent published studies dea-
ling with a potential DNA-damaging mechanism of glyphosate (genotoxicity) 
and is almost entirely copy pasted from Monsantos literature review. 

Concealment of the true authorship

No reference was made to the fact that the study descriptions and evaluations 
were taken verbatim from the GTF application. On the contrary, the reference to 
Larry D. Kier as author of the „literature review“ in the GTF application was omit-
ted by the BfR when the authority copied the GTF’s review. This we regard as a 
clear case of deception about the authorship:

Verbatim appropriation of 58 Klimisch evaluations

16 of the 72 studies listed and described in the RAR’s subchapter on published 
studies on genotoxicity are subject to a Klimisch evaluation. In its “General intro-
duction and explanation of the approach taken by RMS” the BfR writes:

However, the original author of these 16 Klimisch evaluations in the BfR’s sub-
chapter on published studies on genotoxicity was not the Rapporteur Member 
State (RMS). The evaluations are copied word-for-word from the GTF application, 
in common with almost the entire subchapter (approximately 94%). Moreover, 
contrary to what the BfR stated in its “general introduction”, here, the Klimisch 
evaluations are not followed by “RMS comments on the paper”. In this subchapter 
on genotoxicity, the Klimisch evaluations are presented as the “last word”. This is 
different in other chapters – for example, the chapters on carcinogenicity, repro-
ductive toxicity, and neurotoxicity.

All together, 58 Klimisch evaluations could be found in the different subchapters 
of the RAR. Each of the 58 Klimisch evaluations was appropriated from the GTF 
application with exactly the same grading and the same remarks. As an example, 
the Klimisch evaluation in the RAR of the paper “European eel (Anguilla Anguilla) 
genotoxic and pro-oxidant responses following short-term exposure to Roundup® – 
a glyphosate-based herbicide” by Guilherme et al. (2010) is presented below:

Facsimile 3.1.1-3: GTF-Application, AII_Doc M TIER II_Section 3_Sanitized_Nov2013, p. 886

Facsimile 3.1.1-4: RAR Vol. 3 B.6, General introduction and explanation of the approach taken by RMS, p. 515
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As with all the 57 other Klimisch evaluations, the scoring and justifications is 
identical with the Klimisch evaluation in the GTF application:

Facsimile 3.1.1-7 on the following page, which presents the entire subchapter on 
published studies on genotoxicity, illustrates that not only all 16 Klimisch eva-
luations were copy pasted, but the entire body of the text, except for the yellow 
marked passages (referring to studies published after application by GTF). A total 
of 94% of the subchapter was appropriated from the GTF application:

Facsimile 3.1.1-5: RAR Vol. 3.B.6.4.8, Published data (released since 2000), p. 945

Facsimile 3.1.1-6: GTF-Application, AII_Doc M TIER II_Section 3_Sanitized_Nov2013, p. 932
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Facsimile 3.1.1-7: RAR “Published data (released since 2000)” on Genotoxicity, pp. 909-954
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Verbatim appropriation of comments and explanations from the GTF

The (original) Klimisch ratings in the GTF application are often followed by “re-
sponses/comments on the paper”, as indicated in Monsanto’s description of the 
methodology of the literature review: 

This is again a very problematic case of plagiarism, because the judgments of 
the industry applicants (for example, “[…] the results of this study are not con-
vincing”) were appropriated 1:1 by the RMS. In many cases, the original author 
is indicated in the application, yet is dropped by the RMS in the RAR, with the 
result that the reader again is deceived about the real authorship. The following 
example, taken from the chapter on published studies on carcinogenicity, shows 
how the paragraph “Additional comments” was plagiarised from a paragraph hea-
ded, “Response 3 Monsanto Review by John Acquavella, PhD and Donna Farmer, 
PhD”: In the BfR’s assessment report, the indication of the authorship of John 
Acquavella and Donna Farmer was replaced by the neutral phrase „additional 
comments“. But the reader must assume that these additional comments are the 
comments of the BfR, since the BfR had explained in the “General introduction” 
that Klimisch ratings are followed by “RMS comments on the paper”:

