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Abstract: The right to the environment and the research right are human rights that must be pro-
tected. The right of individuals to a healthy environment is part of the human rights that are in-
creasingly threatened by human activities. This right is a prominent example of solidarity rights and
a prerequisite for realizing many human rights. Exercising this right requires a level of development
that provides the basis for further environmental degradation. The activities of academic research-
ers in the direction of progress and development can pave the way for environmental damage. This
article discusses when a researcher causes harm in conducting academic research. The need to com-
pensate and support the researcher in conducting their research contrasts these two rights; There-
fore, it is necessary to look for ways of compensation that make possible the simultaneous protection
of these two rights. Because according to Article 21 of the Stockholm Declaration and Article 2 of
the Rio Declaration, governments are responsible for ensuring that their activities do not lead to
environmental damage. The key role of governments in resolving this conflict and helping to pro-
mote academic research, reducing harm, and trying to prevent this kind of harm is obvious. In this
article, we intend to resolve this conflict by examining the principles of human rights, the right to
research, and the right to the environment and to examine Iran’s legal approach in this regard.

Keywords: Right to the environment; right to research; civil liability; Iranian law.

1. Introduction

As stated in the preamble to the Stockholm Declaration, man is the creator and
shaper of his environment. An environment that gives him physical survival and spiritual
growth (moral, social, and spiritual). Through the rapid pace of science and technology,
it has been achieved in countless ways, and on an unpredictable scale, it has resulted in
recognition of the right to research, which has various aspects and its support has various
dimensions[1]. One of these lesser-known aspects of advocacy is the protection of the re-
searcher against damages that may arise as a result of their research, which encourages
the researcher to engage in research and development operations enshrined in interna-
tional instruments such as the Covenant. International economic, social, and cultural
rights are enshrined in Iran’s highest domestic law, the constitution, which may harm the
environment, a fundamental human right, and a platform for development. Sustainable
nations. Civil and criminal liability for environmental protection is recognized, and gov-
ernments are required to protect the environment of their territory; Thus, the right to re-
search conflicts with the right to the environment[2].

On the one hand, the researcher must be supported in his research, and on the other
hand, the damage that results from this research must be compensated. Finding a way to
resolve this conflict is essential to upholding both of these rights. Although the right to
the environment is more addressed and considered more important, this does not mean
that the right to research is sacrificed and researchers are not adequately supported. In the
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meantime, the government should be obliged to adopt an appropriate method for mutual
support[3-5].

Therefore, in this article, we seek to answer three questions: one (What are the theo-
retical foundations of protection of the right to research and the right to the environment?
Two) How is it possible to resolve the conflict between these two rights? Are there rights
and resolving their conflict? In answer to these questions, three hypotheses are raised: one
(the right to research in the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights and the right to the environment in all three generations of human rights, and es-
pecially in documents The third generation of human rights is protected, such as the
Stockholm Declaration of 1972; Supports, but the presumption of responsibility for the
government is possible only if the researcher has an employment relationship with the
government and the damages are not documented in their actions and are related to the
lack of equipment of government offices and institutions(6, 7].

This article deals with the civil liability of the researcher, which results from the dam-
age to the environment caused by academic research. A great deal of scientific research
being done by universities may cause harm, sometimes environmental, while beneficial
to society. As a government institution, the university can be a mediator for assigning the
researcher’s responsibility to the government, and in this way, better material support is
provided to the environment. In this article, we also examine the environmental respon-
sibility of researchers in Iran and discuss legal solutions to support both scientific research
and the environment([8, 9].

The right to the environment has been discussed in detail in the Iranian legal litera-
ture. The responsibility of the government and individuals has been discussed in detail,
but the right to investigate in terms of protecting the researcher from the damages it in-
flicts, including environmental and other damages. , Not yet discussed. This article dis-
cusses a conflict that has not received enough attention before and the right to investigate
because it can violate the environmental rights of individuals by harming the environment.
A solution must be found to combine these two rights[10].

