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RESEARCH CLIMATE

“The shared meaning organisational members attach to the 
events, policies, practices and procedures they experience and 
the behaviours they see rewarded, supported, and expected.”

Schneider B, Ehrhart MG, Macey WH. Organizational climate and culture. Annu Rev Psychol. 2013;64(1):361–88. (p.115)



PERCEPTIONS DIFFER

Haven TL, Tijdink JK, Martinson BC, Bouter LM. Perceptions of research integrity climate differ between academic ranks and disciplinary fields: Results from a survey among academic researchers in 
Amsterdam. PLoS One. 2019;14(1).



PERCEPTIONS DIFFER

Haven, T. L., Bouter, L. M., Smulders, Y. M., & Tijdink, J. K. (2019). Perceived publication pressure in Amsterdam: Survey of all disciplinary fields and academic ranks. PloS one, 14(6), e0217931.



How often have you 
observed the behaviour 
in the last three years? 

If you were to observe this 
behaviour, how large would its 
impact be on the validity of the 
findings of the study at issue? 

“Report an incorrect downwardly rounded p‐value”



BEHAVIOURS OBSERVED

Haven, T., Tijdink, J., Pasman, H.R. et al. Researchers’ perceptions of research misbehaviours: a mixed methods study among academic researchers in Amsterdam. Res Integr Peer Rev 4, 25 (2019).



EXPLAINING BEHAVIOURS

Table 3. Explained variance of groups of factors using hierarchical mixed modelling.
0 = this is the explained variance when only the individual factors are added, i.e. just the climate factors explain 22.22% of variance perceived frequency of research misbehaviours. 
1 = the models are hierarchical, factors are added consecutively, i.e. the explained variance is 31.65% when both individual as well as climate factors are added to the model. 
2 = model fit is the difference between the -2 Log likelihood of the previous model, i.e. 74 is the difference between the intercept-only model and the model with individual factors added, etc. 
3 = contrasted with the previous model.

Outcome = perceived frequency of misbehaviours

Variables added1 Explained 

variance0

Cumulatively 

explained variance1

Difference model 

fit2 (df)

Significance of 

model fit3

Individual factorsa 6.74% 6.74% 74.1 (6) <.001

Climate factorsb 22.22% 31.65% 358.2 (7) <.001

Publication factorsc 15.85% 34.21% 32.5 (3) <.001

Haven, T., Tijdink, J., Martinson, B. et al. Explaining variance in perceived research misbehavior: results from a survey among academic researchers in Amsterdam. Res Integr Peer Rev 6, 7 (2021).



A RESPONSIBLE CLIMATE?

Discuss expectations

Improve supervision

I’m aware of colleagues who are very conscious about when they are sending 
emails. Opposite to what you’re saying, they work on the weekends but they 
make sure not to send their PhDs replies on weekends or in the evenings 
because they don’t want to get that message across. —Assistant professor, 
social sciences

PhD student 1: there are courses for principal investigators on how to 
supervise PhD students but they all don’t have time…
PhD student 2: or you should make it compulsory, that they have to repeat the 
course each year or something…
PhD student 3: yes, and if you don’t pass, you are not allowed to be a 
supervisor!
—PhD students, biomedical sciences

Haven, T., Pasman, H.R., Widdershoven, G. et al. Researchers’ Perceptions of a Responsible Research Climate: A Multi Focus Group Study. Sci Eng Ethics 26, 3017–3036 (2020).



SUPERB SUPERVISION - PILOT

3-day training program

Interpersonal skills

Responsible research practices

Survey

Both supervisors and PhD candidates 
seemed more positive about their 
interpersonal skills and the ability to foster 
responsible research practices

Focus groups

Synergy, but keep it focused
Highly recommend, don’t make it 

compulsory

Haven, T., Bouter, L., Mennen, L., & Tijdink, J. (2022). Superb supervision: A pilot study on training supervisors to convey responsible research practices onto their PhD candidates. Accountability in 
research, 1–18.



MORAL CASE DELIBERATION - PILOT

Deepening insight into

Stakeholders’ perspectives

. . . For a lot of things, a systematic approach, right? Sit down, take a step 
back, how, what are all the different sides to this? Eh, without directly 
jumping to solutions. Because sometimes you shouldn’t come with 
solutions as a head of department, others should come with a solution. –
Senior researcher 2
. . .for instance, in. . . the last MCD that we did, in the beginning it was really 
hard to understand what. . . one of the stakeholders was thinking or eh, yes, 
have in mind what their motivations were. But once we actually addressed 
this, it was so much easier to empathize with them. So I think this is 
something that can also be applied more generally. If there is a problem to 
think about, well, what is, what are the values driving this person and how can 
we come to an understanding. 
– Junior researcher 2

Haven, T. L., Molewijk, B., Bouter, L., Widdershoven, G., Blom, F., & Tijdink, J. (2024). Can moral case deliberation in research groups help to navigate research integrity dilemmas? A pilot study. 
Research Ethics, 20(2), 219-238.



FUTURE RESEARCH 

Examining researchers’ behaviours (more) directly 

Rigorously testing and scaling up interventions
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