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Background conté

ÂNIH funded grant to study EDM

ÂNIH Research Goals:

ÃValidate measure of EDM

ÃValidate Biodata and Climate measures of 

environmental influences

ÃIdentify effective components of RCR or 

ethics training

ÃExtend findings to professional sample



Background conté

Â 3 Studies:
1. Baseline Assessment or Control

2. RCR Training Program

Å Not discussed today

3. Professional Sample

Å Not discussed today



Ethical Decision-Making Model
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Ethical Decision-Making

ÂDecision-making in ethical context:

ÃComplex process involving many factors

ÃOptimal outcome is not always possible

ÃFinal action involves decisions among 

alternatives

ÃWhat influences these decisions?



Study 1 ïBaseline Assessment

ÂGraduate students

ÂAdminister battery of measures

Â3 focal fields:

ÃSocial Science

ÃHealth Science

ÃBiological Science

ÂPaid $100 participate



Measures

Â Individual 

Characteristics:

Ã Intelligence

ÃSocial Desirability

ÃBig Five Personality

ÃNarcissism

ÃPhilosophies of 

Human Nature

ÃAnxiety

Â Situational 

Characteristics:

ÃClimate

ÃEnvironmental 

Experiences

ÃExposure to Unethical 

Events



Measures

ÂCriteria Measures:

ÃReview Panel Task

ÂServe as member of IRB

ÂMake judgments about misconduct

ÃEthical Decision-Making

ÂDetails comingé.



Current Test Items





Developing Better EDMs

Â Illustrative cases that presented ethical 

dilemmas

ÂGive more human and scientific context

ÂAnd, to make more than one answer 

correct, consistent with the ambiguity of 

these issues



Developing Better EDMs

Three problems in writing items:

1. Major infractions (e.g., the big threeðfabrication, 

falsification, plagiarism) are known to every grad 

student and working scientist

2. The more minor infractions are sometimes, often 

even, justifiable

3. Science is a fuzzy, ill-defined enterprise

1. Philosophy of science has competing theories about us

2. Postmodernists regard ñscientific truthò as a social 

construction



Developing Better EDMs

For example:

Â Is it ever acceptable to use a 1-tail test?

Â Is it ever acceptable to try for statistical significance 
using different tests?

Â Is it ever acceptable to break studies into LPUs?

Â Is it ever acceptable to eliminate outliers?

Â Is it ever acceptable to run a new subject to replace an 
errant data point?

Â Is it ever acceptable to improve messy data by 
transforming it?

Â Is it ever acceptable to ñtouch-upò a gel blot or an fMRI 
scan?



Developing Better EDMs

Â Absolutes make for easy test construction

ÃBut at the expense of disbelief and condescension

ÂñGrayerò events make test construction harder

ÃBut preserve ecological and external validity

ÂWe opted for the second approach:

ÃAnother problem: if there is no absolute right or 

wrong, how to you score the items?

ÂWe are looking for strategic, ñoptimalò solutions, not ñcorrectò 

answers (more later)



Structure of the Items

1. Narrative format with a story line

2. Story continues in serial fashion, in three 

episodes

3. The subject is queried after each episode 

about the best course of action to take at 

that juncture




