Concordats and agreements: their role in supporting e ective
cultures and working environments as part of the research landscape
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A2. Quantitative survey approach

The survey stage explored the impact of initiatives in HEIS/HEPs including
GuildHE members, Research Institutes and PSREs. Given the focus of
these initiatives on policies and procedures within organisations, the
survey was targeted at those in ‘strategic influencer’ and ‘operational









Peer Group Universe (no. No. of Survey institutions No. of respondents
of institutions) participating
institutions
D (|n5titution5 with a 15 12 She ield Hallam 77
research income less East London
than 5% of total income Birmingham City
and total income greater Wolverhampton
than £150M) Central Lancashire
Nottingham Trent
Leeds Beckett
Manchester
Metropolitan
Northampton
University of South
Wales
Coventry
Oxford Brookes
E (Institutions with a 45 7 Worcester 28
research income less Sunderland
than 5% of total income Teeside
and total income less Derby
than or equal to £150M) Bournemouth
Chester
Bolton
3 Norwich University 9

F (Specialist music/ 22
arts teaching
institutions)

of the Arts

Royal Welsh College
of Music and Drama
Bath Spa University




A3. Quantitative survey questionnaire

01

We are keen to understand how far do you agree or
disagree with the following statements relating to
your current working environment?

RANDOMISE STATEMENTS

a.

My working environment promotes a good
work-life balance

. My working environment promotes a collaborative

culture

. Creativity is welcomed within my working

environment in all its forms

. My institution/workplace values speed of results

over quality

. My institution/workplace could do more to ensure

research practices do not cut corners

Rigour of results is considered an important research
outcome by my institution/workplace

. My institution/workplace places more value on

meeting metrics, than it does on research quality

. lam confident that my institution/workplace would

listen and take action if | raised a concern

The culture around research in my working
environment supports my ability to do good quality
research

Additional statements not in Wellcome Survey

J-

K.

My institution/ workplace inspires, educates and
builds public trust and confidence in research
My institution/ workplace recognises all
contributions to research

My institution/ workplace incentivises the right
behaviours among research sta

m. My institution/ workplace ensures it has the right

resources promote high quality research

. The culture around research in my working

environment enables us to attract and retain the
best research talent

. My working environment values openness and

honesty about research

. Diversity of thoughtisn’te ectively supported

through my working environment

. The level of administration in my institution’s

research environment stifles the focus on high
quality research

Question type

Q19 in the Wellcome Survey
Grid question

7-point scale

1=Strongly disagree,

4= Neither disagree nor
agree, 7= Strongly agree,
N/A

Splitinto 2 grids
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How do you think your institution/workplace
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DISPLAY SCREEN

We are keen to understand the impact of a

range of di erent concordats, initiatives and
agreements on research culture and the research
environment.

While we will ask questions about your institution,
this is not an assessment of its response to these
initiatives, and your answers will NOT be reported
either at an individual or institutional level.

Your data will be combined with the wider data
set to provide an aggregated view. This coverage
of these initiatives is broad to help us understand
their impact on research culture and the
environment.

» Concordat for Research Integrity
» Concordat on Open Research Data

» Concordat to Support the Career Development
of Researchers

« Concordat for the Advancement of Knowledge
Exchange in Higher Education

» Athena Swan
» Race Equality Charter

+ Concordat for Engaging the Public with
Research

» Concordat on Openness on Animal Research

 Guidance on Safeguarding in International
Development Research

« Technician Commitment

« San Francisco Declaration on Research
Assessment (DORA)

« Leiden Manifesto on Research Metrics

Question type
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A3. Quantitative survey questionnaire

08

How familiar are you with each ...

RANDOMISE ORDER SINGLE RESPONSE PER
INITIATIVE

Concordat for Research Integrity
Concordat on Open Research Data

Concordat to Support the Career Development
of Researchers

Concordat for the Advancement of Knowledge
Exchange in Higher Education

Athena Swan

Race Equality Charter

Concordat for Engaging the Public with Research
Concordat on Openness on Animal Research
Guidance on Safeguarding in International
Development Research

Technician Commitment

San Francisco Declaration on Research
Assessment (DORA)

Leiden Manifesto on Research Metrics

Question type

Grid scale

| have a good
understanding of it/ |
understand it reasonably
well/I have limited
knowledge/ understanding
of it/ I don’t know it
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Q10

ASK FOR EACH INITIATIVE CODED 1 OR 2 AT Q9,
OTHERS CHECK Q11

In which of these ways has your institution
implemented INSERT INITIATIVE FROM Q9 CODE
ALL THAT APPLY RANDOMISE LIST

Strategy

Embedded into institutional level strategies
and/or other key documents (business plans;
action plans)

Governance and oversight

Senior leader has a commitment/role in the
initiative

Group/ committee or otherwise has oversight
Policies, processes and practice

Adopted/ translated into policies, processes
and practice.

