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Trust and Research 

Bruce Haynes

“The time has come”, the Walrus said,

“to talk of many things.

Of truth and trust and Ph. D. research

and whether pigs have wings”. 

(Louis Carol)

Abstract

Research for a Ph. D. is generally expected to produce new knowledge. As such, the conduct of Ph. D. research may be characterised as part of the search for truth. It is not clear how those engaged in the Ph. D. research could establish that the findings are true. Research can extend the range of things we trust or strengthen the grounds upon which we base our trust, rather than discover truths. So, the question to ask of a thesis is not whether what it says is true but whether the findings can be trusted for our purposes. Exploring the conditions of trust embodied in relations that enable us to act (including speak) appears to be a worthwhile enterprise for philosophers of education seeking to help improve the education of Ph. D. students in education.

New knowledge 

Research for a Ph. D. is generally expected to produce new knowledge. Whether the research succeeds in this task is a matter of judgment to be made by the student, supervisors, examiners and readers. The criteria for these judgments are often not made explicit
. Some Ph. D. students may only be provided with a research methodology to apply to a given problem and left to speculate how others may make the required judgments about their research. While further experience in research may enable a researcher to identify the criteria used by others to judge research, it would seem desirable that explicit attention to issues related to the application of appropriate criteria be part of the experience provided to Ph. D. students.

What counts as new is subject to judgement on the part of those engaged in producing or assessing the research. It is always possible that research could produce something that is new in a trivial sense, i.e. commonly understood features of a phenomenon that is unique in a trivial sense. It is also possible that knowledge that is new to the researcher but commonly understood by others would not meet acceptable criteria for new knowledge. So, at least, the knowledge produced by the research must be new to those engaged in and assessing the research and knowledge of something significantly different from what is previously known. The onus is thus on those engaged in the research (student, supervisor, examiners, etc.) to undertake active enquiry to find out what may reasonably be said to be known about the researched matter. On this basis, other users of the research may trust that the knowledge produced by the research is new.

The various aspects of a thesis, often termed the literature review, that report the available knowledge, speculation and controversy relevant to the research, are part of the resources used to judge whether the research produces something new. However, the memory of others engaged in the research is also important in reaching this judgement. The supervisor/s, examiners, seminar audience, editors and journal readers may all contribute something to the pool of evidence against which claims that the knowledge is new may be tested. So, a thesis written “in secret” and seen only by a supervisor and some examiners is less well supported in its claim to have produced new knowledge than is one opened to broader scrutiny during the conduct of the research.

What the Ph. D. research produces must not only be new but it must also be knowledge. As such, the conduct of Ph. D. research may be characterised as part of the search for truth. This characterisation may arise from a view of knowledge as justified, true belief. That the research is part of a search for truth is because truth is what distinguishes knowledge from justified, false belief. Belief is an empirical matter about individuals and is significant only in determining who may properly make a knowledge claim, i.e. knowledge claims may only be properly made by those who believe what is claimed. Justification relates to generally accepted criteria for assessing relevant evidence as a basis for belief. Someone whose belief is justified has made appropriate efforts to obtain and assess relevant evidence and based their judgement about what to believe on a competent assessment of that evidence. But what is believed as a result is not knowledge if it is not true. Thus it is not sufficient for a Ph. D. researcher to diligently conduct the research to acceptable standards and believe the findings. The findings must also be true if they are to count as knowledge (new or otherwise).

True

It is not clear how those engaged in the Ph. D. research could establish that the findings are true. If the evidence assessed in the research is reconsidered differently or if new evidence is produced, it may be established that the findings are false. A problem exists in determining whether something is true – knowing that we know.

Siegel (2006, p. 10) is one of a long line of philosophers since Plato who have claimed something like “We don’t in general have ‘direct access’ to truth; if we want our beliefs to be true, we typically have no option but to reason evidentially.”  Plato (1954, p. 228) however had something of a different solution to the problem of lack of direct access to the truth

533 
‘…but you would see no longer an image of that of which we are speaking, but the very truth – at least as it appears to me. Whether it is actually so or not need not trouble us further now, but, that there is something of this sort to see, we must insist, must we not?’

