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Future Research Leaders Program

Facilitator Materials

Module 3: Governance and Compliance: Protecting yourself, your research and your university
Stand Alone Introductory Presentation - Expert presenter/facilitator from the home university 

Research Governance 
A stand-alone presentation Research Governance: Research integrity and Codes of Conduct - How to add scenary to the road map

Assumes participants will have read the Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research (the Code)

Slide Presentation follows: 

Slide Outline

Slide 1
Title Slide with presenter using a background script that Ethical research is research with merit and integrity. This requires honesty and accountability in all aspects, no self deception. Kuhn in The Structure of Scientific Revolutions recognised that researchers function within paradigms - “A set of beliefs, values, techniques and practices that are shared by a given scientific community at any one time” This can be both negative and positive. What can assist with the positive are recognised principles of research conduct. 

Slide 2
Introduce the Australian Code. Cover the concept that it is broader than misconduct and has a two-part structure with best practice and the handling of misconduct.

Slide 3
Introduce that there is more than adherence to guidelines and that responsibility for research integrity should be a day-to-day consideration and part of a constantly iterated conversation

Slide 4
Taken from the Code and covers misconduct definition(s) Introduce that the Code expects compliance with the relevant national policies. Refer to the policies briefly (Code 1.8, 1.9 and Appendix 3). 

Slide 5
Taken from the Code and covers misconduct definition(s)

Slide 6
Introduce whether the participants consider a problem exists. Use the data from Martinson et al (supplied as background reading) to set the scene of a league table for top 10 behaviours and to introduce other behaviours that are unacceptable. Introduce that these other behaviours are compliance issues covered in the Code.  If the group contains clinical researchers could use the data from Geggie (2001) in the FAQs. In a survey of 305 new medical consultants 55.7% observed misconduct (FF lower), 5.7% committed misconduct in the past, 18% would commit in the future, 17% had research ethics training.

Slide 7
A definition of integrity. This is included in the recommended reading of the Module and the reference indicated on the slide. 

Slide 8
Cover the ways in which research integrity is “learned” in the absence of any formal training in research ethics. Ad hoc can be a singular and lonely process in the absence of an iterated conversation. Apprenticeship, mentoring and “osmosis” are the historic norm in the absence of formal guidelines. Stress that a combination is supported, not replaced, by guidelines.

Slide 9
Focus on what can be learned from discussion of high-profile cases. Using the headings from Slide 10 use the cases to create a discussion around these 4 researchers (all cases outlined in background material supplied) [Replace cases with Schon (Physics) or Moller (Ecology) if the participants are in diverse disciplines]. Introduce the aspect of reputation damage and who is affected by this. The following quotes are found within the background reading material.


“He had incredible potential”, “He was a superstar in the making”, “…..He was under immense pressure to get the first structure, and that’s what made him push the limits of structure.”, “the Pride of Korea”. “There is almost a nagging sympathy for how such a smart young man could be so stupid.” Draw out the difference in the circumstances of Geoffrey Chang, who made an honest error (although he was stressed and under-the-hammer).  Indicate that there were multiple authors involved in the publications  and multiple researchers (Hwang). What can be tolerated on the grounds of potential or charisma?

Slide 10
Indicate the reputational damage and the lack of example to future generations. [Could use Abraham Lincoln: “Character is like a tree and reputation like its shadow”]. Make interactive to allow the views of participants.

Slide 11
Refer back to the cases of Slide 9 to reinforce the dot points

Slide 12
Degrees of difficulty attached to these ways forward. Discuss power/authority at the last point. Introduce gender-equity. Emphasise integrity is about respect for individuals and is a democracy not top-down. If there is an iterated conversation, friendly discussion and friendly confrontation may become the norm and avert the need for “whistle-blowing”.

Slide 13
Moves onto the positive practical aspects and re-introduces the barriers that were introduced by discussion at  Slide 10 move onto next slide.

Slide 14
Barriers are shown. This reinforces the most common pressures on researchers: Funding pressure, publication pressure and generally feeling under-the-hammer. Here the facilitator and participants can interact to discuss how they feel when confronted with conflict of effort and how they will handle putting others under-the-hammer as they become research leaders themselves. 

