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Executive summary
Top Level Takeaways and Key Figures

o The proportion of respondents who felt that researchers in their field IS ZEER IR 5 A2 MERUEIEE [ COEEE,
7% conduct and report research in an honest and

were not using honest and verifiable methods. transparent manner. Researchers should be fair
and accurate when representing their interactions
with peers, be open about any potential conflicts of

The proportion of respondents who indicated that their institution interest that might emerge within their research

provided training on research integrity. and ensure that they protect research participants,
maintaining their dignity and rights throughout the

life time of the research.”

51%

4% The proportion of respondents who do not support mandatory training
on research integrity. “[Research integrity includes] Fostering and
maintaining honesty, trust, rigor, and fairness in
research practices, and supporting courageous action
where lack of integrity is identified.”

67% The proportion of respondents who felt that research integrity training
provided by their institution is effective.

“Training was very good at covering big mistakes,
but not so good at showing the best ways to do
63% The proportion of respondents who are unsure whether training things. Additionally, it was quite generic [...] More

providers are regularly assessed for the quality of training they provide. subject specific training would be great.”
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Introduction

In 2019, Nature hosted a meeting of stakeholders from all parts of the Australian research community — including representatives
from business, government bodies, university and research institutes, and funding organisations — to discuss research integrity and
good research practices.

One of the most striking outcomes of this meeting was the realisation of how little anyone knew about the level of understanding or
training offered to researchers in research integrity. This led us, initially, to launch a survey of researchers at all levels of seniority,
from PhD students to Vice-Chancellors, at institutions throughout Australia, to determine the level of understanding of research
integrity and relevant training within the Australian research community. We have subsequently extended the survey to researchers
in the UK and the USA, with more countries to follow.

These surveys aim to address the following:

* To determine the scale of training on research integrity (as defined by the NIH) and good research practices provided to
researchers, including how it is provided, who provides it, and with what frequency.

* To understand the perceived need and quality of such training.

* To understand what topics are covered and whether they align with the researchers’ needs (as identified by them).

The following report describes the survey results received from 1078 participants from more than 287 organisations across the UK.
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2.0

What is understood by
“research integrity”
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Unprompted, 44% of researchers included “Honest” in their Rl definition

Unprompted understanding of research integrity meaning

The UK survey received 722 open text responses describing
what researchers felt Research Integrity meant
(unprompted). All of these comments were coded into
overlapping themes provided on the right. The top 3
themes describing RI: Honest, Ethical and Transparent.

Researchers from the Humanities & Social Sciences field were
significantly more likely than other researchers to include “Ethical”
in their Rl descriptions, whereas, researchers from the Physical
Sciences (including Chemistry & Maths) were significantly less likely
than other researchers to include “Ethical” in their descriptions.
Instead, the latter group were significantly more likely than others
to feel that RI that research must be “open and accessible.”

“Encompasses honesty and ethical practice in relation to
all research and evaluation activities.”

“Honest, transparent and open. Driven by curious mind to
solve problems and find answers and understand the
world, rather than financial, reputational, institutional or
personal gain.”

Q. How would you describe Research Integrity, including the practices it

relates to? (n=722)

Honest

Ethical

Transparent

Unbiased

Complies with regulations & guidelines
Rigorous

Not plagiarised / Honest authorship
Accurate

Trustworthy

Replicable

Other

Open and accessible
Responsible

Not fraudulent
Beneficial to society
Equity and inclusion
Respectful

Good documentation
Professional
Accountability

Good data management
| don't know

I 44%
I 28%
I 24%

I 18%

I 18%

I 18%

I 15%

I 13%

I 12%

I 11%
I 11%
I 10%
. 7%
. 7%
7%
5%
5%
4%
4%
4%
4%
3%

These figures represent the weighted proportion of respondents to give a particular response.

Many respondents named more than 1 factor. Total may not = 100%.
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Prompted, 98% of researchers rated “Honest” as important for Research Integrity
Prompted understanding of research integrity meaning

Researchers’ prompted answers are mostly consistent with
regards to Research Integrity? (n=785) their unprompted understanding of Research Integrity — as
Honest, Ethical and Transparent remain in the top 5
elements that are rated as “extremely important” or “very
important” with regards to Research Integrity.

