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Contextualising Merit and Integrity within
Human Research: A Summary
A Series on the Four Principles of the Australian
National Statement on Ethics Conduct in Human
Research
In this and succeeding issues of the Research Ethics Monthly, Ian Pieper and Colin
Thomson will present short summaries of each of their four co-authored articles on the
principles that underpin the Australian National Statement, namely, research merit and
integrity, justice, beneficence and respect. The articles were originally published in
the Monash Bioethics Review and remain available to subscription holders to that
journal. The publisher, Springer, has generously agreed to make each of the four
articles available through SharedIt links which will be listed in each of the REM
summaries. This month, we start with research merit and integrity.

Pieper, I and Thomson, CJH (2011) Contextualising Merit and Integrity within Human
Research, Monash Bioethics Review, Volume 29, Number 4, pp 15.1 –
15.10 https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/BF03351329
The scientific merit of a project is an ethical issue because in our culture and society,
participation in research is not obligatory. Accordingly, when people choose to offer
themselves as research participants, they do so out of a sense of altruism. We agree with
the argument that this choice should be based on sufficient information about and belief in
the purpose of the research. Central to this is that the research has merit: that it is of value.
For any research to realise that value, it must be designed so that the results are
recognised as being true or meaningful: that is, that the research has validity. The validity
of research rests on the principles and processes of scientific, academic and disciplinary
traditions relevant to the project and researchers need to show ethics review bodies that
their project conforms to them.
Although ethics review bodies are not scientific review bodies, they do need to be satisfied
that the research that they approve has merit so that involvement of human participants is
ethically justified.
Read more

How do we ‘do’ consent?
This blog post expands on ideas from our recent publication: McWhirter, R. E., & Eckstein,
L. (2018). Moving Forward on Consent Practices in Australia. Journal of Bioethical Inquiry,
1-15.
Recently I participated in a research study. With the research nurse sitting opposite me
expectantly, I moved quickly to sign in the appropriate place.
Hang on a minute. I’m a researcher, and an HREC member. I’ve published papers on
informed consent, for goodness’ sake. I know better than this. Dutifully, I went back to the
information sheet to read it properly.
After a couple of lines, I got bored and started scanning for key phrases. What will they do
with my data? Which HREC approved this? Am I signing myself into eternal servitude?
Read more

It’s not (just) about the money
Let’s imagine for a moment that you are a mid-career university researcher with growing
expertise in a particular field. A pharmaceutical company contacts you and says that it
would like to recognise the important work you are doing in this area, and has asked you to
choose among the following forms of recognition:

1. $10,000 towards a research project related to one of the company’s drugs.
2. Being chosen as a Keynote Speaker to present at a prestigious conference, with no
honorarium.
3. Being invited to join an international advisory board.
What would you choose? Would you choose the money? Or is there something appealing
about the acknowledgement of your expertise in Option B, or impressive status associated
with Option C?
Read more

Save the Date (please)
Constructive Voices: Implementing the 2018
updates to the National Statement and
Australian Code
Get answers to your questions and hear essential
implementation tips
The 2018 changes to the Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research and
the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research are significant. However,
identifying and meeting new requirements by their respective due dates – Australian Code
(30 June 2019) and National Statement (31 December 2018) – can seem daunting. In
addition, a focus just on compliance may make it harder to take advantage of the
opportunities for constructive changes to policies and processes that might enhance
ethical conduct and responsible research practice.
Your research office staff, HREC Chairs and members, Research Ethics
Advisers/Research Integrity Advisers and research community may have ideas for
implementing the two documents, but are they sound and how will they compare to better
practices elsewhere in the Australian sector?
In November 2018, AHRECS is hosting two panel discussions to help answer those
questions and consider how best to implement changes.
The full date claimer includes a downloadable pdf version.
Date claimer, RSVP and PDF

While you are here…
Did you enjoy this edition? Would you like to support the work we do? If so,
please consider helping us cover the cost of matters such as hosting the
Research Ethics Monthly and other web development by becoming an
AHRECS Patron.

In addition to the warm glow from supporting our work, you will be subscribed
for monthly updates of useful material (such as resources for use in your local
workshops).
Subscriptions start at USD1/month and USD15/month gives you access to all
materials.
To subscribe and for more information click here.
A big thank you to our new Gold Patrons:

Bond University
Edith Cowan University
A peak research funding body
Things You Have Missed...

Resource Library (https://ahrecs.com/ahresources)

1. Ethical Considerations When Using Social Media for Evidence Generation Paper

2. Ethical Considerations When Using Geospatial Technologies for Evidence
Generation - Paper

3. Are you liable for misconduct by scientific collaborators? What a recent court
decision could mean for scientists - Retraction Watch

4. Sexual misconduct in academia: reassessing the past - Times Higher
Education

5. Did a study of Indonesian people who spend most of their days under water
violate ethical rules? – Science

Blog (https://ahrecs.com/blog)

1. Release of the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research
2007 (updated 2018) – With interview

2. Research Ethics in Australia: A Story

3. The complex art of benefit-sharing

4. New resources coming soon from AHRECS

5. Vigilance versus vigilantism in science: Are ethics no longer important?
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RESOURCE LIBRARY
Have you checked out the resource library recently?
New items are added daily. There are separate sections
for Human Research Ethics and Research Integrity.
There are subsections for different categories of items
e.g. ‘In the news’ and books.
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