Slide 15
Resources relevant to the University of Melbourne are shown on this slide. Part of the activities in the on-line module has been to construct a list of resources.  This should only need reinforcing here.  <Other Universities insert relevant Research Office link>
Slide 16
 External (general) resource US Office of Research Integrity. This site has been use in the Module and has front page links to newsletters, the Syracuse University video vignettes (awful acting) and the on-line book Introduction to the Responsible Conduct of Research shown in the next slide.

Slide 17
US chapter heading with Australian relevance.   This resource which is accessible from the url on the slide can be recommended as a good aid for encouraging research group discussions.

(1 hour)

Module 3: Governance and Compliance: Protecting yourself, your research and your university 

Topic 1.3 Research misconduct and questionable research practices
ACTIVITY 1: Case study title: What would you do and why: from Topic 1 “Correcting an error”
Case study description (if it is your own brief case study)

You buy an off-the-shelf statistics package and use it on an unchecked supplier's default setting. The statistics package was used to estimate the health risk posed by particulates in the water in the Basin Region,  which has become a source of fierce environmental controversy. You read that one research group has recognised the potential for error in using the default setting and have published this as a caution. It is expected that all groups using this methodology throughout the world will revise estimates of the health risk and correct any published work. This is despite the effects it would have in lessening the impact of their emission control research data as in some cases it doubled the estimate of health risk. 

1. Do you consider there was any misconduct on the part of your group in using the initial statistical package? 

2. What steps will you take to revise your estimates presented recently to the MDMT? 

Case study explanation/commentary

In this scenario you have seen that unintentional error can occur. The usual process within the research community is to rectify any unintentional error as rapidly as possible with some analysis in that rectification of the impact this would have on your previously-observed results or conclusions drawn. You are at present unaware of the impact your presentation may have had on the council who, depending on the nature of your work, may have been participants in your research or community representatives to whom you are reporting. In determining a way forward, you will need to consider how best to inform all who have heard or read your finding or the consequences of leaving this error in the research domain and of the effect it may have on the work of others. Your decision could expose your research students and colleagues to questionable research practice and the possibility for misconduct.

Lessons learned

· Unintentional error can occur and if rectified is not misconduct

· The best practice of others can be used as an example. In this instance it is rectification of an unintentional error irrespective of any potentially negative impact on the research.

· You have had an opportunity to consider your own best practice

· You have had an opportunity to consider the consequences of your actions.
Questions for reflection

You might wish to reflect on the following outcomes and questions for discussion at the Module workshop:

· You consider that there would be too much fall-out in explaining and admitting this error to the council as you have been working hard to establish a ‘good’ relationship and they have used this data to push for stronger emission control measures. 
· Is this research misconduct? This is an intentional breach of the Code and grounds allocation of research misconduct

· MDMT are so disturbed by the un-corrected data that you are invited to a board meeting and asked to work on an enviro-friendly campaign and to monitor the outcome of a major remediation effort. You decide it is time to make the correction to the statistics package but use the correction only on the remediation data as it will make the remediation appear more compelling. 

· Is this research misconduct? This is research misconduct-falsification

· A new Fellow is recruited to your department. He has used this statistical package in the UK and wrote the retraction/re-assessment doc of his group's work. He wants to share war-stories and asks how you handled the situation and can he see the data from the pre- and post- remediation studies. You withhold the data. 

· Is this research misconduct? Although it is not collegial behaviour you are entitled not to share data with this researcher who was not a member of the study team at the time.  However, your motive is to prevent discovery of your misconduct and you have added to this by intentionally jeopardising the research progress and ultimately the reputation of a researcher who, in good faith, builds upon your falsified findings 

Module 3: Governance and Compliance: Protecting yourself, your research and your university 

Topic 1.4 Working within university protocols and maintaining good relations with the relevant university agencies 

ACTIVITY 2: What would you do and why: Topic 1 “Who gets hurt”

Case study description (if it is your own brief case study)

Professor Prolific has called an urgent meeting of all Murray-Darling Basin (MDB) project leaders. There have been incidents of slippage in research protocols and processes and in many of the compliance requirements. As one of these projects is likely to generated high media interest when raised with the MDB council, MDMT representatives have been asked to attend. During a break in the discussion a MDMT engineer suggest that surely, so far away from your University, the governance issues you have been concerned with can't possibly apply. Surely it would be better to deal with these issues "on-the-ground"; and that research of this complexity in such a greenfield setting must expect some initial problems - the University seems to be "always on your case";. He asks "Why do you bother, who get's hurt?"; 

What will you reply? 