Q. How important, if at all, would you rate each of the following with

Honest

Accurate
Ethical However, prompted questioning finds that Accurate and Rigorous
increased in importance, compared with unprompted
Transparent | o:°: understanding, as they climb the ranking into the top 5 elements
Rigorous [ NGTGNGNGNGNGNGNGNEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE - with regards to Research Integrity.

Legal [N 567

Interestingly, mid-career researchers were significantly less likely

Open and accessible [ NRDEREEEE /9% than early-career or senior researchers to feel that Accurate and
Respectful [N 3% Rigorous are important factors for Research Integrity.
Justified 69% And those who were self-employed were significantly more likely
Original 53% than others to feel that Innovative was an important part of

Research Integrity. However, Innovative was most likely to be

- ) .
Beneficial to society 52% rated as “not important at all” by all other researchers.

Innovative 44%
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Declaring conflicts of interest was rated as the most important activity for integrity
Important aspects for maintaining integrity in research

After initial questions (see slide 6 & 7) respondents were provided
with a definition of research integrity to provide context and
consistency for further questioning:

“The use of honest and verifiable methods in proposing, performing,
and evaluating research and reporting research results with
particular attention to adherence to rules, regulations, guidelines,
and commonly accepted professional codes and norms.”

76% of respondents felt that definition reflected their understanding
of Research Integrity either “Extremely well” or ”Very well”.

Q. To what extent does this definition reflect your understanding

of Research Integrity? (n=756)

H Extremely well H Very well
Moderately well Somewhat well
® Not at all / | don't know

30% 46% H 2%

Q. How would you rate the importance of each of the below activities with

reference to NIH definition of research integrity? (n=740)

M Extremely important Very important
Declaring conflicts of interest
Acknowledging the work of others
Reporting research transparently
Detailing research methods & procedures
Consideration for participants and subjects
Sharing negative results publicly
Research project design
Making protocols openly available
Statistical methods
Sharing data and/or code openly
Data management planning
Adhering to published & validated protocols
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3.0

Current research integrity
training provision
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Awareness of research integrity training based on seniority and work place
Availability of training in research integrity

Q. Does your institution provide training in research

. e T
integrity? (n=737) “Yes” broken down by seniority “Yes” broken down by work place

n

mYes ®mNo mIdon'tknow/I prefer not to say Institutional Management —71%

Research organizations—47%

Academia— 58%

L2
A

f“f Not for profit— 38%
[ N J

Senior researcher —-58%

Mid-level researcher — 29%

" m Government— 13%

&

® 5o o b

Early career researcher —54%

Industry —32%

Non-academic staff — 27%

=)o
=
Elao

Self employed — 22%

L e0 @ Other-36%

Other - 27%
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On average, 81% of respondents who’ve been offered training have taken it
Who has taken training in research integrity?

Q. Have you undertaken training in research integrity as provided by your current

institution? (n=368)

Clinical, Health & Translational Sciences
Earth & Environmental Sciences

Other

Humanities & Social Sciences
Biomedical sciences

Computer Science and Engineering

Physical sciences (incl. Chem. & Maths)

HYes " No

91%

87

%

84%

79%

78%

72%

71%

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “Yes” to the question “Does your
institution provide training in research integrity?” on slide 10.

11

On average, 81% of respondents answered
“yes” to whether they have taken Research
Integrity training at their current institution.

Specially, respondents from the Clinical, Health
& Translational sciences were most likely to
indicate that they have undertaken Research
Integrity training at 91%, and researchers from
the physical sciences (including chemistry and
maths) were least likely to indicate the same at
71%.
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63% of training provided is mandatory, 54% involves both online & in person
How is research integrity training provided?

Q. Was the training in which you participated mandatory or optional? (n=294)

Respondents from Clinical, Health
& Translational Sciences as well as
the Physical sciences (including
Chemistry & Maths) were more
likely to state that their institution
provided mandatory training —
however, please note, this is not
statistically significant.
Respondents from Humanities &
Social Sciences were least likely to
state their institution provided
mandatory training — however,
please note, this is not statistically
significant.

—_

m | don't know

® Mandatory m Optional

Q. How is this training provided? (n=379)

Blended — 54%

%':'__ Online — 32%
T
—
Q In person —11%
000
[aae)

F)

T Don’t know— 4%

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “Yes” to the question “Have you
undertaken training in research integrity as provided by your current institution?” on slide 11.

12
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Research Offices & Research Administrations are most likely responsible for Rl training

Who is responsible for conducting training?