In its plagiarised “General introduction and explanation of the approach taken by 
RMS”, the BfR has changed this sentence and claimed that the Klimisch ratings 
are “followed by RMS comments on the paper”:

However, our analysis revealed that also the comments that followed these Kli-
misch ratings in the RAR were not written by the RMS, but copied from the GTF 
application, sometimes with slight modifications in wording. Comments that in 
the application were marked „GTF response“, or with the name of an author, are 
frequently referred to as „additional comments“ in the RAR. 

In 22 instances out of 30 in the total Volume 3 B.6, these comments for which 
the RMS claimed authorship in its “General introduction” were plagiarised from 
the GTF application and refered to as “additional comments” in the RAR. The 
remaining eight cases where the BfR did not make any changes to the author 
references mentioned in the GTF application were not considered plagiarisms, 
but counted as (”benign”) copy pasted content.

Facsimile 3.1.1-8: GTF application, AII_Doc M TIER II_Section 3_Sanitized_Nov2013, p. 732

Facsimile 3.1.1-9: RAR Vol. 3 B.6, General introduction and explanation of the approach taken by RMS, p. 515

Facsimile 3.1.1-10: RAR B6.5.3, Published data on carcinogenicity (released since 2000), p. 533
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3.1.1.3	 “Benign” copy pasting of summaries of industry studies

The descriptions of industry studies were generally copied from the application 
(following the structure: General remarks; Materials and methods; and Results 
and discussion). After “Results and discussion”, in every case, a “Conclusion by the 
Notifiers” follows. Thus it is not clear a priori that all information before/above 
the “Conclusion by the Notifiers” is also copied verbatim from the application. 
Nevertheless, this type of copy paste was not classified as plagiarism by the 
authors of this report. This is because the BfR has described this practice as the 
“approach taken by RMS” to assess the studies from industry:

The BfR has followed this practice in every subchapter in which industry studies 
are described and assessed. After the “Conclusion by the Notifiers”, the evaluation 
of the RMS follows, with headings like “Comments by RMS” or “RMS comments”, 
and printed in italics. The reason we call this “benign” copy paste is because the-
re is no false pretence of authorship. However, this does not mean that such an 
approach by a supervisory authority is not problematic, as will be shown in the 
following example of BfR’s cancer assessment.

The reader can only find out that this is not true by comparing the authority‘s 
report with the GTF‘s application for approval:

Facsimile 3.1.1-12: RAR, general introduction, p. 513

Facsimile 3.1.1-11: GTF application, AII_Doc M TIER II_Section 3_Sanitized_Nov2013, p. 851 and p. 854

[...]
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3.1.2	 Example analysis of the chapter “B.6.5 Long-term 
toxicity and carcinogenicity”

The chapter on “Long term toxicity and carcinogenicity” is divided into a first part 
on industry studies and a second part on published literature, both dealing with 
the carcinogenic potential of glyphosate. 

At the head of this chapter, the BfR states with regard to the industry studies: 
“For higher efficiency of the review and for the sake of transparency, the descriptions 
of methods and study results in the GTF dossier were virtually not amended and 
even the conclusions were kept as provided. However, each study that is described in 
detail was commented by RMS. These remarks on bottom of each study description 
are clearly distinguished from the original submission by a caption and are always 
written in italics.”(p. 955). 

With regard to published studies, the BfR states: “In chapter B.6.5.3 publications on 
glyphosate and carcinogenicity are presented. These publications include a number 
of epidemiology studies which are focused on pesticide exposure and associated 
health outcomes.” 

These claims are in line with what the BfR has already stated in its (for the most 
part) plagiarised “General introduction and explanation of the approach taken by 
RMS” of Volume 3 B.6.