Resources

Committed to managing it/ lookinga er

it/ supporting it (eg funding or professional
services sta to manage/ embed/looka er
initiative)

Capacity Building

Provide training, guidance and resources to
support the cascading of the adoption of the
initiative across the institution.

Evaluated, reviewed and reporting
Progress/ adoption is evaluated or reviewed.

Incentivise the right behaviours to encourage
adoption

External Communication

Profile raising outside the institution to
validate, support and raise awareness of the
institutions commitment to it.

Internal Communication

Profile raising across the institution: to validate,
support and raise awareness of the institution’s
commitment to it.

Other (please specify)
DON’T KNOW
NONE OF THESE

Question type

» Concordat for research integrity

» Concordat on Open Research
Data

» Concordat to Support the Career
Development of Researchers

» Concordat for the Advancement
of Knowledge Exchange in
Higher Education

+ Athena Swan
* Race Equality Charter

» Concordat for Engaging the
Public with Research

» Concordat on Openness on
Animal Research

» Guidance on Safeguarding in
International Development
Research

* Technician commitment

» San Francisco Declaration on
Research Assessment (DORA)

* Leiden Manifesto on Research
Metrics
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A3. Quantitative survey questionnaire

ASK FOR EACH INITIATIVE CODED 1 OR 2 OR 3 AT
Q9 (BUT A MAXIMUM OF 3 AS PER COMMENTS)

Thinking specifically of [NAME OF INITIATIVE]
do you agree or disagree that...

And NEXT INITIATIVE. It is easy to translate the
policy to processes that help sta achieve the
initiative’s aim

» The resources placed into the local
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Q12

ASK FOR EACH INITIATIVE CODED 1 OR 2 OR 3 AT
Q9 (BUT A MAXIMUM OF 3 AS PER COMMENTS)

And on balance which, if any initiatives does
[NAME OF INITIATIVE] undermine, overlap or
reinforce? CAN BE MULTICODED

1=Overlaps
2 = Reinforces

3=Undermines

Question type

Concordat for research integrity
Concordat on Open Research Data

Concordat to Support the Career
Development of Researchers

Concordat for the Advancement
of Knowledge Exchange in Higher
Education

Athena Swan
Race Equality Charter

Concordat for Engaging the Public
with Research

Concordat on Openness on Animal
Research

Guidance on Safeguarding in
International Development Research

Technician commitment

San Francisco Declaration on
Research Assessment (DORA)

Leiden Manifesto on Research Metrics

013

ASK ALL

This survey is seeking to understand the influence
the initiatives have on promoting a positive working
environment and driving a positive research culture
and ultimately delivers better research outcomes.

Thinking about the initiatives collectively, to what extent

do you agree or disagree...
RANDOMISE LIST

1. There are clear benefits from these initiatives on
driving better research practice and outcomes

2. Itisdi icult to measure theirimpact on driving
positive research culture

3. Itisdi icult to measure theirimpact on driving a
positive working environment

4. These initiatives have a limited impact on driving
positive research culture

5. These initiatives have a limited impact on driving
a positive working environment

6. Ourinstitution is able to make more confident
choices and decisions because of these initiatives

7. Theinitiatives have a net negative e ect on the
research environment

Grid question

7-point scale

1=Strongly disagree,

4= Neither disagree nor agree,
7= Strongly agree, N/A
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A3. Quantitative survey questionnaire

ASK FOR THOSE WHO AGREE TO STATEMENT 1 AT
Q13 (CODE5, 6, 7)

Please tell us about the clear benefits that you
perceive from these initiatives on driving better
research practice a4d71 us aSre
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018

Which of the following best describes your gender?

a. Man

b. Non-binary

c. Woman

d. Prefer to self-describe
e. Prefer not to say

Question type

019

Which of the following best describes you?

Which of the following best describes you?

a. Asian c. Mixed/Multiple ethnic
+ Bangladeshi groups
* British + Asian and White
* Indian + Black Caribbean and
+ Pakistani White
« Chinese + Black African and White
« Any other Asian * Any other mixed/
background multiple ethnicity
background
b. Black
) d. White
¢ African
« British + British
« Caribbean * Irish
« Any other Black » Gypsy or Irish Traveller
background * Any other white
background
e. Other ethnic groups
o Arab
* Any other ethnic
background
f. I'd prefer not to say

020

Do you consider yourself to be a disabled person?

a.
b.