2. Natural human rights

The article’s subject is directly related to two human rights recognized by interna-
tional instruments: the first is the right to research, and the second is the right to the envi-
ronment. These two rights conflict with the subject matter. On the one hand, the researcher
deserves support to facilitate the research process, and on the other hand, there is a pos-
sibility of damage to the environment during the research, and there should be a suitable
method for compensation and, more importantly, prevention of damage and protection
of the right to research. To be used. To find such a way, we first examine the foundations
of these two rights and then how to compensate and resolve the conflict in support of
these two rights[11].

2.1. Right to research

This right can be deducted from Article 15, paragraph 3 of the International Covenant
on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights. “States Parties to this Covenant respect the free-
dom necessary for scientific research and creative activity,” the article reads. The States
Parties are therefore obliged to provide the necessary freedom to conduct research. It may
be said that what is inferred from paragraph 3 of Article 15 of the Covenant is merely the
creation of freedom of inquiry, which can be done without interference or abandonment
by the government, but as soon as the right to the inquiry is recognized, governments are
obliged to provide They will be a suitable platform for scientific research. Because secur-
ing these rights requires the government not to interfere in the freedom of scientific re-
search, and at the same time requires positive government intervention to provide facili-
ties and monitoring for progress[12]. The right to research can be considered a subset of
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the right to education, as Article 15 of the Covenant essentially deals with the right to
education.

The right to education is enshrined in many international human rights instruments,
but the right to research and the freedom to conduct research are only explicitly men-
tioned in the International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights[13].

What is certain is that the right to research is a human cultural right, and even though
it is not a fundamental human right, it deserves special attention under the banner of the
right to education. The definition of this right can be said: “Research is a specific name for
a general ability, and this ability is the transformation of regular findings into what we
need to know but do not yet know, and the right to research is the right to do so.”

This definition is not an obstacle and includes any awareness and knowledge re-
quired to achieve the knowledge required, both scientific and non-scientific. Although
this article focuses only on scientific research related to the academic environment, this
lack of inhibition can be considered a strong point because it does not limit research to
operations in experimental sciences, and the broad interpretation of protectionist laws is
completely justified. With this interpretation, all citizens have the right to investigate what
they deem necessary[14].

In domestic law, our constitution, in paragraph 4 of the third principle, obliges the
government to do all it can (to achieve the goals mentioned in the second principle) in
“strengthening the spirit of inquiry, follow-up, and initiative in all scientific, technical,
cultural fields.” And Islam through the establishment of research centers and encourage-
ment of researchers.

This is clearly stated in the constitution, contrary to international instruments.
Among the facilities that the government should use to strengthen the spirit of research is
financial facilities that provide the possibility of compensating the researcher as a re-
searcher. Anticipating such possibilities will encourage researchers.

Therefore, the right to investigate is recognized in international human rights instru-
ments and Iran’s highest domestic law document. This mutual domestic and international
support obliges the government to support researchers, removing the burden of civil lia-
bility from researchers[15, 16].

2.2. Right to the environment

The right to a healthy environment exists in three generations of human rights. This
right is recognized as a coercive and inalienable consequence of political and civil law
fundamental human rights. The right to exist, breathe, and live are some of the rights
achieved in the environmental context.

Economic, social, and cultural human rights have environmental dimensions like the
first generation of these rights. The right to health and the right to work in a healthy en-
vironment is among the second generation of human rights in which the environment
plays an important role[16].

According to these two covenants, the right to the environment is considered a sub-
sidiary right over other human rights. This issue has its strengths and weaknesses. Its
strength is that the human right to a healthy environment will be considered one of the
basic components or main effects of the rights of the first and second generations, and
thus a unique feature of these two generations (such as non-suspension in the first gener-
ation and can be It will be demanded from the government in the second generation, but
its weakness will be that this right will not have independence and will be known as the
accessories or effects of the rights of the first and second generations.