® Respondents in academia were significantly more likely
to indicate that research offices and research
administration were responsible for delivering training
on research integrity.

®* However, those working in Industry (e.g. pharma,
biotech, consultancy), were significantly least likely likely
to indicate the same, and were slight more likely, along
with those working in non-profits, to indicate that
responsibility for training in research integrity was held
by supervisors and senior leaders.

13

Q. Who is responsible for conducting the training within your institution?

(n=375)

Research Office / Research Administration 17%

Supervisors/Senior leaders 12%

Internal training coordinator 12%

6%

Third-party training provider

Other + 1 don't know 6%

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “Yes” to the question “Does
your institution provide training in research integrity?” on slide 10.

Additionally, these figures represent the weighted proportion of respondents to give a particular
responses, therefore, may not =100%

SPRINGERNATURE



Research Integrity Training is most commonly offered to postgraduate students

To whom is research integrity training offered?

Q. Who within your institution has access and is required to undertake

training in research integrity? (n=366)

B Has access and is a mandatory requirement to complete

Has access but as an optional choice to complete

Postgraduate students 66% 86%

Early-career researchers 55% 85%

Mid-career researchers 43% 78%

Senior researchers 39% 74%
Teaching-only academics 15% 48%
Undergraduate students 23% 45%
Professional staff IS 42%

Executive staff WA 33%

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “Yes” to the question “Does your
institution provide training in research integrity?” on slide 10.

14

Postgraduate students have the most access to
Research Integrity training (86%) and are most likely to
have the training be mandatory (66%).

Interestingly, teaching-only academics have more
access to Research Integrity training (48%) than
undergraduates (45%).

33%-48% of respondents indicated that their institution
provided access to training in research integrity to their
non-research active staff (i.e. teaching-only academics,
professional staff and executive staff).
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34%-44% of respondents say training offered is permanently available online
How frequently is training in research integrity taken and provided?

Q. For those who have access, how often is training in research integrity
provided/made available by your institution? (n=121)

Q. How frequently are you required to undertake training in

research integrity? (n=185)

B Permanently available as online course M At least once a year

B At least once every two years B Only as induction training
m [ don't know

B Ad hoc
m At least once ever
two years y Mid-career researchers 44% 19% 7% 6% 7% | 16%
= | dont know/other Senior researchers 44% 19% 8% 6% 7% | 16%
Postgraduate students 44% 20% 6% 12% 4% 14%
= At least once a year Early-career researchers 43% 18% 7% 9% 6% 17%

Executive staff 42% 23% 3% 11% 5% 16%
= Only once as
induction training Teaching-only academics 41% 21% 6% 7% 7% 18%
= Ad Hoc Professional staff 41% 19% 6% 10% 5%| 18%
Undergraduate students 34% 22% 4% 12% 9% | 18%

Please note, this question was only shown to those who indicated these groups did have access to

Research Integrity training on slide 14.

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered
“Mandatory” to the question “Was the training in which you participated

mandatory or optional?” on slide 12.
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Only 7% indicated they are required to prove their understanding to maintain their role
How is training in research integrity assessed?

16

7% of respondents indicated that they are required to
go through mandatory testing to prove their
understanding of Research Integrity in order to
maintain their position within the institution.

8% of respondents indicated that there is absolutely
no assessment upon completion of Research Integrity
training. This was statistically significantly more likely
so for senior researchers than early and mid-career
researchers and job roles.

Q. How, if at all, is learning from the training on research integrity assessed?

(n=349)

There is no assessment on completion
of the training

8%

Simple test for self awareness of

0,
knowledge 11%

In-training discussions 9%

Mandatory test that requires a pass to
maintain position within institute

7%

Other - 3%
Project work - 3%
Reviewed group work - 3%

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “Yes” to the question “Does your
institution provide training in research integrity?” on slide 10.

Additionally, these figures represent the weighted proportion of respondents to give a particular
responses, therefore, may not =100%
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A third (or less) of institutions encourage Research Integrity in other ways
How else do institutions encourage research integrity?