‘Yes’

‘And also that the power of dialectic alone would reveal it, and only to one who has experience of the studies we have described, and that no other is possible?’

George W. Bush is one of a line of politicians who have also prescribed the method required to find the truth (or in his case, “What works”).

However, the problem is not simply a matter of a method for finding the truth (unless of course truth is defined as “whatever is found by the preferred method”). A complication lies in the difficulty in recognising the truth as truth when found. For Plato (1954, p. 229) it is a matter of finding a name “which manifest(s) somehow the quality of clear speaking in the soul” and ‘understanding’ is suggested. For others, ‘clear and distinct ideas’ may suffice. Without an infallible means of identifying the truth when found, a system of knowledge is without secure foundation and a search for truth is pointless. So “we must insist” “that there is something of this sort to see” and there is a method that “alone would reveal it”.

All this may be engrossing for some philosophers and yet tend to leave others untouched. As Wittgenstein (1972, p. 52e) pointed out 

403. To say of man, in Moore’s sense, that he knows something; that what he says is therefore unconditionally the truth, seems wrong to me.- It is the truth only inasmuch as it is an unmoving foundation of his language-games….

406. What I am aiming at is also found in the difference between the casual observation “I know that that’s a…”, as it might be used in ordinary life, and the same utterance when a philosopher makes it.

A philosopher, in search of truth as part of Platonic ‘understanding’, is using words such as ‘true’, ‘know’, and ‘understand’ in quite different ways from those words used in educational discourse and in research in education in particular. Philosophers adopting a fallibilist view of truth, however, use these words in ‘ordinary’ ways but still need to indicate when such use is justified.

A somewhat different approach is the social epistemology proposed by Goldman in Knowledge in a Social World (1999) and is described by Siegel (2006, p. 1 - 2) as

social in its focus on social paths to knowledge and the practices of social groups in the pursuit of knowledge. Truth, though, is the key notion…and its key question is: which social processes help (or hinder) us in the pursuit of knowledge, i.e. true belief?

This social epistemology is firmly located in the ordinary social practices of groups such as educators and this seems an advantage over inspecting one’s soul, hand or navel. Yet it suffers two problems. One is the commitment to a ‘weak’ sense of ‘know’ as discussed by Scheffler (1965).
 The other is the emphasis on ‘true’. This emphasis not only has the disadvantage of encouraging a search for something that cannot be recognised but it also has an unfortunate linguistic focus. As ‘true’ is taken to denote a property of representation (sentences, statements or beliefs) or propositions so represented (just what property continues to be controversial), there is a tendency to focus on propositional knowledge expressed in language. 

In a partial shift from the speculative turn in philosophy, Rorty (1980, p. 359) has argued that “From the educational, as opposed to the epistemological or the technological point of view, the way things are said is more important than the possession of truths.”  Language, and the ways things are properly said, is of great importance in a philosophical investigation – including an investigation into when something may properly be said to be true. 

However, Wittgenstein (1972, p. 51e), while discussing language-games, quotes Goethe with approval; “In the beginning was the deed.” One reason I prefer to use ‘tradition’ instead of language-games or other similar terms is that there is more to an evolving practice than the language used in it or used to describe it. While truth in language is as important as it has always been taken to be, it has its limitations in helping a tradition evolve. To focus on other aspects of the tradition may be fruitful. Exploring the conditions of trust embodied in relations that enable us to act (including speak) appears to be a worthwhile enterprise for philosophers of education seeking to help improve the education of Ph. D. students in education.

Trust

Wittgenstein (1972, pp. 66e, 79e – 80e, 89e) emphasised the significance of trust in traditions.