But the third generation of human rights recognized the right to a healthy environ-
ment as an independent right. The starting point for recognizing this right should be the
Declaration of the United Nations Conference on the environment or the 1972 Stockholm
Declaration. The first principle of this Declaration states the human right to a healthy en-
vironment[17]:
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“Human beings have fundamental rights to liberty, equality and the satisfaction of
living in an environment which enables them to live in dignity and happiness, and to
maintain and improve the environment for present and future generations ... »

This principle implicitly implies the freedom of human activities, which can include
freedom in the researcher’s academic research, and at the same time expresses the respon-
sibility of the individual during this research in a way that guarantees the protection of
the environment. The Rio Declaration also mentions the right to development and inte-
grating environmental protection with the development process. The country’s develop-
ment depends on specialized human resources due to increased scientific research[18].

What can be deduced from this principle is that the right to the environment is still
recognized as the basis for human beings to enjoy their other rights, such as the right to
live in this principle; But in 1982, the draft International Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights recognized the right to the environment independently. The introduction to this
draft states:

“Peace, development, the environment, and the common heritage of humanity are
henceforth universal values that have been recognized by all human beings, races, and
nations. “Their rights should be recognized, protected, and realized as human rights.”

Since then, other international human rights instruments have been developed, in-
cluding the 1982 Universal Charter on Nature, the African Charter on Human and Ethnic
Rights, the 1988 San Salvador Protocol, and the 1992 Rio Declaration[19].

Now that we are familiar with the right to a healthy environment for the human
rights family, we turn to the concept of environmental damage. It was mentioned in the
introduction that researchers and writers agree that it is very difficult, if not impossible,
to define the concept of the environment; But it is necessary to define the concept of envi-
ronment to know the extent to which progress leads to responsibility. To provide an ac-
ceptable definition, the environment can be divided into two parts: human environment
and natural environment, and a definition can be provided for each:

“Human environment or man-made environment refers to the part of the environ-
ment created by man and is the product of his thinking.”

“Natural environment refers to the part of the environment that has no role in the
formation of human beings, but is a God-given gift and includes forests, pastures, moun-
tains, plains, rivers, seas, swamps, landscapes, and ... becomes. “Factors that make up the
natural environment include living factors (plants and animals) and inanimate factors
(soil, climate).”

But for a functional definition that involves the relationship between man and his
environment can be summarized as follows[20]:

“The environment refers to the whole environment to which man is, directly and
indirectly, dependent and in which his life and activities are related.”

There are two approaches to defining environmental damage. The first approach
looks at this type of damage from a human-centered perspective and considers environ-
mental damage as the source of harm to humans. From this perspective, we can refer to
this definition: “Environmental damage is the damage that is done to people or environ-
mental objects around human life.”

According to this definition, man is the victim of harm and not the environment, and
the environment is the source of harm. In contrast to this selfish approach, there is an
approach that considers the environment itself to be a victim of damage: “damage that is
directly inflicted on the environment regardless of the repercussions that these damages
have on property and objects[21].”

This definition has a more environmentally friendly approach, but it has a drawback,
and that is that the environment is the same environment that was said to be very difficult
to define. To avoid such a definition, the environment can be illustrated. The second prin-
ciple of the 1972 Stockholm Declaration provides these examples. According to this article:
“The natural resources of the earth, including air, water, soil, plants and animals, and
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especially specific examples of natural ecosystems, must be protected for the use of pre-
sent and future generations with careful planning and proper management.”

Therefore, we consider the examples mentioned in this principle as the subject of
damage without defining the environment. In addition to clarifying the subject, this ex-
ample explanation does not limit the concept of environment and is not limited to these
cases. These are allegorical; therefore, a new example of environmental damage can be
considered wherever environmental protection is required[22].

