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Staff Research Integrity Training Evaluation: Coding System
This is a record of the coding system that was used to help interpret the qualitative data in our evaluation and to identify themes. The codes were aligned with the evaluation questions (available in EdShare at: https://edshare.gla.ac.uk/3085/). Two additional codes were added for themes that appeared during the analysis phase of the evaluation, which could have wider relevance beyond the training course. 
Data source: comments and feedback from staff provided at the time that they took the course. 
	Criteria
	Question
	Codes
	Details


	Appropriateness - A1
	Is the course appropriate for different roles, disciplines and career stages?

	A1_G (= positive comments)

A1_N (= negative comments) 

A1_S (= suggestions for improvement) 
	Different roles (research, teaching, technical, professional): can see what comments are made about relevance to ther role / otherwise

Different disciplines: Check how many positive comments about how relevant it was for their subject vs how many that say otherwise.

Different career stages: look out for comments mentioning if they are junior and senior staff 

Then – scope for identifying improvements to make it more relevant to: discipline / career / staff role.


	Appropriateness - A2

	Is the content up to date? 
	A2
	Check for any direct comments on this (also suggestions about content updates are related – Quality Q4) . GenAI is one area that needs to be up to date. 

Suggestions from staff that indicate where content needs changing to make it up to date. What themes emerge? Are we missing anything? 


	Format - F1 
	Is the length of the course suitable?  
	F1
	Any comments about the length of the course  
 

	Format - F2

	Do we need a different format for staff taking the course as a refresher?  
	F2
	Check for any comments about this, could identify staff who have taken the course >1 as potential further step  


	Format - F3

	Is the reflective assessment element effective?

	F3
	Look for comments about the reflective approach








	Quality – Q1
	Do learners understand the course content? 

	Q1
	Any comments that relate to clarity of content and understanding. What are the ‘muddy points’ e.g. CRediT role doesn’t equal an author. 

Think this also relates to Q2_GSP – if they comment about something specific, then interpret as they understood it


	Quality - Q2
	Do learners like the course? Do they feel it had value?  (General vs specific modules or content)

	Q2_GG

Q2_GSP
	Record positive comments about the course (= look at comments already coded as G) 

What do people like about the course in general vs specific things they like about the course (can then do further analysis on Q2_GSP)


Like / enjoyment / interesting / thought-provoking themes







	Quality – Q3 (note that this is about Impact of the course too) 

	Have staff learnt something new?

	Q3
	Look for comments from staff where they say they didn’t know something before / learnt new things or similar.

	Quality - Q4
	How can we (central team) improve the content further?

	Q4
	Look at suggestions and negative comments for ways to enhance the quality and effectiveness of the content. RI team to review for feasibility.  
 
 Some might relate to A5 criteria about content being up to date.   


	Impact - IMP1
	Does the course inspire positive action from learners? If so, how?

	IMP1
	Look for examples where people say they intend to do something as a result of the course or have already done so. It can also be applied where people say that it inspired them to think differently about a topic. 





	Accessibility - ACC1
	Is the course accessible?

	ACC1
	Look for any comments about accessibility of the content - have we addressed any issues already. 


	Accessibility - ACC2
	Does the course work effectively using the current system platforms?  

	ACC2
	Look for any comments about technical aspects of the course – good / bad / suggestions. Any Moodle issues. 




	Unexpected results 


	Wider university / mandatory training 
	UN_1
	Wider system comments, feedback on mandatory training, topics that seem to be not linked to the course directly and university-wide.


	
	Would like an in-person session about RI
	UN_2
	People would like an in-person session (this might feed into work of Champs and Advisers?)


	
	
	UN_3

	



Code system created by Elinor Toland, Research Governance & Integrity Team, Research Services Directorate at the University of Glasgow. 
The code system refers to the evaluation questions and criteria developed by Dr Sam Oakley & Elinor Toland: https://edshare.gla.ac.uk/3085/ 
This work is open access and is licenced under the Creative Commons Attribution Licence.
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