3.1.2.1	 BfR’s assessment of industry studies on carcinogenicity

Twelve long-term carcinogenicity studies with rodents (rats and mice), are pre-
sented, discussed and assessed in this subchapter (pp. 955-1,040) in line with the 
above described approach taken by the RMS. Using the example of BfR‘s presen-
tation and assessment of the most recent cancer study with mice (Nufarm, 2009), 
we show in the following that also „benign“ copy paste can lead to the uncritical 
adoption of false representations.

As can be seen below in Facsimiles 3.1.2-1 and 3.1.2-2 (pp. 32-33), in its appli-
cation, the GTF stated about this mouse study that “there were no treatment-rela-
ted histopathological findings observed in any dose group of either sex” ( 1 , right 
column) and therefore concluded that “Glyphosate technical is not carcinogenic in 
mice” ( 2 , right column).

In line with the approach taken by the RMS, the BfR has copied these claims of 
the GTF ( 3  and 4 , left column).

The BfR also agreed with these claims in its RMS comment, at least initially.34 
As a result, in the interim version of the RAR that was subjected to public con-
sultation in April 2014, the BfR stated, “Indeed, there was no evidence for carcino-
genicity” ( 5 , left column), and furthermore, “there was no increase in malignant 
lymphoma”( 6 , left column).

But in its revised version from March 31, 2015, finalized shortly after IARC’s can-
cer classification of glyphosate, the BfR had to correct these statements. The 
authority crossed out the earlier statement that “there was no increase in malig-
nant lymphoma” and wrote now that there was “a weak increase in malignant lym-
phoma” ( 7 , left column) and that the “actual numbers of affected animals were 0, 
1, 2, and 5 in the control, low, mid and high dose groups”, ( 8 , left column) but that 
the “difference was not statistically significant” ( 9 , left column).

Five months later, in an Addendum to the RAR, the BfR also corrected this state-
ment, stating finally that “re-valuation of the incidences of malignant lymphoma [...] 
showed statistically significant increases with dose”.35 
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Facsimiles 3.1.2-1 and 3.1.2-2: “Benign” copy pasting of data from an industry study

COPY PASTE – RAR, RMS, pp. 1,023-1,030 ORIGINAL – Application, GTF, pp. 511-516



Stefan Weber and Helmut Burtscher-Schaden (2019): Detailed Expert Report on Plagiarism and superordinated Copy Paste in the Renewal Assessment Report (RAR) on Glyphosate 28

Facsimiles 3.1.2-1 and 3.1.2-2: “Benign” copy pasting of data from an industry study

COPY PASTE – RAR, RMS, pp. 1,023-1,030 ORIGINAL – Application, GTF, pp. 511-516
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Facsimiles 3.1.2-1 and 3.1.2-2: “Benign” copy pasting of data from an industry study

COPY PASTE – RAR, RMS, pp. 1,023-1,030 ORIGINAL – Application, GTF, pp. 511-516
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Facsimiles 3.1.2-1 and 3.1.2-2: “Benign” copy pasting of data from an industry study

COPY PASTE – RAR, RMS, pp. 1,023-1,030 ORIGINAL – Application, GTF, pp. 511-516
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Facsimiles 3.1.2-1 and 3.1.2-2: “Benign” copy pasting of data from an industry study

COPY PASTE – RAR, RMS, pp. 1,023-1,030 ORIGINAL – Application, GTF, pp. 511-516
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Facsimiles 3.1.2-1 and 3.1.2-2: “Benign” copy pasting of data from an industry study

COPY PASTE – RAR, RMS, pp. 1,023-1,030 ORIGINAL – Application, GTF, pp. 511-516
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Facsimiles 3.1.2-1 and 3.1.2-2: “Benign” copy pasting of data from an industry study

COPY PASTE – RAR, RMS, pp. 1,023-1,030

7

8

9
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Facsimiles 3.1.2-1 and 3.1.2-2: “Benign” copy pasting of data from an industry study