Therefore, damage to the earth’s natural resources, including (not limited to) air, wa-
ter, soil, plants and animals, and specific examples of natural ecosystems, regardless of its
impact on humans and their property, is considered environmental damage.

The economic view of the research right also shows that it is even more important
and cost-effective to provide appropriate facilities for the researcher to research further
compensation, largely due to inappropriate equipment.

Thus, we see that the economic analysis of environmental compensation resulting
from academic research has the same result as the human rights approach to this issue
and that the government is a more appropriate person to compensate and be held respon-
sible[23].

3. Resolving the conflict between the two rights

The Montreal Ozone Layer Treaty and the Climate Change Treaty, signed in Rio,
stressed the need for a closer relationship and understanding between the science and
technology community and policymakers. Members of the society are given a new re-
sponsibility to achieve sustainable development, and they have a new responsibility to
the people that obliges them to respect the ideals of their lofty profession. Achieving
agreement among scientists on professional ethics and its acceptance by the public will
pave the way for better oversight of their accountability to the public. Given the need for
the researcher to be responsible for the environmental damage, they inflict as an academic
researcher, the first type of responsibility that comes to mind is their civil liability; That is,
the researcher who caused the damage is responsible for compensating the damage, But
we have seen that the government is a better compensator in terms of human rights as
well as economics[24].

So we need a basis to delegate responsibility from the researcher to the government.
This is also consistent with the international responsibility of the government, as in inter-
national environmental law, the government is also liable for damages caused by persons
under its authority or control. By assuming the state is responsible for assuming the tra-
ditional rules of civil liability, we arrive at the rules of responsibility in public international
law, which differ in basis and purpose.

The purpose of civil liability in private law is to compensate individuals with private
rights, which according to the definition of environmental damage and the approach of
this definition, many environmental damages will not be required by this system. Because
only if these damages affect the interests of individuals and cause direct damage to them
are they considered losses; But the purpose of public law is to protect the interests of so-
ciety and public law issues. This goal puts prevention more important than compensation,
and it is in line with the goal of environmental law.

Liability in public law is based on pure liability, but in the rules of traditional civil
liability, the basis of liability in most countries is a fault or a combination of the fault and
pure liability. One of the difficulties in claiming environmental damage is proving the
causal relationship, which is solved by the government’s responsibility, and the principle
will be based on responsibility[25].

It remains to be seen what would be a more logical solution to resolve the conflict
between the right to research for individuals in society and their right to the environment.
Four assumptions can be made:



Author, Author

6 of 11

A) The researcher has absolute responsibility; Two) the government has absolute re-
sponsibility; Three) The principle is the responsibility of the researcher unless proven oth-
erwise; Four) The principle is the government’s responsibility unless proven otherwise;
The damage considered in this paper is the environmental damage caused by academic
research. We see that the researcher has organizational affiliation and acts on behalf of the
university. It is worth noting that the researcher does not pursue a profit goal in principle,
and the action that takes place from him and leads to damage is an action that benefits
society. The researcher’s affiliation with the university paves the way for their assignment
of responsibility. Administrative law discusses in detail theories that leave compensation
to the government for the actions of government employees. Theories such as direct gov-
ernment responsibility or the theory of equality of citizens against public spending justify
this[26].

But each of these assumptions has its effects and consequences. If we hold the re-
searcher responsible, there will be abuses in supporting him and his right. Recognition of
a right is associated with protecting that right, and the researcher will no longer be willing
to research if they are in absolute danger of being harmed in any research. This will not
have a minor effect on one person, and society will be affected. It is not far-fetched to claim
that the progress and development of a society depend on its educational and research
operations and that failure to support this important issue has a devastating effect on the
development process of that society; Therefore, the assumption of absolute responsibility
will not be helpful for the researcher[27].