Case study explanation/commentary

In this scenario you have seen that attitudes to compliance and good governance issues can differ. We can assume Professor Prolific has a good working relationship with the university agencies and his attention has been draw to the slippages as part of a routine exchange. Her research leadership is shown in calling the research project leaders together for discussion and action. At the same time as she will address the issues of changes to protocols and processes that have occurred, she will also rectify compliance issues whether or not the discussion of media-interest to MDMT is also one requiring compliance attention, it has brought the MDMT engineer (who may have compliance issues of his own in his working setting) to the meeting and has prompted him to ask why you as a researcher have to be bothered. Your reply would be expected to relay to him the reputation impact of poor practice in research compliance and the ways in which a good relationship with the university agencies involved can assist research leadership.

Lessons learned

Your understanding of governance and compliance from the perspective of a university researcher may need to be introduced into discussion with partners from outside the university.

Questions for reflection

You might wish to reflect on the following question for discussion at the Module workshop:

· Professor Prolific has options when calling this meeting; she can discuss the issues and work through the solutions or she can expect you to “fix it”. As a project leader, how would you like to see Professor Prolific introduce and handle this urgent meeting? 

Module 3: Governance and Compliance: Protecting yourself, your research and your university 

Topic 2.2 Mentoring
ACTIVITY 3: What would you do and why: Topic 2  “A mentor’s advice”

Case study description (if it is your own brief case study)

You find yourself drawn into a mentoring role with an engaging young researcher in your department but not a member of your research group. The researcher comes to you excited that he has been asked to take on a residential role in a project related to the Murray-Darling community project. This will be in one of the outlying communities and the plans are all in place. He has nominated you as a formal mentor in this process. You know from a number of after-work sessions that he likes a drink, in fact many drinks are often the best release for his greatest creativity and engaging behaviour. You also know that the outlying Indigenous community in the Basin is a dry community and suspect he will find ways to circumvent this in his typical high-spirited fashion. What advice will you give him as a mentor? 

Case study explanation/commentary

In this scenario you have encountered the complex nature of mentorship. As a mentor who has been nominated in a formal process you need to be aware of factors that can affect the reputation of the research and of an individual researcher. Circumventing the wishes of the outlying community is lacking in respect for that community.

Lessons learned

Mentorship may need to consider all aspects of researcher career development 

Questions for reflection

You might wish to reflect on the following questions for discussion at the Module Workshop:

· Should a mentor be expected to be aware of the ramifications of irresponsible actions on behalf of a young researcher?

· Is there a mechanism within your university to discuss these aspects and, if necessary, ask for advice?

Module 3: Governance and Compliance: Protecting yourself, your research and your university 

Topic 3.3 Maintaining accountability 

ACTIVITY 4: What would you do and why: from Topic 3 “Juggling the funds”
Case study description (if it is your own brief case study)

You have a number of parallel projects and have reasoned that with a mix of public funded and industry support you can even out research funding uncertainly. You realise that your industry funded work is subsidising the commercial arm of the company sponsoring your research and that publications numbers are falling. Additionally, you reason that no public funded research ever funds truly innovative studies so you will commit funds from both the public and private funds to pilot data for your next large submission to a public funded research body. Accountability to your industry partner and the public-funding body means that some “creativity” will be needed in arriving at a balance of funds used for this purpose. How will you proceed? Would your position change if, rather than a first-named or chief investigator, you were an early career researcher employed on, and benefiting from the momentum of, this work?

Case study explanation/commentary

In this scenario you are making a decision on responsible use of grant funding. You appear to have allowed research effort and funds to be diverted away from the research in to the commercial field. The expectation is that the funds will be used for the work described in the proposal. This if often made explicit in the funding agreement which the university will undertake with the funding body. What is less clear is where funds are being used inappropriately and you may be approaching this in the manner you fund your pilot work. Pilot work, for use in a subsequent proposal, may arise as a logical extension of work done on a current proposal and be considered an appropriate use of funds. Direction of the research work may change as a consequent of research undertaken by you or from the published work of others and use of funds for a more meaningful approach may be appropriate. Resorting to “creativity” in diverting funds to unrelated work is inappropriate use of proposal funding. A chief investigator should also consider the impact any diversion of funds could have on the output and developing track record of an early career researcher.