COPY PASTE – RAR, RMS, pp. 1,023-1,030



Stefan Weber and Helmut Burtscher-Schaden (2019): Detailed Expert Report on Plagiarism and superordinated Copy Paste in the Renewal Assessment Report (RAR) on Glyphosate 35

3.1.2.2	 BfR’s assessment of published studies on carcinogenicity

The subchapter “B.6.5.3 Published data on carcinogenicity (released since 2000)” 
deals with epidemiological studies on cancer (in particular non-Hodgkin lym-
phoma) – studies which, according to the IARC experts, raise suspicions that gly-
phosate causes cancer in humans.36 

A detailed running text (literature overview) was plagiarised verbatim. The only 
changes concern the referencing system. The same applies to the selection of 
studies that are described individually. And again, the Klimisch evaluations were 
copied with the same scores and the same interpretations. Comments by the 
applicants following these Klimisch evaluations in many cases were labelled 
“Additional comments”.

In the GTF application, every single study that reports an increased risk for 
non-Hodgkin lymphoma with glyphosate was assessed as “not reliable” (Klimisch 
Score 3). By copying every single evaluation from the GTF, the BfR has dismissed 
all of the epidemiological studies that report an increased risk in humans for 
cancer with glyphosate.

In September 2015, the renowned German epidemiologist Eberhard Greiser sta-
ted in an expert assessment37 for the German Bundestag that the BfR’s explana-
tions for why all those studies were supposedly unreliable are obvious misrepre-
sentations of those studies; it would have been easy to check their truthfulness, 
and the authorities should have done so. Dr Greiser at the time had accused the 
BfR of an “obvious falsification of study contents” – apparently not realizing that 
the “obvious falsification of study contents” actually was produced by GTF, and 
that BfR had only copied it.
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RAR, RMS, pp. 1,040-1,063

Facsimile 3.1.2-3: “Benign” copy paste and plagiarism (= “malign” copy paste) in the subchapter “B.6.5.3 Published data on carcinogenicity (released since 2000)”
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RAR, RMS, pp. 1,040-1,063

Facsimile 3.1.2-3: “Benign” copy paste and plagiarism (= “malign” copy paste) in the subchapter “B.6.5.3 Published data on carcinogenicity (released since 2000)”
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RAR, RMS, pp. 1,040-1,063

Facsimile 3.1.2-3: “Benign” copy paste and plagiarism (= “malign” copy paste) in the subchapter “B.6.5.3 Published data on carcinogenicity (released since 2000)”
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RAR, RMS, pp. 1,040-1,063

Facsimile 3.1.2-3: “Benign” copy paste and plagiarism (= “malign” copy paste) in the subchapter “B.6.5.3 Published data on carcinogenicity (released since 2000)”
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RAR, RMS, pp. 1,040-1,063

Facsimile 3.1.2-3: “Benign” copy paste and plagiarism (= “malign” copy paste) in the subchapter “B.6.5.3 Published data on carcinogenicity (released since 2000)”
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RAR, RMS, pp. 1,040-1,063

Facsimile 3.1.2-3: “Benign” copy paste and plagiarism (= “malign” copy paste) in the subchapter “B.6.5.3 Published data on carcinogenicity (released since 2000)”
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RAR, RMS, pp. 1,040-1,063

Facsimile 3.1.2-3: “Benign” copy paste and plagiarism (= “malign” copy paste) in the subchapter “B.6.5.3 Published data on carcinogenicity (released since 2000)”



Stefan Weber and Helmut Burtscher-Schaden (2019): Detailed Expert Report on Plagiarism and superordinated Copy Paste in the Renewal Assessment Report (RAR) on Glyphosate 43