509. I really want to say that a language-game is only possible if one trusts something (I did not say “can trust something”). …

600. What kind of grounds have I for trusting text-books of fundamental physics? I have no grounds for not trusting them. And I believe them. . .

602. Should I say “I believe in physics”, or “I know that physics is true”?. . .

603. . . But in the end I rely on those experiences, or on reports of them, I feel no scruples about ordering my own activities in accordance with them. – But hasn’t this trust proved itself? So far as I can judge – yes. . . .

672.  If I don’t trust this evidence why should I trust any evidence?

What this makes clear, is that trust is more than a moral notion. Trust, as a relation, encompasses much more than moral relations. 

Part of Siegel’s argument with Goldman centres on the latter’s claim that truth is the fundamental aim of education and that critical thinking as an educational fundamental aim is educationally counter-productive and epistemologically suspect. Part of this argument is about testimony and trust. Goldman holds that students should, on occasion, accept teacher’s testimony in the absence of justifying reasons/evidence and he rejects the critical thinking position that holds “A hearer is never justified in believing what a speaker (baldly) asserts unless the hearer has good, independent reasons to trust the speaker on that occasion.” (Siegel, 2006, p. 20)

One of the limitations of discussing trust in the context of testimony is that it seems to make sense to think that a person could hear testimony in the absence of justifying reasons/evidence. What does make sense is that testimony can be given (by a teacher or anyone for that matter) in a context in which they do not provide reasons/evidence justifying the particular claims being made. It may make sense if only reasons/evidence regarding the truth of the testimony are considered. While questions of truth may be constrained by what is said in testimony, trust is not. Who gives the testimony, where, when and why are relevant to matters of trust.  What the hearer knows about the person giving the testimony, the position of the person (if not known personally) or the general trustworthiness of persons, constitute some reasons/evidence on which to base trust. The Siegel response to Goldman indicates that very young children may not be able to critically evaluate testimony. But that is a feature of language acquisition not of trust. Trust is a matter that figures in all our relations with the world. As the foetus acquires the senses of touch and taste it begins to acquire the basis for sensory interaction with the world and to respond accordingly. While instinct establishes the sucking response, there soon develops a trust by the baby that sucking the nipple is likely to be more rewarding than sucking a fist. Another trust relationship may develop later, that biting the nipple that feeds you is not so rewarding. Thus trust relations are far wider than testimony, language or morals. Testimony, language and morals may be the more problematic features of adult life but we should not overlook the more basic trust relations we have. We must trust things so as to have sufficient confidence to act.

The conditions of trust to be considered in a particular case may be more problematic and less conclusive than truth conditions of propositions in a formal system. They are also not the only conditions of trust operating in the particular case. The conditions of trust to be considered are those that pertain directly to making the judgment in that case. There are other conditions of trust that operate as part of the evolving tradition in which that case and the judgment are a part. There are even more general conditions of trust that are part of the operation of the wider society. These more general conditions of trust underpin the tacit knowledge used to participate in these traditions and that permit a practitioner to focus on the contentious matters related to the judgment in the particular case. 

So what?

What difference does it make to conduct research under conditions of trust rather than as a search for truth? This question is particularly pointed if one accepts that philosophical reasoning does not change anything in the world. Changing from truth to trust does not change how excellent research is conducted but it may change things by helping others achieve such an outcome.

The search for truth is conceived as an idealised set of procedures to be applied in a quest for an unknowable prize (Holy Grail!). Conditions of trust situate the grounds for judgement about research procedures in the particular situation with respect to actual trust relations. The resulting research may thus be conducted in a more sensitive and discerning way, characteristic of expert practitioners, rather than a mechanistic application of methods and criteria for assessment. Truth does not identify particular criteria for judging what to do and how to judge whether it is completed or of a satisfactory standard. Trust is a relation with a particular audience for the research and can be used to identify issues of significance, what may be done to address those issues and when near enough is good enough. If it is good enough for the law to distinguish between a finding “beyond reasonable doubt” in criminal cases and “on the balance of probability” in civil cases, then we should be sensitive to the conditions of trust appropriate to particular Ph. D. research investigations.

