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Executive summary
Top Level Takeaways and Key Figures

6%

73%

81%

78%

41%

The proportion of respondents who felt that researchers in their field
were not using honest and verifiable methods.

The proportion of respondents who indicated that their institution
provided training on research integrity.

The proportion of respondents who support mandatory training
on research integrity for early career researchers.

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

The proportion of respondents who feel confident their institution

would support them in allocating time for integrity training & activities.
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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 to launch a series of surveys of researchers in different parts of the
world to determine the level of understanding of research integrity and relevant training within the research community of each
country surveyed. And, in partnership with the Japanese Association for the Advancement of Science (JAAS), the survey has been
extended to Japan.

These surveys aimto 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 1,190 participants from more than 445 organisations across Japan.
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“researchintegrity”
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Unprompted, 1 in 3 participants emphasized avoiding misconduct as integral to Rl
Unprompted understanding of research integrity meaning

The Japan survey received 1,085 open text comments
where participants described what Research Integrity (RI
here after) meant to them. 65% of these comments were
coded into the themes on the right.

The predominant theme, emphasized the importance of
preventing research misconduct (30%), such as fabricating or
falsifying data. This was followed by the appropriate use and
allocation of funds (16%), then ethical conduct (15%).
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These figures represent the weighted proportion of respondents to

SPRINGER NATURE

give a particular response. Total may not = 100%.



In prompted questioning, honesty and transparencytake precedence

Prompted understanding of research integrity meaning

MRAELZDFEFHICONT, TEENDERFENEEERLLBENE

9/ ?(1,103)
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BRI H D 46%
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HEIHTHD 35%

In prompted questioning, participants prioritized honesty
(89%) and transparency (85%) as the most crucial elements
for Research Integrity. Despite being ranked 7th and 13th in
unprompted comments, respondents most consistently rated
honesty and transparency as either "extremely important" or
"very important" to research integrity. This is closely followed
by ethical conduct (82%), maintaining its position among the
top 3 most important elements, as observed in unprompted
questioning.
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Transparency & disclosing COIs are seen as most important activities to maintain Rl
Important aspects for maintaining integrity in research

After initial questions (seeslides 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.”

62% of respondents felt that definition reflected their
understanding of Research Integrity either “Extremely well” or
"Very well”.
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Current research integrity
training provision
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Awareness of research integrity training based on seniority and workplace
Availability of training in research integrity
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“Yes” broken down by seniority “Yes” broken down by workplace

WHRET. DHIBT R
- 84%

\

CEE4A CEAYAY-S MDA
KZ, AR, DRI TEHE
B ZBE-79%

K -84%
DT HEE-86%

JEEF HIA-19%
FEMEE -68%
REITZ% -44%

HEFHAEE-54%

\
© D o bw

BE%-26%

© G k)

FDih-43% LA Z D -27%

10 SPRINGER NATURE



97% confirmed they have undertaken Rl training provided by their institutions
Who has taken training in research integrity?

Participants indicated high levels of
undertaking research integrity training that
was provided to them by their institutions,
with about 97% confirming their participation.

HEEFREMBEL TV SHENERT SARLXED NL—Z VT ERE L= L

N&HY FE9H ?(838)

mHd RN
Total By field, participants working in the earth and
environmental sciences and computer science
and engineering have the highest levels of
FE R 99% uptake _at 99%, while those working in _
biomedical sciences have the lowest but still
FEMFE, IV Ea—S—F( T2, I% 99% considerable participation rate at 94%.
BRI, BERIF. FSUAL—Y3F 98%

VY —F Moreover, respondents affiliated with

(UL SN C N A 96% | universities or higher education institutions are
most likely to have undergone research
integrity training, whereas those in the industry
EMEF 94% are more inclined to indicate that they have not

participated in such training.

AXHEE 95%

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “I£LV” to the question “& 75 1= DHERE T
[ETHARRAED FL—=2T %EM L TLET H ?”on slide 10.
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Most Rl training is mandatory and provided online
How is research integrity training provided?

FORL—ZUTXZENBATLEN? FNRELEETLEDA?(811)

FL—Z2JFEDK S LGHETER

SNTULVET H ?(846)
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* Respondents working at
universities or other higher A -28%
education institutes were most

likely to indicate their Rl
training was mandatory.

- OF | o510 -67%
® Participants working in non- =
profits were, as well as those
that were fungled. by mdust.ry, g A
most likely to indicate that it 209
was optional.
-

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “3> % ” to the question “& 73 1= |XIRFEFR
BLTWAHEANERT ZMERAED FL—=25%2ZE L ERHBY ETIH ?”onslide 11.
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Rl training is most often conducted by research offices and administrations
Who is responsible for conducting training?