RAR, RMS, pp. 1,040-1,063

Facsimile 3.1.2-3: “Benign” copy paste and plagiarism (= “malign” copy paste) in the subchapter “B.6.5.3 Published data on carcinogenicity (released since 2000)”
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3.2	 Analysis of Volume 3, Annex B.9 – Evaluation of peer-reviewed literature regarding 
ecotoxicity

Volume 3 B.9 of the RAR is attributed to the German Environment Agency (UBA). 
The chapter contains 405 pages (403 + ii). It deals exclusively with published, 
peer-reviewed literature on the possible dangers of glyphosate for the environ-
ment. Our task was to see if the Umweltbundesamt (UBA) also worked with copy 
paste techniques or committed plagiarism. 

We found that the Umweltbundesamt (UBA) worked according to the standards 
of Good Scientific Practice. The amount of copy pasted texts or paragraphs that 
can be classified as plagiarism in Volume 3 B.9 is insignificant.

In contrast with the BfR, the UBA describes its “methodology of the literature 
research” (p. 3,731) completely in its own words, without relying upon the for-
mulations of the GTF. The UBA describes the “procedures of sighting and clas-
sifying” in detail (pp. 3,732). The UBA even contrasts the “analysis of reliability 
and relevance of peer-reviewed literature” as executed by the notifier, the GTF 
(pp. 3,733) with its own approach (pp. 3,735). The UBA presents a so-called “UBA 
score” (UBA1, UBA2, and UBA3) to represent its own evaluation (pp. 3,735). The 
presentation of published studies follows a rigid template (pp. 3,736):

The approach is categorically different to that of the BfR. The amount of text 
segments appearing in both documents, the application of the GTF and the RAR, 
is 2.5%. We compare this amount with a 72.8% copy paste share in the BfR’s 
evaluation of published literature in Volume 3 B.6. Out of this 2.5%, 0.1% can 
be classified as plagiarism. Once again, we compare this amount with a 50.1% 
plagiarism share in the BfR’s evaluation of published literature in Volume 3 B.6.

Facsimile 3.2-1: Template by the UBA with the concluding UBA score, RAR, RMS, p. 3,743
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The share of plagiarism totals 1,646 characters, including blanks. In one case, a 
brief introduction appears in both compared documents. In another case, an old 
literature reference provided by the GTF (“Abel and Skidmore, 1975”) was obvi-
ously dropped by the UBA. These are minor incidences of plagiarism. Copy pasted 
text segments mainly appeared in instances in which the UBA took abstracts 
and study findings verbatim from the evaluated papers, which also appear in the 
application. We classify this as “benign” copy paste practice. 

We conclude that in contrast to the BfR, the UBA did not commit significant pla-
giarism.

27.2% 22.7% 50.1%

BfR, Vol. 3 B.6, published literature

97.4%

2.5%

0.1%

UBA, Vol. 3 B.9

Figure 3.2-2: “Benign” copy paste and plagiarism (= “malign” copy paste) 
shares of the BfR compared to the UBA
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3.3	 Analysis of Volume 1 – Report and proposed decision

3.3.2	 Detailed analysis of the subchapter 
“2.6.6 Summary of long-term toxicity and 
carcinogenicity”

Plagiarism as a clear case of scientific misconduct in Volume 1 was found almost 
exclusively in the paragraphs attributed to the BfR. Especially in the subchapter 
2.6.6, the summary of published literature on the carcinogenicity of glyphosa-
te-based formulations has been grossly plagiarised. The BfR only made minimal 
editorial changes, changed some formulations in detail, and adapted the citation. 
There is no hint to the reader that this text mainly relies upon the applicant. The 
following facsimile comparison provides proof:

Volume 1 is the core of the RAR and reads as a summary of the chapters that 
follow. The chapter contains 195 pages (190 + v). Our task was to see if Volume 
1 is free of copy pasted texts and plagiarism. This is what Jose Tarazona, head of 
the pesticides department at the EFSA, claimed on German TV in 2017: “There is 
no copy and paste in Volume 1.”38 

However, we can confirm the analysis of ARD journalist Andreas Rummel, that 
Tarazona’s statement is wrong: The amount of copy pasted text in Volume 1 com-
pared to the application is 11.4%. Furthermore, plagiarism was detected in sub-
chapter 2.6.6 of Volume 1, which is attributed to the BfR.