A danger in the search for truth is that, without a means of recognising truth, the fall-back position is to provide an approved method and assume that whatever the outcome of the application of the method will be the truth. One way in which conditions of trust may change mechanistic application of research procedures is to heighten sensitivity to significant differences in the audience for the research. 

So what difference should the nature of the audience make in saying “I know that this is true” about the findings of research?

Within the tradition

Some things, when presented as new evidence, are recognised as good grounds satisfying the conditions of trust and justify a person in the tradition saying “I did not know that before” or “What I thought was true is false.”


Between traditions

If someone does not share the significant features of my tradition, those features that allow me to trust the evidence, I cannot give good grounds for my trust but can attempt to persuade the person of the good sense of my trust in terms that they accept.


Counterfactuals

If some things are hypothesised that are so radically contrary to previous experience, I do not say “I thought (knew) this was my hand but that is false” but rather “I do not know what to say or do about this or many other things”. Some evidence, seeming to pertain to my claim to know the truth, may lead me to change the tradition in which I seek to describe things. If my hand turns into a frog’s foreleg I may say “I am reverting back to my alter ego!”. If, however, my hand turns into a supernova it “blows me away” epistemologically and literally. Counterfactuals can be powerful arguments.

The conditions of trust differ for different audiences and so the argument presented in a Ph. D. thesis should include the relevant evidence/argument that provides a basis for each audience to comprehend and trust the findings.

Do we want the truth or something we can trust in the circumstances? It has been believed that something can be trusted because it is true, so search for truth. 

An alternative approach is that something is justified in being called true because it warrants unconditional trust, i.e. it meets the highest possible level of conditions of trust in an evolving tradition. As Wittgenstein says (1967, 241), what is true or false is an agreement in judgment but “That is not agreement in opinion but in form of life.”

Truth is narrower than warranted assertability because we are warranted to assert representations/propositions we are justified in believing but are not sure they are true. Such representations/propositions must meet the conditions of trust appropriate for the particular circumstances. So we should identify the appropriate conditions of trust and meet them. 

In identifying conditions of trust appropriate for the particular circumstances, it must be recognised that identification is done by a person situated in a particular set of traditions. It would be better if that person is sensitive to what Ramaekers (2006, p. 245) calls the “ ‘postmodern agony’, an indefinite underlying but disturbing suspicion that whatever we do always already involves ‘too much of the self’ and ‘not enough of the other’.”

Case study

This case study is a first attempt to explore what might count as conditions of trust in the context of a research report considered as a Ph. D. thesis. 

A research report was selected from a recent issue of the Australian Educational Researcher.  The research was selected because it was relatively straightforward in design but went beyond simply identifying matters of fact.  

One reason for conducting this case study is to explore how it might be best to characterise conditions of trust. Another is to see, in this case were it to be Ph. D. research, whether considering conditions of trust is more fruitful than considering it as a search for truth.

Brimble and Stevenson-Clarke (2005, p. 20) published Perceptions of the prevalence and seriousness of academic dishonesty in Australian universities in which

students and academic staff of four major Queensland universities were surveyed to determine their perceptions of the relative seriousness of various forms of academic misconduct, the penalties they consider appropriate for such misconduct and the reasons why students engage in academic misconduct. As well, survey participants were questioned about their actual personal experience of academic misconduct and their perceptions of the prevalence of academic misconduct in the student population.