17

Q. Aside from formal training opportunities, how else does your institution encourage and develop research integrity? (n=649)

My institution actively encourages open access publishing _ 34%
Provides established policies regarding research integrity _ 27%
Provides support for attendance to external conferences and workshops _ 23%
Provides recommended data repositories for open sharing _ 21%
Provides sufficient material resources to ensure good research practices _ 18%
Provides an anonymised system to 'speak out' about bad practices and behaviours _ 15%
Provide effective mentoring programmes to address quality & career development _ 13%
Develop its own definition of research integrity for internal clarity & consistency _ 12%
Provides reporting checklists - 9%
Conduct audits to maintain record keeping & responsible research practice - 9%

Develop written declarations about commitments to integrity to be signed by staff - 8%

Other - 4%
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4.0

Topic inclusion within
training
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Current training coverage focuses overarching Research Integrity concepts
Topics covered in institutional research integrity training

Q. Which aspects associated with research integrity are included in your institution’s training? (n=282)

The importance of research integrity

Ethics approval

Defining research integrity

Participant consent

Long-term storage and data management strategies
Understanding data privacy

Defining the type of data to be produced and how it is acquired
Defining policies for access, ownership, sharing and re-use
Conflict of interest guidance

Understanding data policies

Research security

Authorship guidance

Appropriate repositories for deposition of data
Copyright/licensing of data

Curation of data

Determining an inclusion/exclusion criteria

Inclusion of positive or negative controls

Finding the time to manage data

Validation of tools or reagents

Determining statistical power

Costing and budget planning

Outcome assessment blinding

Replication testing

Random allocation of experimental cohorts

Determining the scale of the experimental cohort/replications
Metadata descriptions

Other /| don't know

I 2 3%
I 2 2%
I 2 1%
. 19%
I 1.8%
I 1.8%
[ 7%
I 16%
I 16%
—— 16%
I 15%
I 15%
I 1.4%
——— 13%
—— 12%
I 11%
I 10%
I—— 9%
9%
8%
8%
8%
7%
7%
7%
6%
4%

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “Yes” to the question “Have you undertaken training in research

Tgtegrity as provided by your current institution?” on slide 11.

Senior researchers were
significantly more likely than
mid- and early career
researchers to have the
following topics included in
their research integrity
training: the importance of
research integrity, ethics
approval, defining research
integrity, understanding
data privacy, and conflict of
interest guidance.

However, mid- and early
career researchers also
indicated that these topics
were sometimes included in
the integrity trainings
provided for them.
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Current desire for training focuses on data management, sharing & copyright/licensing
Topics desired from research integrity training

Senior researchers were

significantly more likely than
~ Long-term storage and data management strategies I 2% mid- and early career
Defining policies for access, ownership, sharing and re-use [ NGNS 230

Q. Which of the following topics in Rl do you feel you would benefit from further training in? (n=676)

Determining statistical power | 227) researcher to feel that they
Copyright/licensing of data G 22 would benefit from training
Metadata descriptions I EEEEEEEG— 2 | ) . S
Appropriate repositories for deposition of data I 2106 on Appropriate repositories
Curation of data RGN 20 for deposition of data.

Finding the time to manage data [N 207
Determining the scale of the experimental cohort/replications I N 13%

Defining the type of data to be produced and how it is acquired IEEEEEEEGG  13% And researchers in the
Determining an inclusion/exclusion criteria [ NN 15% .

Authorship guidance NG 156 Computer Science and

Understanding data policies I 18% Engineering field were

Validation of tools or reagents I 17%

Defining research integrity G 17 significantly more likely than

Inclusion of positive or negative controls I 16% researchers in other fields to
The importance of research integrity IS 16% feel like they needed training
Replication testing 16% . .
Ethics approval 15% on Inclusion of positive or
Costing and budget planning 14% negative controls.
Understanding data privacy 14%
Outcome assessment blinding 14%
Random allocation of experimental cohorts 12%
Participant consent 11%
None of the above 10%
Other + | don't know 8%
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Cross-plot of training topics provided and training topics needs identify key
institutional training development areas

Most desired and

least provision

30%
L - Defining policies for access, -
ong-term storage and data ownership, sharing and re-use ioht/licensi
25% management strategies \\. Copyrlght/lchnsmg of data
Curation of data

.g . Defining research integrity Apprzprlatt.a .repo?:;ones for ps ./ o

g 7 The importance of CPOSHIOMEIEETS _ o -

- research integrity \ ° AUthOFShIp Finding the time to Determining t

£ guidance manage dat the experimental
% 15% / ® cohort/replications
s Ethics approval Understanding data policie .\ Replication testingb

) .\ Outcome assessment blinding
<

+ 10% Defining the type of data to be Determining an )