3.3.1	 General findings

There are 470,786 characters, including blanks, in Volume 1 of the RAR. The share 
of copy paste, including plagiarism (out of the entire Volume 1) is 53,704 charac-
ters, including blanks – that’s 11.4%. Copy paste sometimes occurred when the 
central findings of the same literature were cited indirectly. In these cases, the 
concordances could also stem from abstracts used by both the applicant and the 
RMS. These incidences could be classified as “benign”. “Malign” copy paste or pla-
giarism could be detected almost exclusively – with the exception of a handful 
of other paragraphs – in chapter 2.6.6. This is why an in-depth analysis of that 
chapter follows.

88.6% 11.4%

Figure 3.3.1-1: “Benign” and “malign” copy paste share in Vol. 1
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Facsimiles 3.3.1-2 and 3.3.1-3: “Published data” from the subchapter “2.6.6 Summary of long-term toxicity and carcinogenicity” of the RAR compared to the “Literature review 
of carcinogenicity publications” from GTF

1

2

1

2

7

PLAGIARISM – RAR, RMS, pp. 75-79 ORIGINAL – Application, GTF, pp. 847-849
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3

4

3

4

6

5

PLAGIARISM – RAR, RMS, pp. 75-79 ORIGINAL – Application, GTF, pp. 847-849

Facsimiles 3.3.1-2 and 3.3.1-3: “Published data” from the subchapter “2.6.6 Summary of long-term toxicity and carcinogenicity” of the RAR compared to the “Literature review 
of carcinogenicity publications” from GTF
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5

PLAGIARISM – RAR, RMS, pp. 75-79 ORIGINAL – Application, GTF, pp. 847-849

Facsimiles 3.3.1-2 and 3.3.1-3: “Published data” from the subchapter “2.6.6 Summary of long-term toxicity and carcinogenicity” of the RAR compared to the “Literature review 
of carcinogenicity publications” from GTF
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6

PLAGIARISM – RAR, RMS, pp. 75-79

Facsimiles 3.3.1-2 and 3.3.1-3: “Published data” from the subchapter “2.6.6 Summary of long-term toxicity and carcinogenicity” of the RAR compared to the “Literature review 
of carcinogenicity publications” from GTF
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7

PLAGIARISM – RAR, RMS, pp. 75-79

Facsimiles 3.3.1-2 and 3.3.1-3: “Published data” from the subchapter “2.6.6 Summary of long-term toxicity and carcinogenicity” of the RAR compared to the “Literature review 
of carcinogenicity publications” from GTF
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4. 	 Possible motives for, and impact of, the copy paste and plagiarism 
practices and future recommendations

4.1	 Answering special research questions

by IARC was confirmed and extended” by the BfR and the authority had to admit 
that its re-evaluation of the industry mice studies confirmed statistically signifi-
cant increases of tumours with dose in no less than eight cases, of which seven 
had been overlooked because the authority had initially “relied on the statistical 
evaluations provided [by the applicant] with the study reports”.41 Such serious 
failures of the responsible authorities are certainly favoured by their copy paste 
practice, if not made possible in the first place.

2)	 Is the contradiction between the assessment of glyphosate by the WHO 
Cancer Research Agency IARC and the EU authorities (also) a consequence of 
the authorities‘ copy paste and plagiarism practice?