Brimble and Stevenson-Clarke (2005, p. 20 - 21) claimed their study contributed to the Australian literature by updating data on prevalence and seriousness of academic misconduct, by comparing and contrasting staff and student perceptions, and by “determining the reasons why students enter into various forms of academic misconduct.” All of these aspects of the study may be construed as matters of fact. Insofar as the study did identify the relevant data it could be taken to update (and therefore contribute new knowledge) the Australian studies published in 1997, 2001 and 2002 and a New Zealand study published in 2003. By comparing and contrasting staff and student perceptions the study sought to provide new knowledge based on data not previously collected. Since the 1970s, mainly American research on business and psychology students has sought to identify the characteristics of individual students likely to engage in academic misconduct. However, if the study did “determine” the reasons why students misbehaved then it would contribute new knowledge. Brimble and Stevenson-Clarke (2005, p. 40) provided a “Summary and conclusions” in which they stated

Overall, this evidence confirms and extends the prior literature in relation to academic misconduct in Australian universities…. Based on our findings and those of previous research, we suggest that institutions need to examine the strength and application of their academic misconduct policies.

They also identified three other conclusions regarding action to be taken by Australian universities, including the allocation of university resources. Whether these conclusions are new knowledge is not clear from the research report.

Apart from considerations of whether the study contributed something new, the main issue here is whether Ph. D. research of this kind is better considered in terms of conditions of trust rather than as a search for truth.


The title

If the title is the name of the research report it is not a matter of being true or not.

It is a matter of concern whether the title of the paper can be trusted to be an accurate reflection or indication of the substance of the research. The concern is the same for the abstract. A condition of trust would set out the criteria and standards to be met for the purposes in the circumstances.


The authors

Who authored the research report is not a matter for consideration in judging whether the research findings are true. Nor is the search for truth something better undertaken by some rather than others – it is usually regarded as something all should engage in.

Whether the authors of research should be trusted is a matter for significant consideration and may be a matter, in part, of considering their qualifications and institutional affiliations (including financial or other support). It is also a matter of considering whether the authors have “form” as researchers, particularly in the area of the research topic and ethically. These considerations are simply an extension of the general conditions of trust we employ in ordinary discourse.

The authors of the research in this case study are from Griffith University, their qualifications and research background are unstated in the report, but the “study forms part of a larger, multinational study being conducted across tertiary institutions in Australia, New Zealand, the United States and the United Kingdom.” Brimble, M. and Stevenson-Clarke, P. (2005, p. 40).


The research problem

The way a research problem is identified, formulated and situated is not a matter for consideration in judging the truth of the findings.

Whether the research and its findings can or should be trusted is partly a matter of establishing who wants to know and why (just as it is with any answer to any question). Who wants to know and why are part of the context within which the research is situated and these purposes influence how a research problem is identified and a research question is formulated. Who wants to know and why also influence the judgement as to whether the research should be conducted at all (all search for truth should be conducted).

Whether this research is to be trusted (and whether it should have been conducted at all) is partly dependent upon the purposes of the multinational study and those associated with it but these are not made explicit in the report. Those purposes may have influenced the researchers to seek to extend the range of respondents to include students other than business, psychology and computing/IT and to include staff. Those purposes may have also influenced the researchers to include self-reports of reasons for student academic misconduct. The previous research may have influenced how the research problem was identified and the formulation of research question/s and any hypotheses. These purposes and previous research are relevant in setting criteria for judging the adequacy of the research in question. The purposes and previous research may also be the subject of critical scrutiny to see whether the criteria so set are acceptable as a basis for trust. Whether the intentions of the multinational group of researchers and/or their backers are honourable is also a matter for consideration. Issues related to the corporate research culture within which the research was conducted also form part of the conditions of trust.

Brimble, M. and Stevenson-Clarke, P. (2005, p. 25) surveyed literature 

largely focused on describing relationships between academic dishonesty and either individual or contextual variables, with little regard to theoretical integration or explanation of the phenomenon… Nevertheless, Bolin’s (2004) study is noteworthy because it places academic dishonesty within the context of an empirically supported theory with the potential to explain and predict such behaviour, and ultimately permit the development of intervention strategies.

The theory used by Bolin is a significant part of the matter to be considered in any judgement about trusting the findings of this research. 