Yes
No

Prefer not to say
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D1
D2

D3
D4

D5

THESE ARE NOT SURVEY QUESTIONS BUT CAPTURED
AS PART OF THE RECRUITMENT PROCESS AND NEED
TO BE SET IN THE DATA

NAME OF INSTITUTION (THIS IS AKEY Q TO MAP ACROSS TO WELCOME DATASET)

Which best describes your interaction with concordats?

Strategic influencer (involved in the oversight of one or more concordats and their
applications within the institution

Operational delivery (involved in implementing processes and procedures in support
of one or more of the concordats)

OTHER

JOB TITLE / RANK

Are you a REF (Research in Excellence Framework) Champion/ Lead? YES/ NO

TYPE OF INSTITUTION
HEPs — England/ HEIs — Non England/ GuildHE/ RI/ PSRE
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A4. Qualitative case study deep dives approach

Case study organisations were identified, with reference to the survey
responses, accounting for the following criteria:

» geographic spread, including representation from the devolved
nations

* type and size of organisation, including representation from:
— HEIs/HEPs including GuildHE members
- Research Institutes
- PSREs
 organisational focus, including:
- relative balance between Science and Humanities
- relative balance between Teaching and Research
» concordat adoption and impact (as reported within survey responses)

Where we received survey responses and permission to recontact from
senior leaders (such as Pro Vice Chancellors, Heads of Research, Culture
Leads) these helped us form a longlist of potential organisations, which
were discussed and prioritised internally before agreeing with the Project
Board. It was necessary to have the connection at a strategic level to then
gain buy-in and formal agreement to participate in the case studies, as
well as to support us in accessing other sta to interview as part of the
case study process.

Case study recruitment commenced while the survey was still in field.
Given the need for a pragmatic and e icient approach to recruitment
(with fieldwork taking place in between the summer and autumn terms),
we supplemented the longlist with other organisations agreed with
members of the Project Board and Challenge Group as providing a well-
rounded range of organisations for the more detailed case studies.

We had intended to undertake one additional case study with a PSRE.
Unfortunately, the sample achieved in the survey was not su icient to
recruit from, and over the period of fieldwork we were unable to gain
representation from a PSRE despite inviting several to participate.

Interviews were undertaken via online video meeting with a total of 27
sta across seven organisations. Within each organisation these included
individuals with strategic, operational, administrative and/or research
roles. A standardised topic guide was developed for each type of sta
member. An example of the topic guide used for strategic sta is provided
in Appendix A5.



Our analysis process was highly systematic. All interviews were recorded
and transcribed. A thematic Excel matrix was developed to enable all
the data collected to be mapped at individual and organisational levels
against the key questions. This involved a systematic process of si ing,
summarising and sorting the material according to the key issues and
themes of relevance for the study. The process involved:

+ afamiliarisation stage, including a researcher’s review of the audio
files, transcripts and any supporting documentation identified

» based on the coverage of the topic guide, the researcher’s experiences
of conducting the fieldwork and their preliminary review of the data,
a thematic framework was constructed; the analysis then proceeded
by coding, summarising and synthesising the data according to this
thematic framework

+ when all the data had been si ed according to the core themes the
team reviewed the summarised data by: comparing and contrasting
the perceptions, accounts or experiences of sta ; searching for
patterns or connections within the data; and seeking explanations
internally within the data set

The intention at the outset of this research was to produce standalone
summaries from each case study. On conducting the case studies it
became apparent that it was not possible to accurately represent the
implementation or impact of initiatives at an organisational level due to
(a) the diverse ways in which individual initiatives are implemented and
(b) the small sample involved in the qualitative research. The decision
was therefore taken to develop a small number of anonymised vignettes
to focus in on specific themes relating to implementation that emerged
from the case study interviews.
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We would like to record this discussion but only if you are happy with
this. The recording is used to ensure we have an accurate record of the
discussion for analytical purposes. Do you have any concerns or worries
about this? If so, please don’t hesitate to raise these now —itwon'ta ect
your participation in this research as | can take notes. If you are happy,
I'll start recording the session now. [Gain verbal consent].

Additionally, we may wish to use quotes in our report to help illustrate
findings. Any quote would be anonymised. We will share quotes
beforehand for their signo .

Are you happy if we use anonymised quotes from the session, providing
we gain consent for their use?