With regard to the cancer assessment in Vol. 3.B.6 and Vol. 1 of the RAR (which 
are the subjects of this expert report on plagiarism), the answer is a clear yes. The 
IARC based its cancer classification on “limited evidence in humans”, sufficient 
evidence in animals” and “strong evidence for genotoxicity” as a possible mole-
cular mechanisms for the carcinogenicity of glyphosate. The GTF, however, classi-
fied published studies that link glyphosate to genotoxicity and an increased risk 
of non-Hodgkin lymphoma in humans as “not reliable”. The GTF also reported 
four out of five industry carcinogenicity studies with mice as lacking statistically 
significant increase of tumours in glyphosate-treated animals, after having failed 
to apply the statistical test recommended in the OECD test guidelines. The BfR 
appropriated the flawed GTF assessment with its copy paste approach.

Based on our copy paste and plagiarism analysis, the „special research questions 
posed to the study authors“ (p. 13 in this expert report) can be answered as fol-
lows:

1)	 Did copy paste and plagiarism influence the BfR‘s clean bill of health for 
glyphosate?

The answer is yes. It is obvious that BfR’s uncritical adoption of incorrect, incom-
plete or biased information from applicants by means of copy paste influenced 
the basis of its assessment. This became very clear in the case of both published 
and industry studies on glyphosate’s carcinogenicity. 

Published epidemiological studies on non-Hodgkin lymphoma that, according 
to IARC experts, raise suspicions that glyphosate causes cancer in humans, were 
dismissed as “not reliable” by the BfR, on the basis of the GTF’s Klimisch evalua-
tions. However, the justifications of the GTF for the alleged lack of reliability of 
these studies, which were also copied by the BfR, do not stand up to scientific 
scrutiny.39 40 

In the case of industry cancer studies with mice, the BfR based its initial evalua-
tion on incorrect statistical evaluations provided by the GTF. As a consequence, 
the BfR used the same two industry cancer studies with mice, in which the IARC 
experts had identified “sufficient evidence for the carcinogenicity of glyphosate 
in animal experiments”, as evidence for the lack of a carcinogenic potential. This 
became clear in the BfR’s Addendum to the RAR, where the ”statistical analysis 
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3)	 What conclusions can be drawn from this copy paste and plagiarism analysis 
with regard to the arguments raised by the BfR, the EFSA, and the German 
Ministry of Agriculture in order to refute the first accusations of plagiarism? 

The first known official statement on the accusation that the BfR had copied 
relevant parts of its assessment from the application came from the German Mi-
nistry of Agriculture in July 2015. This statement was clearly misleading. In parti-
cular, the claim that “the relevant chapters on the scientific literature contained 
only assessments written by BfR staff“42 was false. As far as the BfR and the EFSA 
are concerned, it is striking that these authorities have never responded seriously 
to a specific allegation of plagiarism, let alone refuted any of them. Instead their 
strategy seems to have been to divert attention from the core of the plagiarism 
allegations. The clearest example of this was provided by Jose Tarazona at the 
“Monsanto Hearing”,43 when he responded to allegations of plagiarism that refer 
exclusively to chapters on published studies, with examples picked only from 
chapters on industry studies.

This report has shown that the distinction between “benign” copy paste and “ma-
lign” plagiarism is crucial. Copy paste seems to be widespread practice by Euro-
pean audit authorities in evaluating applications of producers of pesticides, as 
investigations of the German broadcaster Bayrischer Rundfunk have revealed.44 
It is open to discussion whether this practice is conducive to the independence, 
objectivity, and transparency of the authorities’ assessments of the scientific evi-
dence. But there can be no doubt that the “malign” form of copy paste, called 
plagiarism, is something categorically different and is always incompatible with 
scientific standards. This is why the BfR for example is committed to the princi-
ples of “Good Scientific Practice” (GSP).45 The authors of this study hope that the 
public and political discourse will from now on focus on the new findings of this 
expert report.

4)	 What conclusions can be drawn from this copy paste and plagiarism analysis 
with regard to the statement by the head of the pesticides unit at the EFSA 
that there is no copy paste in Volume 1 of the RAR?

