SUPERB SUPERVISION e oo
towards research integrity

TEMPLETON

| World Cha



OUTLINE

Supervision and research integrity
Development

Methods

Survey
Process evaluations
Focus groups

Results

Perceptions supervisors and PhD candidates
Training experience
Reflections from the group

Discussion
Current implementation



RESEARCH INTEGRITY

Supervision or mentoring (Bird, 2001)
Research misbehavior

ORI cases (Davis et al., 2007 ; Wright et al., 2008)
Insufficient supervision (Bouter et al., 2016; Haven et al., 2019)

Fostering research integrity

Role model (Titus & Ballou, 2014; L6fstrom et al., 2015)
Interpersonal skills (Antes et al., 2019; Clynes et al., 2019)



DEVELOPMENT

Perceptions climate differ No standard training of soft

skills

Seniors perceive this climate more

positively Not standard to learn how to give

feedback, listen, or how to do coaching

Researchers assumed to be
good supervisors

Insufficient supervision is
common

There is no formal assessment or
requirement before being allowed to
supervise others

This concern is shared by researchers
across academic ranks

Discussing expectations
matters

Fwfo! xi fol!l! xflepolu!ejt
are still conveyed



DEVELOPMENT

Contacted established trainer
? What are the necessary soft skills?

Checked available courses in NL
?  Focus on RI




FOUNDATIONS
IMPLEMENTATION

Connected w/VUmc Teacher Professionalisation
Connected w/AMC Graduate School




CONTENT TRAINING

Day 1

An optimal working
relationship

Research integrity dilemmas

Safe working climate &
expectation management

Listening, feedback &
coaching

Peer learning groups



METHODS

Rating each other (Research Supervision Quality Evaluatte

Relevance, duration, learned

o _F 1
Impression, pillars, implementation . .

Icons made by freepik.com (source: flaticon.com)



PARTICIPANTS

Table 1. Demographics of participants.

Gender

Male 3
Female 13
Academic rank

Postdoc 2
Assistant professor 18

Associate professor 1




SURVEY

Before After

You act as a mentor, a confidante, an advisor and a voice of reason
for your PhD candidate

4.47 (.70) 4.75 (.46)



SURVEY

Before After

Your supervisor acts as a mentor, a confidante, an advisor, and a
voice of reason for you

4.48 (.59) 4.55 (.69)



SURVEY

Before After

You provide feedback in an open, clear and structured
communication, based on a discussion of both positive and negative
elements of the research and supervision

3.74 (.56) 4.38 (.52)



SURVEY

Before After

Your supervisor provides feedback in an open, clear and structured
communication, based on a discussion of both the positive and the
negative elements of the research and supervision

4.36 (.58) 4.55 (.52)



SURVEY

Before After

You stimulate your PhD candidate to preregister their study

3.43 (.938) 4.00 (.816)



SURVEY

Before After

Your supervisor stimulates you to preregister your study

3.56 (1.2) 3.7 (.94)



SURVEY

Before After

You encourage your PhD candidate to use preprints

2.83 (1.11) 3.0 (1.4)



SURVEY

Before After

Your supervisor encourages you to use preprints

3.45 (1.5) 4.0 (1.06)



PROCESS EVALUATION

Overall: 8.4 (.76) Fulfill expectations: 8.4 (1.7)

“Based on propositions on the subject of research integrity, we practised with
situations. How do you give the best example and what are the pitfalls? During the
second meeting, we also did this with actors. These people did so well! Escape
was not possible and everyone showed improvements in no time. The
iImportance of good mentoring was highlighted from all different angles with
concrete handles. In short, do you mentor PhD students? Then follow this course

first!”

Source: https://vumc-2.foleon.com/vumc-academie/5/superb-super



FOCUS GROUPS

Eye opening, intense, peer-learning
“.because you don’t get asked about th
and all kinds of emotional questions as well, like the first morning |
remember talking and listening to someone, so these exercises | never did
that before so it was pretty intense for me, which is why it was draining
but | learned a lot of things. And | will start supervising students soon
and it is really good to know from the beginning, like how you should
behave and | i ke find your way doing



FOCUS GROUPS

Synergy, but keep it focused

"So | think that by combining these open sciences practices and
good people skills you basically alleviate on one side the shit you
have to deal with and you become better at the shit you have to deal
w I t -hassistant professor, social sciences



FOCUS GROUPS

Recommended

"Not compulsory, but | think there should be strong emphasis by
the department head and others that you should follow this course
to, and also, if you want to make promotion in the department,
that you should have followed this course." -- assistant professor,
biomedical sciences



LESSONS LEARNED

Mutually reinforcing

Mandatory?



DISCUSSION

Supervision and the research climate (Whitbeck, 2001)
It takes a village (Roberts et al., 2001)

No ‘effect’, volunteer-bias

Rigorous evaluation behaviour



CURRENT IMPLEMENTATION #

2019-2021, AUMC:

Junior (postdoc/assistant professor), n =51
Senior (associate/full professor), n = 35

2020-2021, University of Amsterdam

48 researchers

2020-2021, Twente University

12 researchers
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