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1. Questions for Research Integrity Officers and Research Administrators

1. In light of the results of the questionnaire, which person(s) or groups could be
responsible for the early-career researchers’ general lack of knowledge concerning
the university’s research integrity guidelines, codes of conduct and complaints
procedures? What are the reasons for your answer?
2. In what ways could the University of Lumen make its research integrity standards,
guidelines and processes more visible to its early-career researchers? What
initiatives could be facilitated within the Faculty of Biomedical and Applied Health
Sciences in order to engage doctoral and postdoctoral researchers with the
university’s research integrity standards, guidelines and processes?
3. Thinking about the ways in which your institution currently engages early-career
researchers with its research integrity standards, guidelines and processes, what
could be done to improve such engagement at both the university and
faculty/department levels?
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2a. Questions for Researchers

1. Is whistleblowing the only means for monitoring research misconduct? What other
reasonable means could be employed to draw attention to misconduct?
2. Why would under‐reporting of research misconduct cases in a particular institution
potentially contribute to a rise in that institution’s misconduct rates?
3. If you witnessed a colleague committing research misconduct, would their
professional or employment status, power or reputation affect whether you
reported the incident or not? What are the reasons for your answer? What
protections, assurances and/or incentives would need to be provided for you to
feel comfortable in reporting research misconduct?

2b. Questions for Research Integrity Officers and Research Administrators

1. Why would using whistleblowers as the sole monitors of misconduct likely be a key
factor for significant under‐reporting of research misconduct cases?
2. Is whistleblowing the only means for monitoring research misconduct? What other
reasonable means could be employed to draw attention to misconduct?
3. Why would under‐reporting of research misconduct cases in a particular institution
potentially contribute to a rise in that institution’s misconduct rates?
4. In what ways do your own institution’s reporting procedures empower less
powerful members of the research community (i.e. doctoral and postdoctoral
researchers) to report scientific misbehavior? What rewards and support does your
institution offer to those who appropriately bring violations of research integrity to
your attention?
5. In what ways could your institution’s research integrity training courses and
guidelines be revised in order to protect researchers from the potential negative
consequences of reporting misconduct as well as provide assurances that reporting
will be taken seriously?
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3a. Questions for Researchers
1. In attempting to address the related problems of authorship misconduct and the pressure
to commit authorship misconduct, was the “person-centered” approach adopted by the
Dean of the Faculty a sufficient response? What are your reasons?
2. Do individual faculties, departments and research communities have responsibilities to selfregulate the quality of the research being produced in these contexts? What initiatives could
your faculty, department or research community facilitate to prevent opportunities for
misconduct?
3. Thinking about the reasons why the postdoctoral and doctoral researchers in this scenario
felt pressured to commit research misconduct, how might the aforementioned
environmental factors (1 to 3 above) affect the ways in which you might support a potential
doctoral student or postdoctoral researcher in your faculty or department?
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3b. Questions for Research Integrity Officers and Research Administrators
1. “Rather than appealing to individuals to take responsibility and relying on sanctions to keep
them in line, research integrity policies should pay more attention to power imbalances,
group pressure and performance pressure within individual universities and their
departments”. Discuss.
2. How could individual faculties and departments within your institution self-regulate the
quality of the research being produced in these contexts in order to prevent opportunities
for research misconduct?
3. Rather than relying on whistleblowers, how could your research integrity office assume a
more active role in identifying potential cases of research misconduct? What initiatives
could your office facilitate to monitor those psychological and organizational features of
individual faculties and departments that normalize misbehavior?
4. What could your institution’s research integrity office do to assure early-career researchers,
including doctoral students, that its research integrity policies and procedures are applied
fairly, regardless of a researcher’s seniority or reputation? How could your office support
early-career researchers to not give in to cultural pressures to commit research misconduct?
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