Almost 3 out of 4 (73%) participants indicated that FL—= U5 A 5EEEE > TLBDIEE 1T TEh?(848)
the Research Office / Research Administration is

responsible for conducting Rl training at their

institution. HH B PR D B S HE HEORE 22 S4B ERFY. B
NIEHEEE

73%

Participants that work in industry (i.e. pharma,

biotech, consulting), however, were most likely to MEEFEE " _THER - 21%
indicate that responsibility lies with supervisors /

senior leaders as well as internal training

. HEBERO FL—=2Fa—TFT 4 Rx—45— - 14%
coordinators.

HNED R L—=VTRIEE 11%

ZDH /5L l 7%

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “I& L\ to the question “8 75 1- DHEEE T
IEARAED FL—=2F &R L TULETH ? 7 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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Active researchers,compared to students and staff, have highest access to Rl training
To whom is research integrity training offered?

HET-ONMBEHETHEAED FL—ZVJ B TEDAN, RBZEBHTONTVSAR
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e

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “1&LV” to the question “& 7% 1= DRI TIXAERLIED L —
ZUUEEBRLTWETH ?”onslide 10.
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3 in 4 reported that they are required to take Rl training at least once a year
How frequently is training in research integrity taken and provided?

HE-OFBEHEIZEWLNT., IEAED FL— | IELXAED FL—=2 5 2ZFEBTEDLAIIDOVTEAVLES, FL—=25
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= F1E L E m fERF BB
KERE 24% 59% 6% 6% 69

B 24 (Z1E L E =
EMBE 24% 59% 4% 3% 8%
2 P 0 0 0/ 20/ 70
h e TmBE 23% 63% 5% 3% 7%

h BRI 23% 65% 7% 3%

C BB Z DM FERE 23% 48% 3%7% 9% L 18%
BEOAHEITOHE 22% 59% 5% 4% 6%

" AR, HAOTIEH SZTHRRE 22% 66% 7% 3%
BBHER O =FHRE 22% 65% 7% 5%

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered  Please note, this question was only shown to those who indicated these groups did have access to Research
“WZBT2 2 1=" tothe question “F D b L—=2 J(XZEMNWLIE  Integrity training on slide 14.
TLEA? ZFhEHLFIFETLIZA?”onslide 12.
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67% had simple awareness tests, while 18% needed to pass testing to maintain position
How is training in research integrity assessed?

HE-OFBEMETIE, IRAED FL—=2V T DORRIZED XS IZFHES N TULVET H ?(834)
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Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “|&L\” to the question “B 7 T-DHEBE TR ALED FL—=>
JEERLTWETH ?” onslide 10.

Additionally, these figures represent the weighted proportion of respondents to give a particular responses, therefore, may not =100%
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1 in 3 participants indicated their institution encourages Rl through “speak out” systems
How else do institutions encourage research integrity?
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Topic inclusion within
training
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Over 90% of participants indicated that their institutions’ training covers Rl fundamentals
Topics covered in institutional research integrity training

Participants indicate
that the most
prevalent topics
included in their
research integrity
training are the
fundamentals: its
importance (92%) and
its definition (90%).

Interestingly,
however, students
were less likely than
working researchers
to indicate that their
training covered the
importance of
research integrity.

19
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Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “& % ” to the question “& % 1=IZIRERMBE L TLVS
HEANREET A BRAED FL— VT EREB LI EAHY ETH ?” onslide 11.
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Defining data policies is the top desired topic for Rl training, followed by Rl fundamentals
Topics desired from research integrity training
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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
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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
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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
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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
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5.0

Current training efficacy
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Participants working in mathematical sciences report highest levels of Rl in practice
Field specific perceptions of problems associated with research integrity
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81% support mandatory training for younger researchers, while 3% oppose for all
Who should training in research integrity be mandatory for?

EAED k L—= U4 (f. #ENRI-EIEMTFEREE & BNETH Most participants believe that training in Rl should be
2 (1,144) . N mandatory for early-career researchers at 81%. In

contrast, only a minimal 3% believe that it should
T never be mandatory for anyone.

RFEBRE 77% Those working in universities and higher education

HERFZTE _ 77% institutions were more likely than those working in
other places to indicate that Rl training should be
THEE _ 76% mandatory for everyone. Whereas those working in
BEE _ 62% industry were least likely to indicate the same.
grips [ 52%
s | -0
gan#%75%8 N 42%
icERELL/ Hr okl [ o%
s8R+ IRE=TEEN [ 3%

HFHRE

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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3 in 4 participants indicated their institution’s Rl training is effective
Perceived quality of current research integrity training provision

TROFRICSHL T, EDEREREL FTI M,

(178 - 1026)
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Almost half of participants feel able to provide feedback on Rl training provided
Perceived quality of training providers and feedback mechanisms

TROBRICHL T, EORERELETIN.

(178 - 1026)
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For a few, Rl trainingis seen as routine, and limited, particularly in data management
Why is training not effective and what is your biggest unmet need in training?
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Respondents’ profiles
Demographics (1/2)
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Respondents’ profiles
Demographics (2/2)
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