Finally, Basis are a company partner of a body called the Market

Research Society and abide by their code of conduct. Participation in

this discussion is completely voluntary and you are able to withdraw your
consent to participate at any point in the process. This includes during
this discussion, or up until the report is published at the end of October.

Any questions before we start?

Role, institutional culture, and environment (10 mins)

» Tokick o , please tell me briefly about your role and how it relates
to the concordats and agreements under review?

» What three words would you use to describe the research culture
or cultures at [X]? Why do you say that?

* What would you say are the most significant influences on research
culture in your organisation? [NB review and probe on survey findings]

» Has research culture changed at your institution in recent years? Why?

+ Thinking about the wider research environment, by which we
mean the conditions under which research is undertaken including
administrative conditions, what three words would you use to describe
this at [X]? Why do you say that?

* What would you say are the most significant influences on the
research environment in your institution?

» To what extent do you feel you have the autonomy to influence:
— The research culture in your institution?
— The research environment in your institution?

» Before we start to discuss the concordats, do you have any broader
points you'd like to make on research culture and the research
environment
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B1. Detailed findings on individual initiatives ®

Athena Swan Charter (established 2005)

TABLE B1.1: Levels of awareness of Athena Swan [Base: n 510]

Levels of awareness HEIs/HEPs (n 416) Non-HEIs/Non-HEPs (n 94)
‘Good’ understanding 48% 34%

‘Reasonable’ understanding 38% 41%

‘Limited’ understanding 13% 19%

Unaware 2% 5%

TABLE B1.2: Levels of adoption of Athena Swan [Base: n 498;
all aware]

5 Note that we do not include detailed findings on the Leiden Manifesto on Research Metrics or the Guidance on
Safeguarding in International Development Research due to base size limitations relating to implementation (fewer
than 50 respondents).
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TABLE B1.3: Areas in which Athena Swan was seen to be

implemented within organisations [Base: n 276; sample of
those
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TABLE B1.7:
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TABLE B1.8: Areas in which Concordat to Support the Career
Development of Researchers was seen to be implemented within
organisations [Base: n 117; sample of those who have fully or
partially adopted initiative]

Areas All institutions agreeing

Strategy: Embedded into institutional level strategies and/or other key documents 75%

Governance and oversight: Senior leader has a commitment/role in the initiative;

: : X 75%
or group/committee or otherwise has oversight
Policies, processes and practice: Adopted/ translated into policies, processes 290
and practice 0
Resources: Committed to managing it/ looking a er it/ supporting it 73%
Capacity Building: Provide training, guidance and resources to support 70%
the cascading of the adoption of the initiative across the institution
Evaluated, reviewed and reporting: Progress/ adoption is evaluated 62%%
or reviewed
Incentivise the right behaviours to encourage adoption 40%
External Communication: Profile raising outside the institution to validate,

. e . . 28%
support and raise awareness of the institution’s commitment to it
Internal Communication: Profile raising across the institution to validate, 20%
support and raise awareness of the institution’s commitment to it
Other 2%
Don’t know 6%
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TABLE B1.9: Perceived impacts from Concordat to Support the

Career Development of Researchers [Base: n 117; sample of those
who have fully or partially adopted initiative]

Perceived impacts

All institutions agreeing

Itis easy to translate the policy to processes that help sta achieve

0,

the initiative’s aim 43%
The resources used in the local administration of the initiative outweighs 150
the benefits it delivers 0
It has a positive e ect on the research culture 65%
It has a positive e ect on the working environment 67%
It hinders researchers’ ability to get on with their research 7%
It provides a consistent way of looking at the issue across the sector,

. o o 58%
which adds value to my institution/organisation
It is easy to measure its success 32%
Has been embraced by the senior leadership team at the university 60%
It has improved structures and processes for our institution/organisation 5606

to address the issue
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TABLE B1.12: Levels of adoption of Concordat to Support
Research Integrity [Base: n 429; all aware]

Levels of adoption HEIs/HEPs (n 367) Non-HEIs/Non-HEPs (n 62)
Fully adopted by institution and is part 45% 3204

of strategy

Adopted by certain functions in institution, 25% 31%

usually in terms of discrete policies or processes
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Areas
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Perceived impacts

All institutions agreeing

Itis easy to translate the policy to processes that help sta achieve

the initiative’s aim 8
The resources use_d in the local administration of the initiative outweighs 13%
the benefits it delivers

It has a positive e ect on the research culture 64%
It has a positive e ect on the working environment 60%
It hinders researchers’ ability to get on with their research 8%

It provides a consistent way of looking at the issue across the sector,
which adds value to my institution/organisation
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Perceived relationship