This statement is wrong. There seem to be two possible reasons for it: Stating a 
lie or a lack of knowledge (wrong briefing from the team).

5)	 In our opinion, what might be the reasons for the BfR’s approach, based on 
our experience and expertise in the field of plagiarism? And is there evidence 
of deliberate deception of the reader?

It is not possible to look into someone’s mind and therefore we do not know 
what motivated the responsible BfR staff to take this problematic approach. In 
principle, however, plagiarism can usually be traced back to one of the following 
two motives, or a combination of both:

1) Plagiarism makes it possible to achieve a desired result, which could otherwi-
se only be achieved with significantly greater use of time and resources. 

2) Plagiarism makes it possible to achieve a result that would otherwise not have 
been achievable at all, due to a lack of the necessary skills. 

Given the huge amount of industry studies (in the Monsanto Hearing, Jose Tara-
zona spoke of “several hundred thousand” pages), the rapid progress of science, 
and the broad thematic range of published studies of possible relevance for the 
assessment, both the above explanations seem plausible.

In our opinion, the question of whether the BfR intended to deceive the reader 
must be answered with a clear “yes”. Clear indications of deception were found. 
Most striking was the finding that what the BfR described as the “approach taken 
by the RMS” was actually copy pasted from the GTF application and was the ap-
proach taken by Monsanto scientists. 
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6)	 What conclusions can be drawn from this copy paste and plagiarism 
analysis with regard to the legally required46 independence, objectivity, and 
transparency of the glyphosate evaluation?

With regard to the assessment performed by the BfR, the institute’s word-for-
word adoption of the manufacturers’ assessments (“Klimisch evaluation”) of pu-
blished studies in every single case can be only regarded as the opposite of 
independence. Because independence is a prerequisite for objectivity, the BfR’s 
assessment also lacks objectivity. Last but not least, the systematic omission of 
references to the real author via selective deletions can only be interpreted as 
deliberate concealment of the origin of the text. It goes without saying that this 
is the opposite of what we would expect from a transparent assessment.

However, with regard to the assessment performed by the UBA, the present ana-
lysis provided no evidence to cast doubt on the independence of the evaluation.
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4.2	 Suggestions for improvement: Recommendations for more transparency

Concerning the assessment of unpublished industry studies  
(“benign”, but in this form also avoidable copy paste):

•	 The reader of the RAR must always be able to differentiate between text and 
data from the applicant and text and data from the RMS. A “negative indica-
tion” (RMS comments in italics) should be avoided. It is always more trans-
parent and clearer to mark the external contributions instead of one’s own. 
Therefore, text segments and data directly appropriated (copy pasted) by the 
RMS from the text of the applicant should be clearly indicated, for example, 
in the same way as text paragraphs which are added in later revisions of the 
RAR are clearly indicated by highlighter colour markings.

•	 Verbatim appropriated text segments under the heading “Conclusion of the 
Notifiers” should be put in quotation marks or otherwise optically marked 
(e.g. printed in italics or marked as quotations by means of the design/layout).

Concerning the evaluation of published literature  
(“malign” copy paste = plagiarism):

•	 All citations must be made according to the principles of Good Scientific 
Practice (GSP).

•	 The audit authority must explicitly declare its mode of citation and strictly 
adhere to it – without any exception that could undermine the distinction 
between one’s own and others’ intellectual property.

•	 Even if the auditing authority fully agrees with judgments given by the ap-
plicant and draws exactly the same conclusions, the authority must still be 
obliged to mark externally sourced text.

•	 Plagiarism of literature reviews and literature synopses of the applicant by 
the RMS should be strictly avoided as it constitutes a clear case of scientific 
misconduct.

•	 Plagiarism of Klimisch evaluations following study summaries, “Additional 
comments”, and other texts constitute a similar, sometimes even more pro-
blematic, case of scientific misconduct, because of the appropriation of value 
judgments, which should be strictly avoided.
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