> - . , . . - Random allocation of

[ and how it is acquired inclusion/exclusion criteria

Inclusion of positive eXPerimental cohorts

Participant consent )
or negative controls

——

30% 25% 20% 15% 10% 5% 0%

5%

0%

Greatest provision Included in institutional training
and least desired
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Senior researchers’ cross-plot of training topics provided and training topics needs
Topics covered in research integrity training versus topics desired by seniority group

Most desired and

least provision

30%
Long-term storage and data g Coyright/licensing o “
q Curation
management strategies l
e

25% ./
Defining policies for access,
ownership, sharing and re-use Appropriate repositories - -
20% for deposition of data Determining statistical
® ower
Defining research integrity /. P MEtN
15% Defining the type of data to be Determining the scale o
o .
e boval / produced and how it is acquired [ ] \ the experimental

E Determining an cohort/replications
inclusion/exclusion
Authorship criteria
guidance

10% Replication testing

Further training desired

Random allocation of

5% Inclusion of positive experimental cohorts

or negative controls Outcome?- as'sessment
blinding

30% 25% 20% 15% 10% 5% 0%

0%

Greatest provision Included in institutional training

and least desired
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Mid-career researchers’ cross-plot of training topics provided and training topics needs
Topics covered in research integrity training versus topics desired by seniority group

Most desired and

least provision

30%

Copyrig
Defining policies for access,

25% ownership, sharingand re-use o

Long-term storage and data

management strategies Determining Fl Finding
inclusion/exclusion manage data
Appropriate repositories ®

criteria

for deposition of data Determining the scale
- _ ) //: Inclusion of of the exper.ime.ntal
Defining research integrity positive or cohort/replications
Ethics approval o negative
uthorshi
Defining the type of data to be . P~ controls Replication testing
- . guidance
produced and how it is acquired
. Outcome assessment
Random allocation of By
- blinding
articipant consent

20%

Further training desired
= =
o vl
X X

5%

experimental cohorts
0%
30% 25% 20% 15% 10% 5% 0%

Greatest provision Included in institutional training

and least desired
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Early career researchers’ cross-plot of training topics provided and training topics needs
Topics covered in research integrity training versus topics desired by seniority group

Most desired and

least provision

30% Defini licies f Authorship guidance ApprCM
efining policies for access, \?r d.eposition oraat

ownership, sharing and re-use

25%
Copyright/licensing of data
g Long-term storage and data _/. \./.
5 management strategies coho
v 20% . .
-?D ’ Finding the (tjm:e i Replication tesm
manage data i : s
= Defining research integrity Defining the type of data to be = Cufrztlon Inclusion of positive
‘© 15% produced and how it is acquired BlCE - or negative controls
b=
3] Ethics approval
<
£ 10%
w Determini Random allocation of
. ) ?rmlnlng a.n experimental cohorts
5% A inclusion/exclusion .
criteria utcomg as.sessment
- blinding
0%

30% 25% 20% 15% 10% 5% 0%

Greatest provision Included in institutional training

and least desired
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5.0

Current training efficacy
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Researchers from the Humanities field feel the greatest problem with research integrity
Field specific perceptions of problems associated with research integrity

Q. To what extent do you agree/disagree that researchers within your field are using "honest and verifiable methods in

proposing, performing, and evaluating research and reporting research results"? (n=739)

W Agree I don't know / Neutral M Disagree

Total 87% 7%
%

6%

Humanities & Social Sciences 83%

[y
w

Clinical, Health & Translational Sciences 90%

Computer Science and Engineering 86%

Y
X iR

Biomedical sciences 89%

Physical sciences 88% %

[EY
N

Mathematical sciences 89%

~
X

Chemical sciences 73%

Biological sciences 90%

~
X

Earth & Environmental Sciences 90%

S
X
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4% of respondents do not feel training in Rl should be mandatory
Who should training in research integrity be mandatory for?