In the second hypothesis, positive results can be expected from the absolute respon-
sibility of the government. On the one hand, the government has more resources to com-
pensate, and on the other hand, by requiring the researcher to compensate for the damage
caused by the researcher, the government will take a precautionary approach to reduce
the likelihood of damage caused by academic research. And research equipment and ma-
terial investments and monitoring the research process will reduce the possibility of envi-
ronmental damage. At the same time, this will enrich the research and compensate for the
damage done to the environment. In environmental law, the prevention principle is that
pollution prevention is always more cost-effective than restoring the status of a polluted
area. Today, a new type of liability is considered in environmental law, called preventive
liability, and it is considered necessary when there is a risk of serious damage. This type
of liability is economically justified, but the government may lose its incentive to invest in
research because if the researcher causes damage to the environment, whether it is to
blame or not, the cost of compensation will be borne by the government or public institu-
tions. They will go in the direction of reducing their costs, and in this regard, they will
turn away from research because it is likely to be costly for them; Thus, although the ab-
solute responsibility of the government in terms of compensation for environmental dam-
age seems desirable, by reducing the government’s incentive to develop research, it does
not provide the desired context to protect the right to research[28].

The third assumption is that the principle is based on the researcher’s responsibility,
but it is possible to prove otherwise. This means that if the damage is the result of a fault
or negligence on the part of the university on behalf of the government, it is possible to
refer to this institution for compensation; However, this method of compensation does
not protect the environment and the researcher because the researcher has less access to
financial resources to compensate the government and the damage to the environment
sometimes requires large financial resources to compensate, which is the capacity of a The
researcher is outside. On the other hand, the researcher must seek to prove the govern-
ment’s guilt, which is a problem and requires time and money, and it is necessary to iden-
tify the right to research to protect this right, which is not compatible with this approach.

But in the fourth hypothesis, with the principle that the government’s responsibility
can be proven otherwise, and the researcher is responsible, better results can be achieved.
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As mentioned, the government has more resources to compensate, and there is more con-
fidence in environmental compensation from the government than from the researcher.
This assumption means that while the government takes a precautionary approach, the
researcher also researches with more confidence, and since it is possible to prove his guilt
and, consequently, his responsibility, his recklessness is prevented. It is clear that this ap-
proach supports both the environment and the researcher, but it must be borne in mind
that proving the researcher’s responsibility, in this case, must be done during a fair trial
because otherwise, the government can abuse the researcher’s dependence on himself.
And claim damages from the researcher and receive compensation from him[29].

This approach is also consistent with the principles of international government re-
sponsibility in international law because the general principle applicable in international
law is that the government is not responsible for the actions of private individuals because
those actions cannot be attributed to it. However, if private individuals are represented
by the government and act as government representatives, their actions can be attributed
to the government. This concept applies to paragraph 2 of Article 7 of the Government’s
International Responsibility Plan. This paragraph provides:

“The action of the affiliated components of a unit which is not part of the official
organization or internal affiliated units but has the authority to exercise part of its govern-
mental authority under domestic law is recognized as an act of the government under
international law, provided that it acts in its position[30].”

In this case, the government has two main tasks: to anticipate and prevent acts of
wrongdoing and prosecute and punish the perpetrator.

In the first place, every government must take the necessary measures to prevent
accidents and dangers as much as possible in its territory and to protect and protect those
who are exposed to threats and dangers. Put. If the government does not take the neces-
sary care in anticipating and preventing acts against private individuals and suffers dam-
age, it will be held internationally responsible.

By generalizing the principles governing the international responsibility of govern-
ments, liability for environmental damage can be examined in both national and interna-
tional arenas.

Therefore, the conflict between the right to the environment and the right to research
caused by damage to the environment during academic research can be resolved with the
principle of government responsibility and the possibility of proving otherwise to hold
the researcher responsible[31-33].