TABLE B1.15: Perceived relationship between Concordat to
Support Research Integrity and other initiatives in scope for
this research [Base: n 429; all aware]

All institutions agreeing

Overlaps with other initiatives 5%
Reinforces other initiatives 14%
Undermines other initiatives 1%
None 7%
Not answered? 7%

Levels of awareness

Race Equality Charter (established 2016)

TABLE B1.16: Levels of awareness of Race Equality Charter [Base:

n510]

HEIS/HEPS (n 416)

Non-HElIs/Non-HEPs (n 94)

‘Good’ understanding 25% 11%
‘Reasonable’ understanding 38% 28%
‘Limited’ understanding 31% 29%
Unaware 10% 7%

Appendix B

8 Note that participants were only asked about relationships between named initiative and three others which
they had stated awareness of in order to minimise survey fatigue.



TABLE B1.17: Levels of adoption of Race Equality Charter [Base:
n461; all aware]

Levels of adoption

HEIS/HEPs (n 367)

Non-HEIs/Non-HEPs (n 62)

Fully adopted by institution and is part

44% 27%

of strategy
Adopteq by certain fgnctlons in mstltutlon, 21% 15%
usually in terms of discrete policies or processes
Institution supports the principles of the
initiative, but there has been limited integration 10% 22%
into internal policies or processes
Institution has not responded to the initiative 0 0

. . 4% 8%
but intends to in the future
Instltutloq h_a_s rr_1ade adecision not to 204 0%
adopt the initiative
Unknown 19% 28%
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TABLE B1.18: Areas in which Race Equality Charter was seen to
be implemented within organisations [Base: n 146; sample of
those who have fully or partially adopted initiative]

Areas All institutions agreeing

Strategy: Embedded into institutional level strategies and/or other key documents 71%

Governance and oversight: Senior leader has a commitment/role in the initiative;

: : X 67%
or group/committee or otherwise has oversight
Policies, processes and practice: Adopted/ translated into policies, processes 700
and practice 0
Resources: Committed to managing it/ looking a er it/ supporting it 53%
Capacity Building: Provide training, guidance and resources to support 46%
the cascading of the adoption of the initiative across the institution
Evaluated, reviewed and reporting: Progress/ adoption is evaluated 48%
or reviewed
Incentivise the right behaviours to encourage adoption 35%
External Communication: Profile raising outside the institution to validate,

. e . . 40%
support and raise awareness of the institution’s commitment to it
Internal Communication: Profile raising across the institution to validate, 61%
support and raise awareness of the institution’s commitment to it
Other 4%
Don’t know 16%
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TABLE B1.19: Perceived impacts from Race Equality Charter

[Base: n 118; sample of those who have fully or partially

adopted initiative]

Perceived impacts

All institutions agreeing

Itis easy to translate the policy to processes that help sta achieve

0

the initiative’s aim 29%
The resources used in the local administration of the initiative outweighs 6%
the benefits it delivers 0
It has a positive e ect on the research culture 55%
It has a positive e ect on the working environment 69%
It hinders researchers’ ability to get on with their research 2%
It provides a consistent way of looking at the issue across the sector,

. o o 58%
which adds value to my institution/organisation
It is easy to measure its success 22%
Has been embraced by the senior leadership team at the university 70%
It has improved structures and processes for our institution/organisation 50%

to address the issue
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Perceived relationship

TABLE B1.20: Perceived relationship between Race Equality
Charter and other initiatives in scope for this research [Base:
n 429; all aware]

All institutions agreeing

Overlaps with other initiatives 5%
Reinforces other initiatives 14%
Undermines other initiatives 1%
None 7%
Not answered?® 7%

Concordat on Open Research Data (established 2016)

TABLE B1.21: Levels of awareness of Concordat on Open
Research Data [Base: n 510]

Levels of awareness HEIs/HEPs (n 416) Non-HElIs/Non-HEPs (n 94)
‘Good’ understanding 27% 11%
‘Reasonable’ understanding 37% 27%
‘Limited’ understanding 26% 37%
Unaware 11% 26%

Appendix B
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they had stated awareness of in order to minimise survey fatigue.



