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WHY ‘PRACTICING’?

-Otherterms: Negotiation, Contestation, Performance
-The aim ofthe project:

- How integrity isembedded, translated and constituted in practice
-The field of “research inte grity”

- World conferences and inter/nationalnetwork

- Universities and university colleges—managersand administrators (organisational
translators)

- Teachersofresearch integrity
- PhDstudents

-How is research integrity turned into practice in each ofthese sites?
- And isthere anydialogue between them?
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

WP1. History and context for the emergence of ‘integrity’ in international and national
codes and regulations.

Why and how ‘integrity’arose at parnticularmoments,and how ‘integrity’relatesto
‘ethics’, trust’, ‘re sponsibility™?
WP2. Translation of Danish Code into universities and universitycolleges

How and to whatextent have integrity policies been integrated into management
structures and incentives?

WP3. Formal doctoral training in integrity principles and practices

How are conceptsand codesofintegrity understood and translated into training
coursesin differentdisciplines (health, naturalsciences,arts,social sciences)?

WP4. Navigating integrity in practice
How do PhDs form theirconceptions of integrity and theirresearch practices in the
contextoftheirtraining,organizationalsetting, research and funding conditions and
challengesofcareerdevelopment?

DANISH SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
/v |

AARHUS UNIVERSITY



RESEARCH METHODS

WP1:

Collection of 136 documents from international, European and nationalsources.
Analysis of organisations, individualsand moments that shaped the field and the
changing meanings of keywordsand associated terms.

WP2:
Collection of university and university colleges’official policy documentsand guidelines
onresearch integrity procedures. 20 interviews with managersand administrators.
WP3:

Participantobservation in PhDcourseson research integrity in four faculties (health,
naturalscience,socialscience and humanities). Interviews with course leadersand
teachers.

WPA4.

Follow-up interviews with 3-4 PhD students from each course on theirown conception
ofresearch integrity in practice.
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Organisational translation
Universities: One cluster with high degree
of translation and infrastructure. Other
clusters low and moderate

UCs:varying - butare clearly still in process

Drivers behind translation
Imitation of seemingly successful or
established institutions (cluster 1)

Packagedideas?

Challenges
Embed Rlin the institutions and its culture,
“ceremonialimplementation?”
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Degree of translation
HI h

Institution building

Low

Sensemaking - re-translation by department
heads

Acknowledgementof “the problem” butalso
beliefin self-regulation

Concerns of formalization vs. institutionalization

“Notaproblem here”
 No buming platform - “need”fora good
scandal

Locationofresponsibility
 Individual, local or systemic?
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Fourproblem narrativesaboutresearch
integrity and the researcher

 Navigating the broken system
e Allacademicsare “smallcheaters”
e Researchisitselfan ethicalendeavor

« (Good science isobtainable through
transparency and honesty

Re fle xivity (personalorresearch-group)
becomesthe answerin all four narratives

Responsibilizing the individualresearcher
and localresearch group

Can't fix “systemic flaws”—e.g. incentives,
promotion, publication pressure,thatwork
against Rl
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Title Responsible

-Conductof
Research

2 days

+ 8-houronline
pre-course

Capacity pis

WELLEWA April 2016
since

MV Continuously
tradition developed since
2014

Format Lectures, active
participation and
casework

ECTS 3.1

(o]0 [Tl All researchersare
(unconscious)
smallcheaters—
and creating

re fle xivity about
this is
pedagogically
demanding

narratives

Responsible Conduct Research Ethicsand

of Research

3 hoursare
mandatory -

2 days voluntarily

20
N/ A

Continuously
developed since
approx.2012 —
earlier “Good

Scie ntific Practice”

Lectures, active
participation and
casework

1+ 1extra ECTS
awarded for
additional
assignment
Responsibility for
‘good science’must
be enhanced

Research Integrity

2days+1day

workshop with paper

25
Spring 2017

Non-mandatory
Research Ethics
course

Elements of ethics
training in other
courses

Lecturesand active
participation —
bringing issues from
own practice
2dayslb

3days25

‘Integrity’as standards

forconduct
challenges
disciplinary diversity
and ‘ethics’as a

re fle xive practice
relevantin all
subfields

RCR for PhD
students

2 day workshop

30
Spring 2017

Indevelopment -
first course
conducted in
March 2017

Lectures, active
participation and
casework

No

The scie ntific
system is broken’
and young
researchersneed
to navigate this
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« PhDsconcemed inwardlytoactasa decent’
researcherand outwardly to comply with
standards.

« Worriesaboutnon-compliance, butno definition
ofcompliance.

« PhDsdraw on disciplinary and common sense
meaningsto try and define ‘integrity”’.

 PhDscontinuosly encounternew issues that
question what integrity means.
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“I like to think of
myself as educated
with a certain ethics
and integrity
foundation. ... But
that said, | would
like to know more
about what the rules
arel”




THE MISSING DIALOGUE

« Research integrityisa concern in all the sites (inter/ national,
organisational/ institutionaland local/ individual)

« Butisunpackaged and practiced differently
« Dialogue betweensitesisweak, allowing fordisclocated practices
 The variousdiscoursesare ideally linked, butin practice separate

o “Systemic pressures”are notaddressed in eitherdiscourse,and make the dislocation
even worse
 Publication pressures, performance criteria,appointment, promotion and
meritocratic structures work against Rlbutare “outside” the organisation and the
individual
 These contrary working conditions are beyond theircapacity to shape into a
coherent system focused on RI
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DISLOCATED DISCOURSES

Integrity as quality Integrity as legitimacy
e Common sense e Formalization and legalization
e Bound to disciplinary normsand e Bound to external, systemic pressures for
socialization credibility
e Quality criteria (validity, reliability, e Data challenges
credibility) e Trust (and funding)
e Internalto scientific community e Related to the externalaudience to
e “lt'saboutproperbehavior” science production
Tends towards individualizing the problem Tends towards “institutionalizing” the problem
e FEducationaland “moral”’obligations e Policy and infrastructure-building for
regulation
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INSTITUTIONALIZATION AND/OR
INDIVIDUALIZATION

« Throughoutthe materialwe see a tension between individualization vs.
Institutionalization

 Rottenapple vs.rotten system
 Integrityisembedded in institutionalregulation and policy systems
 Butintegrityisalso seenasan “individualtrait”ofeach researcher

 The dislocation between these two very different understandings of “the problem”
and the shifting between them defines the conceptualizations, proble matizations and
solutions posed

« Who ownsthe problem?
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ACTIVITIES AND DISSEMINATION

‘Practicing Integrity’ activities
« Three Advisory Board meetings

« Workshop forstakeholdersin October2017 * 2 working paperspublished on:
: : http//edu.au.dk/forskning/chef/publicatio
 Finalconference in November2018

ns/working-papers/ (WPs1and 2)

Conference presentations  larticle (WP3) in review in /nternational
Journal of Academic Development

Publication plan

« World Conference on Research Integrity

(WCRI) in Amsterdam 2017 o 3Jarticlesin preparation (WPs 1, 2, and 4)
« Printeger European conference on * Finalreportin preparation
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