4. Iranian law

The right to research and the right to the environment are clearly stated in our con-
stitution. The right to the environment is enshrined in Article 50 of the Constitution. This
principle’s writing method has wisely chosen an environmentally friendly approach to
protect the environment. While considering the environment as the right of today’s and
future generations, it considers its protection a public duty and activities that pollute the
environment. It is forbidden to live or irreversibly destroy it. This principle makes it illegal
to pollute or destroy the environment, regardless of its impact on human property. This
principle is the most explicit ruling of the legislator in the field of environmental protec-
tion. It is important to note that environmental issues are a completely cross-sectoral issue.
All members of society, especially organizations and institutions, should be following the
power and efficiency of their organizations in preserving and maintaining the environ-
ment as a public duty of any activity. Avoid pollution or irreparable damage to the envi-
ronment. Numerous environmental laws have been passed, many of which have a crimi-
nal approach to providing environmental protection. Laws such as the Law on Prevention
of Air Pollution adopted in 1995, the Law on Environmental Protection and Improvement
adopted in 1974 (as amended in 1993), and the Law on Prevention of Water Pollution
adopted in 1995[32-35].
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The right to investigate is also mentioned in the third principle of the constitution.
Paragraph 4 of this principle of the constitution obliges the government to do all it can to
achieve the goals mentioned in the second principle in “strengthening the spirit of inquiry
and follow-up and initiative in all scientific, technical, cultural and Islamic fields through
the establishment of research centers and Encourage researchers. This principle imposes
a duty on the government to use “all its resources” in the service of developing research
in the country. It has been said before that one of these possibilities could be financial
facilities to be used to compensate for such damages. The constitution provides the nec-
essary context for this issue, but a law that provides a way to implement this principle,
especially in the way we want, is hard to find.

Perhaps the fund’s statute for the Support of Researchers and Technologists of the
country, approved by the Supreme Council of the Cultural Revolution on 10/28/2010, can
be considered an example. Article 2 of this statute, to explain the purpose of this fund,
states[36-39]:

“The purpose of establishing the fund is to flourish research affairs to produce sci-
ence, technology, and commercialization and benefit people from their results, by provid-
ing support and material and spiritual support and services to Iranian seminary and uni-
versity researchers and technologists, both real and “It is legal.”

The first objection seems to limit the support to researchers and technologists in the
field and the university, and this fund does not cover independent researchers. Since the
subject of the present study is academic research, this objection will be ineffective, but it
is worth considering.

Note 1 of the same article, in explaining the material support, says:

“Material support is the provision of credit and facilitation of the steps and mecha-
nism of budget allocation to researchers and technologists regarding the plans and pro-
grams submitted and approved by the fund[40].”

This note implies that material support is limited to financing the project, and this
credit cannot offset subsequent losses.

But another law that can be mentioned in the law of protection of companies and
institutions based on knowledge and commercialization of inventions and innovations.
As its name implies, this law protects companies and research institutes, and if a re-
searcher wants to use the benefits of this law, he must be covered by these institutes. The
protection referred to in this article, i.e., facilities for environmental damage compensation,
is not directly mentioned in this law. Still, in paragraph (e) of Article 3 of this law, in ex-
plaining the support and facilities granted to companies and institutions, we read:

“Creating appropriate insurance coverage to reduce the risk of products and achieve-
ments of knowledge, innovation, and technology in all stages of production, supply, and
use.”

It is possible to extend this insurance coverage to the risks posed by the investigation
process by looking away from the legislator, and therefore to cover the damages caused
by the investigation, including environmental damages. In any case, it does not seem that
the legislator has such an intention, and according to the current laws of Iran, although
the context of such protection can be seen, there is no specification in this regard.