TABLE B1.22: Levels of adoption of Concordat on Open Research
Data [Base: n 442; all aware]

Levels of adoption HEIs/HEPs (n 372) Non-HEIs/Non-HEPs (n 70)
Fully adopted by institution and is part 28% 30%

of strategy

Adopted by certain functions in institution, 33% 31%

usually in terms of discrete policies or processes

Institution supports the principles of the
initiative, but there has been limited integration 15% 16%
into internal policies or processes

Institution has not responded to the initiative 0 0
. . 2% 0%
but intends to in the future

Institution has made a decision not to 0% 0%
adopt the initiative

Unknown 22% 23%
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TABLE B1.24: Perceived impacts from Concordat on Open

Research Data [Base: n 120; sample of those who have fully

or partially adopted initiative]

Perceived impacts

All institutions agreeing

Itis easy to translate the policy to processes that help sta achieve

0

the initiative’s aim 8
The resources used in the local administration of the initiative outweighs 150
the benefits it delivers 0
It has a positive e ect on the research culture 68%
It has a positive e ect on the working environment 47%
It hinders researchers’ ability to get on with their research 6%
It provides a consistent way of looking at the issue across the sector,

. o o 59%
which adds value to my institution/organisation
It is easy to measure its success 45%
Has been embraced by the senior leadership team at the university 58%
It has improved structures and processes for our institution/organisation 5106

to address the issue
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TABLE B1.25: Perceived relationship between Concordat on
Open Research Data and other initiatives in scope for this
research [Base: n 442; all aware]

Perceived relationship All institutions agreeing
Overlaps with other initiatives 5%

Reinforces other initiatives 15%

Undermines other initiatives 1%

None 6%

Not answered?® 76%

San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA)
(established 2013)

TABLE B1.26: Levels of awareness of San Francisco Declaration
on Research Assessment (DORA) [Base: n 510]

Levels of awareness HEIs/HEPs (n 416) Non-HElIs/Non-HEPs (n 94)
‘Good’ understanding 30% 11%
‘Reasonable’ understanding 26% 20%
‘Limited’ understanding 19% 15%
Unaware 25% 54%

10 Note that participants were only asked about relationships between named initiative and three others which
they had stated awareness of in order to minimise survey fatigue
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TABLE B1.27: Levels of adoption of San Francisco Declaration
on Research Assessment (DORA) [Base: n 357; all aware]

Levels of adoption HEIS/HEPs (n 314) Non-HEIs/Non-HEPs (n 43)
Fully adopted by institution and is part 320 16%

of strategy

Adopted by certain functions in institution, 23% 19%

usually in terms of discrete policies or processes

Institution supports the principles of the
initiative, but there has been limited integration 17% 37%
into internal policies or processes

Institution has not responded to the initiative 0 0
. . 4% 5%
but intends to in the future

Institution has made a decision not to 204 0%
adopt the initiative

Unknown 22% 23%
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TABLE B1.28: Areas in which San Francisco Declaration on
Research Assessment (DORA) was seen to be implemented
within organisations [Base: n 86; sample of those who have

fully or partially adopted initiative]

Areas

All institutions agreeing

Strategy: Embedded into institutional level strategies and/or other key documents 64%
Governance and oversight: Senior leader has a commitment/role in the initiative; 65%
or group/committee or otherwise has oversight 0
Policies, processes and practice: Adopted/ translated into policies, processes 249%
and practice 0
Resources: Committed to managing it/ looking a er it/ supporting it 45%
Capacity Building: Provide training, guidance and resources to support 37%
the cascading of the adoption of the initiative across the institution
Evaluated, reviewed and reporting: Progress/ adoption is evaluated 30%
or reviewed
Incentivise the right behaviours to encourage adoption 31%
External Communication: Profile raising outside the institution to validate,

. oS . . 29%
support and raise awareness of the institution’s commitment to it
Internal Communication: Profile raising across the institution to validate,

. P . . 56%
support and raise awareness of the institution’s commitment to it
Other 2%
Don’t know 15%
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TABLE B1.29: Perceived impacts from San Francisco Declaration
on Research Assessment (DORA) [Base: n 118; sample of those
who have fully or partially adopted initiative]

Perceived impacts All institutions agreeing

Itis easy to translate the policy to processes that help sta achieve

0,
the initiative’s aim 39%

The resources used in the local administration of the initiative outweighs

0,
the benefits it delivers 8%
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TABLE B1.30: Perceived relationship between San Francisco
Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA) and other initiatives
in scope for this research [Base: n 357; all aware]*!

