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Avstract * Also provided information on departmental and university distributive Results

P . i~ level factors such as gender, grant expectations, and research experience they were more likely to report that they would delete data, act on a
of six research scenarios and reported the probability they would take the | - _ conflict of interest, or overlook a possible error in billing than they
same (questionable) action as the actor in the scenario. Results suggest Figure 1. Probability P would do the same by scenario were to report that they would make changes to their protocol without
that individual factors such as moral judgment and perceived internal and IRB approval or renege on a promise of authorship to a student,
external consequences may play a larger role in research misbehavior than 18 F(5,377)=12.48, p<.001, n,2=.14 (Figure 1).
perceptions of organizational justice or other features of the research 16 .. __ » \We examined several predictors of likelihood of action (log
environment. 14 -- transformed). In the first step, we entered control variables (gender,
_ . year of PhD; other variables—e.q., percentage of time in research, IRB
Introduction and IACUC experience, and number of publications—had no effect).
tudies have shown that serious misconduct In academic research (€.g., 10  Although the effect sizes were small, for each scenario, more recent
data fabrication) Is uncommon, whereas_questlonable rgsearch pl_ractlces g PhDs were more likely to report that they would engage in the action.
(€.g., courtesy authorship) occur on a fairly regular basis (Fanelli, 2009). ; | | » \We then entered self-report variables related to the scenario as well as
Yet limited research has been undertaken to understand why researchers | | position (dummy coded) and type of university.
engage in these behaviors (Martinson, Anderson, Crain, & DeVries, 2006; 4 » Across scenarios, participants were less likely to report that they would
Mumford et al., 2009; Fanelli, Costas, & Lariviere, 2015), in spite of the 2 take the action to the extent they thought they would feel ashamed and
critical attention that misconduct cases bring from scientists, 0 that they and colleagues would think it was wrong. Perceptions of
policymakers, and the public. As in other areas of human endeavor, Changesw/o  Delete Reneges on COl in Overlook  COI in peer harm predicted to a lesser extent (Table 1).
understanding the complex causes of misbehavior is critical in formulating IRE approval - suspicous  aufopyihy Gpioyment - pilling evIEw » Neither distributive justice nor procedural justice, at the department or
appropriate prevention structures or remedies. In this stuay, biology Note: Bars represent standard errors. the university level, or an interaction between how wrong participants
faculty from R1 and masters universities (which have especially been felt the action was and the extent to which they believed they would be
understudied) shared their perceptions of what they would choose to do In Table 1. Predictors of likelihood of action sanctioned predicted action for any scenario.
certain circumstances, including those that involve high pressure (e.g.,
when evaluation for tenure is looming and publications are needed to Changes Delete  Renegeson  COlin  Overlook COIl in peer _ :
ensure success). We also explored the role of other factors, such as w/o IRB  suspicious authorship  employ billing review
perceptions of organizational justice and external funding expectations. approval cata Moral judgment and potential associated feelings of guilt or shame were
Gender - - - ) : STPRT
Method 001 .01 _ 08 13 01 07 the m(_)st c_ons1ster_1t predictors of blology faculty’s perceived 111_<ehh00d of
€tho Year of PhD engaging in questionable research practices (QRPs). The perceived
4,556 faculty from 107 randomly selected biology, psychology, social - 13 A7 AL 14 03 29 likelihood of harm also appeared to affect their perceived actions, and
work, and sociology faculty from U.S. R1 and Masters Large universities 02 03 02 04 001 08 more recent PhDs and assistant professors reported a greater likelihood of
were Invited to participate using a mixed-mode methodology (Dillman, Shame . e " s - - engaging in QRPs.
. - . 0 T T T T T T
Smyth, & Christian, 2008), with a 40% response rate. Harm Contrary to expectations, individuals from R1 institutions did not report a
* Final n = 1735 across disciplines 13 19 10 -1 20 ~10 higher perceived likelihood of engaging in QRPs than those from Masters
0 : - Wrong : .. C e . : : : :
* 53% from R1 universities -.29 -.32 -43 -.29 -33 -.44 universities. Other institutional variables likewise had little effect on
* 25% from biology (n = 429) Sanctions 09 0 08 o4 " s decisions to engage in questionable research practices. Instead, training
* Responded to 6 research vignettes (Mumford et al., 2006) indicating: Known and intervention efforts may need to emphasize the wrongness and
* How likely it Is that they would have acted the same In the -.01 12 -.02 05 -.09 -.01 potential harm that can be caused by these practices.
situation (0-100%,; I?kelihood). Admin 09 03 02 02 - 03 _05
* How harmful the action was (1-5; harm) Assoc Prof
° HOW ||ke|y they WOUId feel QUIIt/Shame (0'100%, Shame) cull Prof 18 ~16 .02 .08 .0/ .09 Dillmvzil/r)l, Dgf\s Smyth, J. D., & Christian, L. M. (2008). Internet, mail, and mixed-mode surveys: The Tailored Design Method (3™ ed.). New York:
e How mora”y Wrong they and the”" CO”eagueS WOUld Say |t |S (1-5, -.23 -17 -.03 -.18 -.17 -.13 FaneIFIai, D_>./(230f9).H%w_qgnl)lséczliﬁntists rabricag%glgg;glsify research? A systematic review and meta-analysis of survey data. PloS ONE, 4(5), 1-10.
2 |temS, o= 78_91’ Wrong) Other Fanellieltjrf\(/:eostz;grlg., Ii)z:llrivi.ére \/.J(Ozli)Tg):pcl\)/rl]ies.conduct policies, academic culture and career stage, not gender or pressures to publish, affect
- . . . -.01 -.10 01 .003 -.07 -.02 scientific integrity. PLoS ONE 10(6): e0127556. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0127556
° PrObablllty Of be|ng Caught by CO”eagueS, admInIStI‘atIOﬂ, or University Martingon, B. p.,Anderson, M. S.,_C_rain,A. L., & DeVries, R. (2006). Scie_ntists' perceptiops of_organizat?onaljustice and self-reported
. - misbehaviors. Journal of Empirical Research on Human Research Ethics, 1, 51-66. doi: doi:10.1525/jer.2006.1.1.51
funders/ publlshers (0-100%; 3 Items; o = ..65-.90; kﬂOWﬂ) type 05 01 12 03 03 02 Mumford, M. D., Connelly, M. ., Murphy, S. T., Devenport, L. D., Antes, A. L., Brown, R. P.,... & Waples, E. P. (2009). Field and experience
-y - - - influences on ethical decision making in the sciences. Ethics & Behavior, 19, 263-289.
¢ PrObabl I |ty Of negatlve OUtcomeS from OtheI’S (0'100%, 2 ItemS, R2 Mumford_, M. D., Devenpo_rt, L. D., Brown, R. P., Connelly, M. S Murphy, S T., Hill, J. H., &Antes, A. L. (2006). Validation of ethical decision-
37 44 35 51 44 48 making measures: Evidence for a new set of measures. Ethics & Behavior, 16, 319-345. doi:10.1207/s15327019eb1604_4

o=.74-.88; sanctions)

Note: Standardized Beta weights and R? in bold are significant, p < .05. 1 = Female, 1 = R1 instit.

Contact: anita.gordon@uni.edu; harton@uni.edu



	Perceptions and predictors of questionable research practices in the biological sciences
	PowerPoint Presentation