27

Q. For whom should training in research integrity be mandatory? (n=696)

Postgraduate students 56%

0,
Early-career researchers 51%

N [v)
Mid-career researchers 42%

41%

Senior researchers

Undergraduate students 33%

27%

Professional staff

Executive staff 25%

23%

Teaching only-academics
It should never be mandatory . 4%

| have no opinion /| don't know . 3%

These figures represent the weighted proportion of respondents to give a particular response. Many
respondents chose more than 1 answer. Total may not = 100%.
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2 out of 3 of respondents who were offered training felt that it was effective
Perceived quality of current research integrity training provision

Q. Level of agreement with statements relating to the provision of training in research

integrity? (n=263-696)

| have been able to apply the training provided to
me by my institution on Rl to my work

| feel knowledgeable about the key aspects of R
from the training provided to me by my institution

| feel confident that my institution would support
me to allocate time to Rl training & activities

The Rl training provided by my institution is
comprehensive

The Rl training provided at my institution is
effective

W Agree Neutral /1don't know ™ Disagree

84%

84%

58%

62%

67%

14%

15%

10%

28

84% of respondents felt
knowledgeable about the key aspects
of Research Integrity based on the
training provided by their institution.

84% of respondents confirm that they
were able to apply Research Integrity
training provided to their work.

15% of respondents do not feel the
Research Integrity training provided
by their institution is comprehensive.

14% of respondents do not feel their
institution would support them to
take the time for Research Integrity
training and activities.
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64% of respondents feel they are able to provide feedback on the Rl training provided
Perceived quality of training providers and feedback mechanisms

Q. Level of agreement with statements relating to the providers of training and feedback routes?

(n=263-696)

B Agree Neutral /1don't know M Disagree

| feel any feedback provided to my institution on training is
reviewed and implemented

29%

16%

| feel that I am able to provide feedback on the material

0,
included on my institutions research integrity training =

%

Training providers are given feedback on the quality of

0,
research developed across the institution Lol

18%

Training providers within my institution are regularly

0,
assessed for the quality of training they provide 2

15%

The quality of mentorship in relation to research integrity by

0,
senior researchers at my institution is high i)

18%

| feel confident my supervisor would support me in finding

0,
time for Rl training and activities e

7%

-IIIHI
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Comments emphasize the desire for comprehensive, engaging & mandatory training
Why is training not effective and what is your biggest unmet need in training?

Q. You indicated that your institution’s research integrity training was not Q. What do you feel is the biggest unmet need in
effective and/or comprehensive. Please say more. (n=39) training in research integrity? (n=229)
1. Insufficient Coverage and Relevance: Training is too generic 1. Many comments focused on the need to have
® "Training was very good at covering big mistakes, but not so good at any or mandatory research integrity training
showing tﬁe best ways tq qo things. Additionally, it was quite generic [...] programmes:
More subject specific training would be great. ® It js the lack of comprehensive and standardized
® “The training offered could be far more comprehensive. and cover more . training programs.“
areas. It is very STEM-focused and misses many integrity issues with social ® " formal training programme. ”
R .'s,cience and humanities resegrch.” o ® "Within the international development and
Many aspects not covered in detail. humanitarian sector, | do not believe that research
2. Lack of Engagement: Training is viewed as a box-ticking exercise . Mtegrity s something that is generally considered.
That training is not mandated, for example, like
® "Training consists of video and online questions. There is no scope for health and safety. ”
discussion nor feedback for improving training. It confuses training with ® “Ensuring ECR academics have adequate training.”
legal requirements. It does not invite further enquiry and so is seen as a ® “Training courses at every level”
box-ticking exercise.”
® 'The current training provision appears mostly as a box-checking exercise 2. Topic specific needs include:
to demonstrate to funders that "something is being done", but when it ® Data management, handling and sharing
comes to implementation, the approach is not well-coordinated nor is ® Statistical methods
research integrity very prominent at all in internal discussions. It does not ® Experiment methodology and design
appear to be valued by many senior researchers." ® FEthics
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6.0

Appendix
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Respondents profiles
Demographics

Workplace or student status (n=1078) Job role / Seniority (n=1031)

University/higher education institute [ INNENEGTEN 63%
Other M 10%
lam a student [l 4%
Research institute [l 4%
Self-employed W 4%
Industry W 4%
Not-for-profit | 2%
Government [ 2% ® Institutional Management
Publicly funded research agency | 1%

Primary field of interest (n=1078) Training responsibility (n=1078)
8% ® Earth & Environmental Sciences
Physical sciences (incl. Chem. & Maths) @ é
® Biomedical sciences _— . “
m Computer Science and Engineering B
B Clinical, Health & Translational Sciences Decision-making Budget-assigning No decision
m Humanities & Social Sciences responsibility: responsibility: responsibility:
m Other 33% 17% 65%

32 SPRINGER NATURE

u Senior Researcher

® Mid Career Researcher
m Early Career Researcher
u Non-Academic Staff

u Other




Thank you
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