Perceived relationship All institutions agreeing
Overlaps with other initiatives 9%

Reinforces other initiatives 14%

Undermines other initiatives 0%

None 7%

Not answered™ 77%

Concordat for Engaging the Public with Research (established 2010)

TABLE B1.31: Levels of awareness of Concordat for Engaging
the Public with Research [Base: n 510]

Levels of awareness HEIs/HEPs (n 416) Non-HElIs/Non-HEPs (n 94)
‘Good’ understanding 12% 3%

‘Reasonable’ understanding 28% 19%

‘Limited’ understanding 30% 34%

Unaware 30% 44%

11 Note that participants were only asked about relationships between named initiative and three others which
they had stated awareness of in order to minimise survey fatigue.
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TABLE B1.32: Levels of adoption of Concordat for Engaging
the Public with Research [Base: n 345; all aware]

Levels of adoption HEIs/HEPs (n 292) Non-HEIs/Non-HEPs (n 53)
Fully adopted by institution and is part 14% 15%

of strategy

Adopted by certain functions in institution, 24% 28%

usually in terms of discrete policies or processes
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TABLE B1.33: Areas in which Concordat for Engaging the Public
with Research was seen to be implemented within organisations
[Base: n 70; sample of those who have fully or partially adopted
initiative]

Areas All institutions agreeing

Strategy: Embedded into institutional level strategies and/or other key documents 71%

Governance and oversight: Senior leader has a commitment/role in the initiative;

: : X 61%
or group/committee or otherwise has oversight
Policies, processes and practice: Adopted/ translated into policies, processes 60%
and practice 0
Resources: Committed to managing it/ looking a er it/ supporting it 57%
Capacity Building: Provide training, guidance and resources to support 61%
the cascading of the adoption of the initiative across the institution
Evaluated, reviewed and reporting: Progress/ adoption is evaluated 44%
or reviewed
Incentivise the right behaviours to encourage adoption 37%
External Communication: Profile raising outside the institution to validate,

. e . . 41%
support and raise awareness of the institution’s commitment to it
Internal Communication: Profile raising across the institution to validate, 61%
support and raise awareness of the institution’s commitment to it
Other 0%
Don’t know 10%
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TABLE B1.34: Perceived impacts from Concordat for Engaging the
Public with Research [Base: n 116; sample of those who have fully

or partially adopted initiative]

Perceived impacts

All institutions agreeing

Itis easy to translate the policy to processes that help sta achieve

the initiative’s aim e
The resources use_d in the local administration of the initiative outweighs 12%
the benefits it delivers

It has a positive e ect on the research culture 70%
It has a positive e ect on the working environment 50%
It hinders researchers’ ability to get on with their research 8%
It provides a consistent way of looking at the issue across the sector, 519

which adds value to my institution/organisation
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TABLE B1.35: Perceived relationship between Concordat for
Engaging the Public with Research and other initiatives in
scope for this research [Base: n 345; all aware]

Perceived relationship

All institutions agreeing

Overlaps with other initiatives 7%

Reinforces other initiatives 13%

Undermines other initiatives 1%

None 6%

Not answered*? 7%
Technician Commitment (established 2017)
TABLE B1.36: Levels of awareness of Technician Commitment
[Base: n 510]

Levels of awareness HEIs/HEPs (n 416) Non-HElIs/Non-HEPs (n 94)

12 Note that participants were only asked about relationships between named initiative and three others which
they had stated awareness of in order to minimise survey fatigue.
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TABLE B1.37: Levels of adoption of Technician Commitment
[Base: n 305; all aware]

Levels of adoption

HEIS/HEPs (n 245)

Non-HEIs/Non-HEPs (n 60)

Fully adopted by institution and is part

26% 28%
of strategy
Adopteq by certain fgnctlons in mstltutlon, 31% 17%
usually in terms of discrete policies or processes
Institution supports the principles of the
initiative, but there has been limited integration 13% 20%
into internal policies or processes
Instl_tutlon has_not responded to the initiative 30 13%
but intends to in the future
Instltutloq h_a_s rr_1ade adecision not to 1% 5%
adopt the initiative
Unknown 26% 17%
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TABLE B1.38: Areas in which Technician Commitment was seen
to be implemented within organisations [Base: n 89; sample of
those who have fully or partially adopted initiative]

Areas All institutions agreeing

Strategy: Embedded into institutional level strategies and/or other key documents 56%

Governance and oversight: Senior leader has a commitment/role in the initiative;

: : X 67%
or group/committee or otherwise has oversight
Policies, processes and practice: Adopted/ translated into policies, processes 69%
and practice 0
Resources: Committed to managing it/ looking a er it/ supporting it 70%
Capacity Building: Provide training, guidance and resources to support 60%
the cascading of the adoption of the initiative across the institution
Evaluated, reviewed and reporting: Progress/ adoption is evaluated 5306
or reviewed
Incentivise the right behaviours to encourage adoption 38%
External Communication: Profile raising outside the institution to validate,