Lessons learned

A researcher needs to remain aware of the funding agreement for funds received and of the appropriate use of funds.

Questions for reflection

You might wish to reflect on the following questions for discussion at the Module Workshop:

· Do you have a strategy for maintaining the momentum in your grant funding?

· Are you aware of resources within your university that can be used to fund strategic pilot work?
Module 3: Governance and Compliance: Protecting yourself, your research and your university 

Topic 4.1 Publications policy and authorial rights 

ACTIVITY 6: What would you do and why: from Topic 4  “Who is an author?”

A senior colleague approaches you for authorship on a paper you have discussed previously in a departmental meeting setting. This colleague has been of great assistance in the past and is in a position to write an extremely favourable supporting letter for a position you are considering. Additionally, this colleague believes they are losing research momentum and in the light of the Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA) is feeling, for the first time in a contributory career, at a disadvantage. 

Would you include this colleague as an author? 

How would you discuss this with your colleague, and your research group. 

Case study explanation/commentary

In this scenario you are faced with a potential gift authorship. Any gift authorship is inappropriate and the rules and guidelines governing authorship, including those of the Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research, can be of assistance in any discussions around who should be included as an author.

Lessons learned

Both guidelines and communication are necessary in determining authorship 

Questions for reflection

You might wish to reflect on the following questions for discussion at the Module Workshop:

It is worth noting that the Code has provision for authorship for a researcher who has been involved in analysis and interpretation of the research data or drafting part or all of the article or critically revising it.

· Would you raise these aspects with your senior colleague and with your research group to determine a means to include the senior colleague as an author?

· Would you consider there was any conflict or interest in doing so?

· And if so, how could this conflict of interest be managed? 
Module 3: Governance and Compliance: Protecting yourself, your research and your university 

Topic 4.1 Publications policy and authorial rights 

ACTIVITY 7: What would you do and why: from Topic 4 “Who is an author 2?”

A PhD student comes to you to discuss a problem they are facing. They are finalising a paper for publishing and they have been asked by their supervisor (a well respected and successful researcher) to have their name put on the paper. The supervisor did no direct work on the research for the paper. In talking with the student it becomes obvious that some of the ideas that formed the genesis of the paper came out of discussions they had with the supervisor. 

Case study explanation/commentary

In this scenario you are faced with a potential gift authorship. Any gift authorship is inappropriate and the rules and guidelines governing authorship, including those of the Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research, can be of assistance in any discussions around who should be included as an author.

The minimum requirement for authorship is that an author must have had a substantial intellectual contribution to the paper or research output, where any one of the following conditions are met:

1. conception and design; and/or

2. analysis and interpretation of data; and/or

3. drafting the article or revising it critically so as to contribute to the interpretation.

Lessons learned

Both guidelines and communication are necessary in determining authorship 

Questions for reflection

You might wish to reflect on the following questions for discussion at the Module Workshop:

It is worth noting that the Code has provision for authorship for a researcher who has been involved in analysis and interpretation of the research data or drafting part or all of the article or critically revising it.

· Would you raise these aspects with your senior colleague and with your research group to determine a means to include the senior colleague as an author?

· Would you consider there was any conflict of interest in doing so?

· And if so, how could this conflict of interest be managed? 
Module 3: Governance and Compliance: Protecting yourself, your research and your university 

Topic 4.2 Ethics clearances and committees
ACTIVITY 8: What would you do and why: from Topic 4 “Hope is exasperated”

Case study description (if it is your own brief case study)

You are planning an ARC Linkage grant with MDMT as the Industry Partners and plan to employ Hope Bright in an ethnography project which will be expanded to investigate change management. She wants to spend four days in a Northern Territory Aboriginal community to provide some pilot data. As part of her research training, you ask her to make a start on the required Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC) forms.  Hope is exasperated by the requirements and she sees the HREC questions as an intrusion and the prospect of consent forms as unrealistic.  Furthermore she is limited in her time if she has to obtain approval and cultural intermediaries in advance. She asks, “How can an HREC stop me from briefly speaking to the community, its not like they are going to find out.. And it is only for four days. It would take much longer for the forms to be lodged and approved..” 

