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Background, Objectives,
and Methodology Resu Its (Pilot testing and validation)

The SOuRCe Instrument was modified
for the assessment of the institution’s research climate
Original _ .

SOuRCe YT (7) Research Resources and Opportunities {§ j’ '

2007 P Available in UP Manila (6) ' '

64 items

Common views, beliefs, . . g ais
values, and meanings that — Results of construct validation and reliability

institutional participants hold (20) . S e RN e L) testin g (n =11 5)

and that guide an individual’s
behaviors and organizational

PhEnomEn: Test/ Construct Presence Relevance

Schein E. Organizational culture and leadership, 2004. | . < e Overall Internal Consistency 97.52% 98.80%
(Reliability) — Cronbach’s alpha

Construct Validation through Factor 11 factors by Eigen Value 5 factors by Eigen Value
: 3 factors by Scree plot 2 factors by Scree plot
Analysis

Use of a survey to establish organizational

research climate (SOuRCe, Thrush CR 2007) Modified SOuRCe Instrument of U.P. Manila to r—— ation STt L ) e ates] (¥ ias i
« The Survey of Organizational Research Climate assess its research integrity climate bl B
— s . 5 9 : Two scales
. Scree plot of eigenvalues after factor
o Assesses res.earch.lntegrlty climate to address risks 1 Presence or absence e a— plt of eig
to research integrity 2. Relevance to ensure research integrity
Socialization and communication processes INPUT (7) 1. Research environment 13
Policies STRUCTUR? (2)0) 2. Resources and systems 18
PROCESS (24 3. Capacity building 9
Rhocecunes OUTCOME (13) 4. Collaborations :
Structures 5. Communication, publication, dissemination and public 9 T
Processes recognition ~
6. Personal values 4 Figure 1. Scree plot of eigenvalues for the Presence dataset Figure 2. Scree plot of eigenvalues for the Relevance dataset

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Government and Laws
Funders
Professional societies
Journals
General Public
Others

Results (Quantitative Phase)

DESIGNATION

Undergraduate Student —39 (10.5%)

Graduate Student —59 (15.9%)

Other Demographics
“» Age range: 15-74
* 60.9% female
39.1% male

* 29.9% had international

research collaborations
s 83.6% were aware of RI

concepts and issues

Faculty

106 (28.6%)

Researc h Faculty —9 (2.4%)

REPS —15 (4%)

Administrator —5(1.3%)

131 (35.3%)

Physician in training in PGH
Healthcare worker in PGH

—14 (3.8%)

150

FIELD OF RESEARCH

Basic Research 141 (38%)
Applied Research —48 (12.9%)
h

Clinical Researc! —181 (48.8%)

OBJECTIVES

General Objective: To characterize the climate of research
integrity among researchers in the University of the Philippines

Public Health or Health Policy —64 (17.3%)

Socio-behavioral Research —46 (12.4%)

Others 20 (5.4%)
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A total of 58 questions (in 6 domains) for presence and for “m
S ific Obiecti ] relevance were categorized into three constructs namely: of items
peCI IC jec Ives. Knowledge (16 questions) 1. Research environment
1 . TO adapt the SOURCG Survey tOOI tO the StUdy Setting Attitude (32 questions) 2. Resources and systems

2. To assess the knowledge, attitude, and practice (KAP) of the Practice (10 questions) SEseecybadls
university on research integrity s
3. To identify the association between perception of research
integrity to academic ranks and fields of discipline

.. . 5. Communication, publication,
Then, a principal component analysis (PCA) per construct was e iiation And Fublic

done. The first principal component, that is, the one with the recognition
highest eigenvalue, was used to produce summary scores which 6. Personal values
was then standardized between 0 to 4. TOTAL 58

METHODOLOGY Comparison of Knowledge, Attitude and Practice Scores by Academic D A” medians above 2

Literature review Key Informant Interviews Focus group discussions Ranks and Fields of Disc ipl ine y NI= 371

Qual itative SOuRCe Instrument Chancellor Faculty |§] 324 D N O S I g n Ifl Ca nt d Iffe re n CeS
Others Vice Chancellor for Research | Postgraduate students :
NIH Director Undergraduate students 277 Median ( IQR) 32 f' f
Phase Head of RGAO Physician trainees at PGH n (%) Knowledge Attitude Practice by ran k an d e I d O

Head of IACUC Nurses and paramedicals at :
*results of the qualitative phase Representative of the UPM- PGH Acadenu-c Ranks

e REB UREC members Pilot testing Faculty 115 (31..00) 2. 20 (1.17) 3.08)(1.00) .14) (0.82) researCh_
; REPS members Graduate Students 55 (14.82) 2.87 (1.84) 3.38 (1.59) .24 (1.30)

TRIANGULATION OF METHODS
ANALYSIS OF QUALITATIVE DATA (Content, Face, Construct Validity) .and. Undergrac.iugte 38 (10.22) 300 {1.15) S29 AL10) g2l (992 D Th e RE PS h ad th e
Output: SOURCE instrument + new items from KIl and FGD Valldatlon HCW/PhYS LA aT) 143 (38 + 54 ) £l 82) (1.7 6) B K (1 B 32)

N=115 Administrative/REPS 20 (5.:39) 336 (0.79) . (0.61) 59 (0::04) o -
I | p-value? @L2sS 0.1200 0.1356 B hlgheSt KAP‘
Fields |

Quantitative Sarve O SV s et | Pure Basic 96 (25.88) 2.73)(1.83) 3.31 (1.85) 3.20 (1.28) d The faCUIty was lowest for
Pure Applied 9 (2.43) 2.37|(1.28) 2.99) (1.24) 3.14) (0.87) :
Phase pﬁii CIlDIiDniial 122 (32.88) 2..764(1:161.) 3.21](1.19) 3.17) (1.05) K and AWhIle HCVV/MDS

N=371 | Multiple fields 130 (35.04) 2.80 (1.36) 3.18) (1.06) 3.20 (0.97)

ANALYSIS OF QUANTITATIVE DATA Others 14 i 3307) 3.03 (0.89) .49 (0.66) 355 (050 - |n tralnlng Were IoweSt for

p-value’ 0.6440 0. 5259 0.6683 )
: lKruskal-Wallis test " P

WRITING OF FINAL PAPER

CONCLUSION

v' Generally, there is a high level of KAP among the constituents with all medians of at least 2. This reflects a good
perception of the climate of research integrity.
v" The highest level of KAP was demonstrated by the REPS.

v' The lowest level of Knowledge and Attitude were with the faculty and the Practice were the HCW/MDs in training.