Research design

While it is widely recognised that success in the search for truth is often dependent upon asking the right question, emphasis in judging the truth of the findings is all too often focused on the research design employed in conduct of the research. Yet ‘truth’ per se does not seem to throw much light of matters of research design except perhaps to set the requirement that the argument in the report be logical. However, the findings may be true even though the evidence presented for them is weak or false and the argument logically flawed (a case of unjustified, true belief and thus not knowledge).

When considered in the light of conditions of trust, the research design is required to meet a range of criteria to ensure that those believing or using the findings are justified in so doing.

Brimble, M. and Stevenson-Clarke, P. (2005, p. 28) indicated that “This study uses two survey instruments to collect data.”  The sample surveyed was substantially larger than previous Australian studies with 772 staff (190 responded) and 1206 students (1174 usable responses) surveyed. With four Queensland universities included in the sample it is reasonable to assume that the sample is representative of the diversity of Australian universities and thus could meet a criterion of trust designed to test the generalisability of the findings. However, as 41% of the responding staff were in science and 78% of students were in business (only 24% of staff in business) it would seem that the research design was faulty. Comparisons between staff and student perceptions may not meet a criterion of trust required for these judgments (notwithstanding any chi-square test of statistical significance of aggregated responses).

Brimble, M. and Stevenson-Clarke, P. (2005, p. 41) state “The actual survey instruments were developed and piloted by colleagues carrying out similar research in New Zealand (de Lambert, Ellen and Taylor 2003)” and this, together with detailed examination of the survey questions, would give users a basis for judging whether an appropriate criterion of trust could be met by the survey instruments. One criterion of trust would focus on whether the instruments sought to record responses in a reliable way to questions that the research sought to ask. The main issue here may be whether a set of responses to one or more questions was used inappropriately to answer a different kind of question that the research sought to answer. Another criterion of trust would examine the survey questions for their acceptability on ethical grounds.


Conduct of the survey

An epistemological condition of trust would relate to the nature of the briefing given by researchers to students in class when they filled out the survey. The potential exists for such a briefing to skew the responses in a particular way. An ethical condition of trust would concern the manner in which the survey was conducted with respect to issues such as privacy and coercion.


The results

The reported results of the research is the aspect that seems, in a non-trivial sense, where truth is most significant. That the reported results of the research are actually the results of the research, not unintentionally misread or erroneously communicated and not intentionally falsified, is what it is for the results to be the true results of the research. That the results of the research are true (in the philosophical sense) of the world in the manner they are purported to be is not a matter that can be determined.

Conditions of trust are required to establish both that the results can be trusted as being the results of the research and of being a trustworthy representation of the world. Conditions related to the transcription procedures for survey responses and related to the bona fides of the researchers are relevant to the former issue and the conditions related to the research problem and design are relevant to the latter issue.

There are no obvious grounds to doubt that the conditions of trust for reporting research results would not be met. However, as indicated above, the conditions of trust in the research design sample would give grounds to doubt that the reported results are a basis for trusted judgments about differences between staff and student perceptions. This doubt is intensified when Brimble, M. and Stevenson-Clarke, P. (2005, p. 32) extended their reporting of results into the following

It would appear that students (or at least the cohort of students surveyed) attach little significance to integrity in research, implying that academic research is undervalued by students relative to staff. This finding should be of grave concern to university administrators …

Given that over 90% of the student respondents were undergraduates with no research experience and little reason to consider questions of research integrity, the compared population samples are different in relevant respects. That the researchers should then identify a finding as one of “grave concern” as part of the results report is problematic. To translate “attach little significance” (to something that is not an issue for them) to ‘do not value’ (when the issue has been considered) without specific justification and then draw a conclusion of “grave concern” would be to violate one of the conditions of trust related to reporting research results. 


Summary and conclusions

It is not uncommon for researchers to discuss their findings (results) and to indicate some directions for further research or action. There is little guidance to be gained in applying the notion of truth (in the philosophical sense) to such discussion.