You sympathise with Hope but will you persist in asking her to fulfil the research requirement? Why? 

Case study explanation/commentary

In this scenario you are made aware of the ethical requirements for research. As part of the pilot data for a research project the work Hope will undertake is research and as such needs to be approved by a HREC. This is irrespective of the nature of the research or its perceived low risk.

Lessons learned

Seeking human ethics approval is part of respect for participants and is required.

Questions for reflection

You might wish to reflect on the following outcome and question for discussion at the Module Workshop:

· Hope leaves to visit the community without seeking the approval and has no intention of collecting research data. She returns with anecdotes from many lively discussions she has had. Some of these would be compelling in the introduction to your planned ARC Linkage Grant. Can you include these discussions in your proposal? 
Module 3: Governance and Compliance: Protecting yourself, your research and your university 

Topic 5.4: Electronic Data 
ACTIVITY 9: What would you do and why: from Topic 5  “Who gets the data?”

Case study description (if it is your own brief case study)

One of your co-project leaders indicates he has the opportunity to move to the US and will be leaving the project. You know from your research meetings that if he left the project now you do not have much of the data readily to hand and the impact of your joint findings would be considerably reduced.  You ask that he begin to duplicate the data and you will create an index for easy joint retrieval.  He runs out of time and puts the case to take the data, which is in both hard copy and electronic form with him.  He will take out insurance on the consignment and be in the position to sort and select the data that you will need for joint publications. What will your response be?

Case study explanation/commentary

In this scenario you see the outcome of poor data management policy and planning. A copy of this data should be retained within the university. This data will be required to disseminate your research results effectively and there may be a loss of knowledge from the project. Irrespective of the precautions taken, the research is placed in jeopardy by his actions. 

Lessons learned

The situation could be avoided by a data management system initiated at the earliest time of the project and maintained throughout.

Questions for reflection

You might wish to reflect on the following questions for discussion at the Module workshop:

· What might you do immediately to reduce any data loss? 
· If the project leaders allowed loss of data such as this to persist over the life of the project, would this constitute research misconduct?

· What might you implement for project-related data management to avoid any loss of data and research knowledge in the future? 

Module 3: Governance and Compliance: Protecting yourself, your research and your university 

Topic 5.4: Electronic Data 

ACTIVITY 10: What would you do and why: from Topic 5 “The data has flown”

Case study description (if it is your own brief case study)

The MDB project plans a retreat where major findings will be discussed and future research directions planned. As you will have some free time at the retreat, you load a selection of images from a photographic archive that the Basin Indigenous elders regard as particularly sensitive and have given to you as confidential information, together with your presentation. You will have a chance to analyse the images in preparation for putting some questions to the elders on the cultural aspects depicted and why these are so sensitive. At the meeting a MDMT director leans over to ask if she can take a copy of your presentation. You hand over your memory stick and realise she is downloading the two files you brought with you. She races from the meeting to catch her flight. 

What are your next actions? 

Take 10 minutes to make notes of your responses to these two scenarios and bring them to the workshop for further discussion. 

Case study explanation/commentary

It is worth considering at the outset of any discussion that ideally MDMT would not have published these photographs as the company did not hold copyright.  However, in the scenario you have encountered lack of respect for research participants through poor data management. You would have made an undertaking to respect the privacy of this archival data and the cultural sensitivity it has for the present participants in your research. The Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research requires that primary data and confidential research material be kept in secure storage. By not encrypting this archival material and transporting the data in a manner where privacy cannot be assured you may be in breach of the Code.

Lessons learned

Researchers given access to confidential information are required to maintain that confidentiality

Questions for reflection

You might wish to reflect on the following outcomes and questions for discussion at the Module workshop:

Questions for further reflection 

You contact the MDMT director and ask her to delete the file containing photographs. You are aware of the fallout if your breach of confidentiality became too widely known so you do not explain the nature of the files. The director forgets to delete the file and it is seen by her PA who forwards it to the publicity department. Six months later one of the photographs appears on the cover of the MDMT Annual Report. The Indigenous elder is distressed that he has failed as a custodian of his cultural heritage.