. e . . 39%
support and raise awareness of the institution’s commitment to it
Internal Communication: Profile raising across the institution to validate, 71%
support and raise awareness of the institution’s commitment to it
Other 2%
Don’t know 9%
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TABLE B1.39: Perceived impacts from Technician Commitment
[Base: n 118; sample of those who have fully or partially adopted

initiative]

Perceived impacts

All institutions agreeing

Itis easy to translate the policy to processes that help sta achieve

0

the initiative’s aim S
The resources used in the local administration of the initiative outweighs 13%
the benefits it delivers 0
It has a positive e ect on the research culture 60%
It has a positive e ect on the working environment 72%
It hinders researchers’ ability to get on with their research 3%
It provides a consistent way of looking at the issue across the sector,

. o o 61%
which adds value to my institution/organisation
It is easy to measure its success 29%
Has been embraced by the senior leadership team at the university 59%
It has improved structures and processes for our institution/organisation 5704

to address the issue
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TABLE B1.44: Perceived impacts from Advancement of
Knowledge Exchange in Higher Education [Base: n 116;
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TABLE B1.47: Levels of adoption of Openness on Animal Research
[Base: n 270; all aware]

Levels of adoption HEIS/HEPs (n 217) Non-HEIs/Non-HEPs (n 53)
Fully adopted by institution and is part 20% 34%

of strategy

Adopted by certain functions in institution, 24% 21%

usually in terms of discrete policies or processes

Institution supports the principles of the
initiative, but there has been limited integration 8% 11%
into internal policies or processes

Institution has not responded to the initiative 0 0
. . 4% 2%
but intends to in the future

Institution has made a decision not to 204 4%
adopt the initiative

Unknown 41% 28%
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TABLE B1.48: Areas in which Openness on Animal Research was
seen to be implemented within organisations [Base: n 64; sample
of those who have fully or partially adopted initiative]

Areas All institutions agreeing

Strategy: Embedded into institutional level strategies and/or other key documents 33%

Governance and oversight: Senior leader has a commitment/role in the initiative;

: : X 61%
or group/committee or otherwise has oversight
Policies, processes and practice: Adopted/ translated into policies, processes 69%
and practice 0
Resources: Committed to managing it/ looking a er it/ supporting it 53%
Capacity Building: Provide training, guidance and resources to support 38%
the cascading of the adoption of the initiative across the institution
Evaluated, reviewed and reporting: Progress/ adoption is evaluated 44%
or reviewed
Incentivise the right behaviours to encourage adoption 33%
External Communication: Profile raising outside the institution to validate,

. S . . 29%
support and raise awareness of the institution’s commitment to it
Internal Communication: Profile raising across the institution to validate, 48%
support and raise awareness of the institution’s commitment to it
Other 6%
Don’t know 20%
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TABLE B1.49: Perceived impacts from Openness on Animal
Research [Base: n 116; sample of those who have fully or

partially adopted initiative]

Perceived impacts

All institutions agreeing

Itis easy to translate the policy to processes that help sta achieve

e e 50%
the initiative’s aim
The resources used in the local administration of the initiative outweighs 14%
the benefits it delivers
It has a positive e ect on the research culture 60%
It has a positive e ect on the working environment 54%
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C2. Perceptions of organisational culture in comparison with
other workplaces

TABLE C2.1: How do you think your organisation/workplace

compares to other research workplaces in regards to encouraging
a good working environment? (Base: n 510)

HEIS/HEPs (n 416) Non HEIs/ Non-HEPs (n 94)

Performs better (5-7) 45% 70%
Performs about the same (4) 26% 16%
Performs worse (1-3) 19% 22%
Don’t know 6% 7%

TABLE C2.2: How do you think your institution/workplace
compares to other research workplaces in regards to encouraging
good research culture? (Base: n 510)

HEIS/HEPs (n 416) Non HEIs/ Non-HEPs (n 94)

Performs better (5-7) 43% 70%
Performs about the same (4) 27% 17%
Performs worse (1-3) 23% 4%
Don’t know 7% 7%
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C3. Perceptions of influences on research culture and the
working environment

TABLE C3.1: Which of these are influential in terms of driving
a positive research culture/ working environment in your
institution/organisation? Summary table of Very Influential
(top box) (Base: n 510)

HEIS/HEPs (n 416)

Non HEIs/ Non-HEPs (n 94)

Research Team Leaders 50% 57%
REF (The Research Excellence Framework) 60% 6%

Funders 50% 46%
Researchers/ research community 49% 46%
V