Therefore, to find a solution to the conflict between the right to research and the right
to the environment in Iranian law, one must refer to the traditional rules of civil liability.
We know that in Iranian law, civil liability is based on fault, and on the other hand, it is
difficult to claim that mere environmental damage can be claimed under existing laws.
According to Article 11 of the Civil Liability Law, if the investigator has committed a mis-
take, he must compensate for the damage. The same article provides a basis for holding
the government accountable if certain conditions are met[41]:

“Employees of the government and municipalities and their affiliated institutions
who intentionally or as a result of negligence cause damage to persons on the occasion of
performing their duties are personally responsible for compensating the damage, but if
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the damage is not documented by their actions and is related to defects in office equip-
ment and “In this case, the compensation is the responsibility of the relevant department
or institution, but in the case of government sovereignty, the government will not have to
pay damages if the measures taken following the law as necessary to ensure social benefits
and cause other harm.”

This article assumes that the principle is possible on the researcher’s responsibility
and proves the opposite, i.e., the government’s responsibility. In the next article of this
law, we read[42]:

“Employers who are subject to the labor law are responsible for compensating the
damages caused by the administrative staff or their workers during the work or on occa-
sion unless it is proven that all the precautions required by the circumstances of the case
are implemented. Or that if they had taken the necessary precautions, it would still not
have been possible to prevent the loss. “The employer can go to the person who caused
the damage if he is found liable following the law.”

This article is comparable to our discussion in that it puts the principle on the respon-
sibility of the employer, which can also include the government, and considers the possi-
bility of proving otherwise to mean the responsibility of the worker. The legislature can
take the same approach to researchers so that workers’ support is conceivable[43].

5. Conclusions

Man must constantly be gaining experience and working on the path of exploration,
invention, and progress. In our time, the power of man to transform his surroundings, if
used wisely, can bring development benefits and the opportunity to improve life for all
people, and if used incorrectly or carelessly, the same power can cause harm. Enter several
human beings and the human environment. In discussing the principles of human rights,
the right to research, and the right to the environment, the strong foundation of these two
rights and the need to protect them were studied, and we saw how these two rights could
conflict with each other. Following this conflict, efforts should be made to find the best
way to compensate for damage to the environment during research operations. Consid-
ering the basics of human rights and economic analysis, we saw that the researcher must
have security of mind to conduct his research, and the environment must be considered
the most reliable compensation. Therefore, by using the researcher’s employment rela-
tionship and their organizational affiliation) through the university (compensation) can
be left to the government, but the absolute responsibility of the government will also have
negative consequences.

On the other hand, the government, which finds itself obliged to compensate in any
case, loses its motivation to develop research, and this method destroys the balance of
protection of both rights. It wins because although the government’s significant resources
offset the damage to the environment, research will be ruthless because it loses its eco-
nomic value to the government, so we must look for a way to provide security for the
researcher. He should not be completely exempt from compensating for his faults so that
the government has enough incentive to invest in the research sector. If there is a deliber-
ate fault, the researchers should not be reckless, and the government should not ignore
the research.

In Iranian law, the issue of research and environment in domestic documents has
been considered, and the constitution has recognized both of these rights and considered
it necessary to protect them; however, regarding the responsibility of the researcher, one
should rely on the traditional rules of civil liability, which are based on fault and the cul-
prit is obliged to compensate. The only basis for our rights to hold the government ac-
countable is Article 11 of the Civil Liability Law. This article considers the conditions at-
tributable to the government, the first of which is the existence of an employment rela-
tionship between the researcher and the government. The second is the non-fault of the
researcher and the attribution of the damage to the defect of government facilities. The
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composition of this article is such that the opposite gives the result we have obtained ac-
cording to the theoretical foundations, in the sense that the principle is the researcher’s
responsibility unless proven otherwise. It is to be hoped that the possibility of government
liability is foreseen. Still, this limited liability of the government does not seem to be suf-
ficient, and the legislature can explicitly support researchers in the same way as in Article
12 of the same law on workers’ liability. Predict the method.

Because the damage should not go unrepaired and the fact that the environmental
damage is irreparable and unpredictable does not lead to non-compensation and to sup-
port researchers for freedom of research, and the commitment of governments to create
the right environment for activity Research funds, insurance funds, and compensation
budgets in universities should be provided.
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