Have you a case of research misconduct to answer? 

What might you do immediately to reduce any data loss? If the project leaders allowed loss of data such as this to persist over the life of the research project, would this constitute research misconduct? 

What might you implement for project-related data management to avoid any loss of data and research knowledge in the future? 

If your research undertaking with the community required confidentiality including encrypting this archival material and handling of the data in a manner where privacy is assured you have been in unintentional breach of the Code by your first action to copy the material in an unsecure manner. It is worthwhile considering here that there are other contexts in which a breach such as this could arise eg failure to follow up on a research subject request to not be included in a study or a request to have sensitive material edited from a transcript. Each action endangers the well-being of research participants either physically or psychologically.

Module 3: Governance and Compliance: Protecting yourself, your research and your university 

Topic 6.4: Hands-on or hands-off? – What will work for you?
ACTIVITY 11: What would you do and why: from Topic 6  The engineering “star”

Case study description (if it is your own brief case study)

Consider this situation that has arisen in the MDB project: 

One of your students holds an Australian Postgraduate Award (APAI) on an ARC Linkage Project you hold with the Murray-Darling Management Trust (MDMT). She is destined to be an engineering star and has made some breakthroughs in groundwater flow that now, in the third year of the award, are truly exciting and essentially driven by her as a major investigation. She calls you from the Basin region, excited that MDMT have offered to fly her overseas, where she will take some measurements and provide as assessment for company hydrologists. "It's not like there's a conflict of interest"; she says "It's all MDMT and this will be my first consultancy as they are going to pay me consultant rates";. Being her supervisor, you are aware that there is a Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT)   travel notification for the area she is travelling to and, rather than discuss the conflict of interest aspect, you take the approach that travel is advised against. "You're not my keeper"; she says "I think you just don't want to see me get ahead. I'm going no matter what you say, and besides I will have company security guards with me"; She hangs up and you find a company plane left an hour later. 

She returns safely and happily and on the way through drops into the lab. She apologises for her outburst and is so enthusiastic about "international consultancy"; that her trip dominates the conversation over coffee with other research team members. "Guess what"; you hear her say "I'm an international go-between. One of the local hospitals had samples to send to a project in our university and when they heard I was leaving they packed them in dry ice and I brought them back. When we arrived back Customs was a breeze I was introduced as the newest engineer and was through in no time. I didn't need to declare the samples or anything. I’ve just dropped them off to the address on the label and they were really surprised. I'm off to sleep";. 

You are getting ready for a very long discussion about responsible research. Before you can meet, another of your research students asks to talk to you on an important issue. This student says that what was talked about at coffee must be research misconduct. This student adds that you always seem to favour the stars in the lab and they want to take this further, not sweep it under the carpet. 

What will you do? 

Case study explanation/commentary

This scenario brings together a number of worst-case practices. Briefly, the postgraduate student fails to recognise a conflict of interest. You, as a supervisor fail to raise that issue but settle for a potentially less confrontational approach. The student is headstrong and contemptuous of your role as a supervisor. Whilst overseas, the student is unaware or contemptuous of the regulatory aspects for transporting potentially hazardous material and is in breach of the Australian Aviation Safety Act. She arrives back in Australia and fails to fulfill AQIS requirements with the potential for serious harm to the environment or to human health. You may have failed to raise expected research behaviour, university and legal compliance and other governance issues with your research students and staff at any point. Additionally, although it may have been done inadvertently, you are perceived to favour students who succeed, which may place expectations on others to succeed at any cost. Such pressure can set the scene for misconduct where “acceptable” results can be obtained by fabrication or falsification.

Lessons learned

Promoting a culture where research governance and integrity issues are discussed and understood can protect yourself, your research and your university. 

Questions for reflection

You might wish to reflect on the following questions for discussion at the Module workshop:

· Would you feel able to advise the student who has approached you regarding the alleged misconduct on whether this should be carried forward, and the process for this? Where would you obtain advice?

