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ENHANCING MEETINGS WITH 
RESEARCH CANDIDATES: 
How to promote research integrity

by Simon Moss

Introduction

Like all researchers at CDU, research candidates must demonstrate research integrity.  Specifically, to protect the public and to protect the reputation of CDU, their supervisors, and themselves, research candidates must  

· read and comply with the Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research 
· read and comply with the University Responsible Conduct of Research Procedures

Nevertheless, unlike other researchers at CDU, research candidates have not always developed the expertise to comply with these codes effectively or efficiently.  In addition, the tight deadlines of research candidates can sometimes incite expedient behaviour.  Supervisors must, therefore, inspire candidates to conduct research as responsibly as possible.  Unfortunately, because of several reasons, outlined in the following table, supervisors do not invariably achieve this goal.  

	Errors that supervisors commit

	Confine research integrity to a few meetings. Supervisors often confine discussions about research integrity and research misconduct to a couple of meetings.  Instead, as research demonstrates, candidates are more likely to develop these skills if this information is mentioned briefly in many meetings rather than confined to a few meetings (Pirolli et al. 2017)

	Conceptualize integrity as a burden.  Researchers often perceive research integrity as a duty or burden—and not as an opportunity to demonstrate progress and innovation.  If perceived as a duty, researchers tend to behave more expediently, compromising integrity (see Lalot et al., 2018).    

	Assumption of veracity.  Understandably and appropriately, supervisors tend to trust their candidates.  Yet, according to some research, supervisors will tend to exhibit the truth bias—the inclination to assume that a lie is actually true (Stree & Masip, 2015).  Because of this truth bias, supervisors may not confirm the integrity of research sufficiently.    



How to encourage research integrity

This document presents an approach that circumvents these impediments.  Specifically, according to this approach, supervisors should 

· discuss principles and practices around research integrity in about half the meetings with candidates
· attempt to apply these principles and practices as creatively as possible
· dedicate only about 5 to 10 minutes of these meetings to research integrity—by broaching one or two of the questions or matters in the following table

The first column in this table illustrates some questions or comments that supervisors may consider.  The second column justifies or clarifies these questions and comments.

	Question or comment from supervisors
	Justifications or examples

	· As part of the data management plan, we need to back-up all you data—including raw data, recoded data, and so forth.  
· So, how often do you feel you should send me your data.  
· How can you send me your data as efficiently as possible? 
	If you feel the candidate might seem rushed and thus could have fabricated some of the data, you could scrutinize the data more.  To illustrate

· in spreadsheets, if you transpose the data and examine multicollinearity, you might be able to identify rows of data that are identical, suggesting these data were duplicated
· in the audio of interviews, minimal hesitations could indicate the participants were reading scripts—uncommon but not unprecedented

You can also check whether the data are consistent over time—to demonstrate the data have not been modified. 

	· Every 6 months, we should check whether your data management plan needs to be updated.  
· What are the possible limitations of this plan?
	· When discussing the data management plan with candidates, supervisors can decipher whether these candidates are complying with this plan.  
· For example, if the responses of candidates seem hazy, candidates may not be complying with this plan 

	· I would like to contact the key stakeholders of this project, just to check whether they are satisfied with the project.  
· What would you like me to ask or tell these stakeholders? 
	· This activity can help you assess whether candidates are completing the activities they planned

	· Let me know if you ever feel rushed or stressed.  
· We can then discuss how we can reduce your workload or streamline your tasks?
	· If participants feel rushed, they are more likely to behave expediently and breach the principles of responsible research

	Quantitative projects
	

	· Can I check your raw data—such as the spreadsheet—before you modify the data?
· Sometimes, I can identify problems, such as participants we should delete, from the raw data alone
	· You can then also check whether the raw data seems legitimate. 
· For example, if candidates used Qualtrics, the first column should include an IP address

	· Can we discuss which variables, such as demographics, you want to control before you conduct the analyses?

	· You can then inform candidates why they should not change which variables they control after they analyse the data.  
· That is, they should not include or exclude control variables merely to generate significant results—because otherwise the likelihood of Type I errors exceeds .05.  

	· Do you want to discuss the possibility of interim analyses?
· If you use this approach, you can analyse the data after collecting 25%, 50%, 75%, and 100% of your sample size
· You can then stop collecting data if the results are significant
· But, if you apply this technique, you need to adjust alpha; that is, alpha is no longer .05 but a smaller number—depending on some formula
· If you do not apply this technique, you must collect only the number of cases you planned
	

	Qualitative projects
	

	· Can you send me some of your raw data and the transcript?  
· If I check that a sample of your transcripts are accurate, you can report that “A second researcher assessed the accuracy of transcription in x% of cases”
	· This activity checks the candidates are collecting legitimate data 


	· Can we listen to the audio of an early interview or focus group together? 
· I can then offer some insights on how to promote rapport, honesty, and openness in candidates even more effectively
	· This activity not only checks the candidates are collecting legitimate data—but also enables supervisors to impart knowledge about how to promote honesty and openness
· For example, supervisors might indicate the candidates should first grant the respondents some opportunities to discuss topics in which they feel confident—before they ask more sensitive questions
· If the responses of participants seem to be unnatural and thus perhaps scripted, supervisors should explore the data further

	· Can we examine some of your codes or memos together?  
· You can then report that you “participated in regular debriefing to assess the confirmability of your codes and to uncover nuances or contradictions in your data, consistent with Shenton (2004)”.  
	· This activity checks the candidates are coding the data fairly and comprehensively 

	Can you develop, and occasionally show me, your audit trail.  This trail should include

· all your raw data
· memos that summarize decisions while converting the data into codes, themes, or categories
· memos that summarize how you refine and integrate themes or categories
· journals that outline the processes you followed, such as who they contacted
· journals that outline personal thoughts, reflections, or insights about the project

You can then report that you “maintained an audit trail to maintain transparency”
	

	· Maintain a record of the names and email addresses of your respondents—because we might need to contact these individuals later
	· This activity checks the participants are legitimate 

	· Can I be involved in member checking—in which you ascertain whether the transcripts, themes, or reports are consistent with the perceptions of participants
	· This activity enables supervisors to assess whether the reported outcomes closely represent the perspective of participants, called credibility.
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