Brimble, M. and Stevenson-Clarke, P. (2005) do not overtly discuss their findings but, instead, provide a summary and conclusions as indicated above. The condition of trust for a summary is much the same as for the title and abstract, it should accurately reflect the research being summarised. In this case, the authors provide an accurate summary.

However, they also provide four conclusions by way of assertion rather than argument closely linked to the findings of their research. It is usual practice for researchers to seek to make their research relevant to significant matters and to point out that relevance in their discussion, conclusions, recommendations or in other public comment as distinguished researchers. The problem for such discourse is that the research findings are usually so detailed and specific that they do not readily relate to significant matters in a conclusive way. Thus the researchers tend to draw on their wider theoretical, value, and political views and speak as learned persons in the area of discussion rather than drawing conclusions from the findings in ways that others can trust. That is, the researchers present conclusions based on themselves as persons to be trusted rather than presenting research that can be trusted. Thus they exemplify what Stake and Dale (1995, p. 56) advocated “Research can be designed so that as much as its power to express conclusions is its power to stimulate thinking.”

The four conclusions drawn by Brimble, M. and Stevenson-Clarke, P. (2005) may be sensible, trustworthy and based on their experience, consideration of the literature and their expertise, but this is not made explicit in their report. A condition of trust for conclusions could be that they be shown to be a logical consequence of the research findings. Finding a discrepancy between staff and student responses to a survey question does not of itself justify the assertion of a conclusion about the allocation of university resources. Suggestions for further research are not subject to such a rigorous condition of trust but they do not have the same attraction for editors or policy makers. Were this a Ph. D. thesis it would fail a condition of trust for conclusions, having not demonstrated the thinking that led the researchers to use the research findings to reach the stated conclusions.


References

An ethical condition of trust is that the references exist, are accurately and fairly represented in the use made of them in the research and have been properly acknowledged where they have been used. An epistemological condition of trust is that references used represent a competent coverage of the existing relevant literature. Brimble, M. and Stevenson-Clarke, P. (2005) have an extensive list of references that seem to meet these conditions of trust.

Conditions of trust for Ph. D. research: A summary

	Condition
	Comment

	Title
	Accurate description of the research

	Author
	Qualifications

	
	Research reputation (competence/ethical)

	Abstract
	Accurate description of the research

	Problem
	Should it be researched/used?

	
	Theoretical framework – acceptable/appropriate

	Design
	Meet current standards to produce argument linking problem through evidence to conclusion

	Conduct
	Competent/ethical

	Results
	Accurate report/representation

	Discussion
	Relates results to hypothesis, problem, question, title

	Conclusion
	Identify how results contribute to problem

	Recommendations
	Identify basis for recommendations

	References
	Competent/ethical

	Supervisor
	Competent/ethical

	Examiners
	Competent/ethical


Conclusion

Research can extend the range of things we trust or strengthen the grounds upon which we base our trust, rather than discover truths. So, the question to ask of a thesis is not whether what it says is true but whether the findings can be trusted for our purposes.

Each of the conditions of trust indicated above require specific criteria and standards to be identified as accepted/acceptable in the tradition relevant in the particular case so judgement may be made about whether the research, as reported, should be trusted as a basis for belief and action. How it is to be believed and what action is to be taken as a result, influence the conditions of trust to be appropriately applied.

The search for truth is a search for properties. The identification of conditions of trust is an examination of relations. I invite others to consider whether trust may be a more fruitful subject for further philosophical investigation, given that truth has already had a fair run so far. Such investigation may, as Dewey (1930, p. 38) put it, help to

facilitate the fruitful interaction of our cognitive beliefs, our beliefs resting upon the most dependable methods of inquiry, with our practical beliefs about the value, the ends and purposes, that should control human action in the things of large and liberal human import. 
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� The criteria in an Australian enterprise university now include, as Marginson and Considine (2000, p. 136) have said “ the means to research (funding) has become both the measure of its value, and the end to be sought.”


� I argued against such a notion of ‘know’ in Haynes (1967).