· If unintentional, the many breaches of the Code may not constitute research misconduct. This may be difficult to relay to the questioning student and may not be well-accepted by them. Advice should be sought. The compliance breeches are of a serious nature and should be reported and discussed with your research office for the attention of the appropriate persons (eg Compliance Officer, Deputy Vice Chancellor Research etc) 

· What process will you institute in your research group to avoid scenarios such as this in the future?

FACILITATOR TO ASSIGN CASE STUDIES FOR REPORT BACK
Slides with a brief scenario outline are attached.  As transparencies these can be distributed to assist and focus the report-back session.  As slides they can form a background to report-back for each group.

Discussion of the critical elements of the module case studies
Report back from each group with an interactive discussion. The Questions for reflection for some case studies raise whether research misconduct is involved.  This should be discussed and if possible differences of opinion resolved with the whole group. Slides 5 & 9 of the preceding Research Governance presentation will assist with this discussion.

Writer’s opinions regarding Questions for Reflection

Case Study Activity 1: Correcting an error

Allowing this data to remain uncorrected in the public domain is unacceptable behaviour and may be misconduct if continued. Using the uncorrected data to place new corrected data in a better light is falsification or misrepresentation of results and is research misconduct. Withholding research data from a co-investigator is unacceptable practice and would be viewed as contributing to overall misconduct if it persisted with the intent to cover your original misconduct  

Case Study Activity 2: Who gets hurt?

This is an opportunity to discuss styles of leadership and acceptance of responsibility.

Case Study Activity 4: Juggling the funds

Two open-ended questions/actions are included for reflection

Case Study Activity 6: Who is an author?

Open-ended questions for reflection are included 

Case Study Activity 7: Who is an author 2?

Open-ended questions for reflection are included 

Case Study Activity 8: Hope is exasperated

This anecdotal material could be introduced to support your grant structure. The most respectful way would be to re-contact the discussants asking for permission to quote their views. Any material that will be a direct quote should be de-identified and should remain anecdotal and supportive of the introduction to the research not used as part of any research outcome or as pilot data. Hope should be involved in a discussion of the difference between supporting material and pilot data.

Case Study Activity 9: Who gets the data?

Persistent failure to retain research data and primary materials may constitute research misconduct as it is a breach of the Code and would be research misconduct if there had been any previous counselling or specific direction that the breach should be rectified.

Case Study Activity 10. The data has flown

Your action shows a lack of respect for research subjects and the confidentiality you have agreed to as part of the research. Endangering a research participant can constitute research misconduct and a failure to give due recognition to this sensitive indigenous cultural material and the consequences of your breach may be regarded as such.

Case Study Activity 10: The engineering “star”

Each of the actions has been a first-offence and did not occur through gross of persistent negligence. These multiple breaches of the Code may not all constitute research misconduct. Referring to Section 10.2 of the Code will show those that could be considered. The considerations of intent and deliberation, recklessness or gross and persistent negligence could be discussed.  Additionally, the position of the senior researcher in passing on this information is difficult.  Are they trying to make light of potential misconduct? Can they re-assure with university backing? What actions will they take?. A covering action is to notify the research office and thus the Office of Deputy Vice Chancellor (Research) or equivalent for positions to take on each of the breaches which occurred and to discuss these openly with the PhD student and all involved. The Code states:“Repeated or continuing breaches of this Code may also constitute research misconduct, and do so where these have been the subject of previous counselling or specific direction.”. Research misconduct does not include honest differences in judgment in management of the research project, and may not include honest errors that are minor or unintentional. However, breaches of the Code will require specific action by supervisors and responsible officers of the institution. 

Adaptation of the module checklist to the specific context of the home university
Discussion of the module checklist in the light of the university road map each participant has already prepared.

Other matters
Discussion whether the participants wish their activity documents to be critiqued.
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Future Research Leaders program

Case study template

Instructions 

The FRLP will use a common extended case study across all 8 modules. Development of the common case study will be a major focus of the writer’s workshop at Monash on 9 August. Use this template to develop your guidance to the component of the common case study relevant to this module.
You can also use this template to develop your own brief case studies. Telling stories (i.e proving case studies) is an effective and engaging means of bringing the module content to life. 

Create a new file for each case study. 

FRLP Module 3 Facilitators Notes
Page 19

