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About the author 
This document is part of the International Consortium of Research Staff Associations (ICoRSA) 

contribution to the RRING research and innovation project (funded by the European Commission). 

UNESCO is a partner in the RRING project and the deliverable leader overseeing the production of 

this document. Workpackage leader is Professor Alexander Gerber, Rhine-Waal University of Applied 

Sciences. This deliverable was jointly authored by several members of the ICoRSA Policy Research 

Unit (see author list), led by Dr Eric A. Jensen, as well as Professor Andrew Adams (Meiji University). 

ICoRSA (icorsa.org)  

Brings expertise rooted in a global research staff perspective, with this document developed by the 

specialist research unit within ICoRSA with strong expertise in research methods led by Dr Eric A. 

Jensen. As an umbrella organisation for researchers and research staff associations, ICoRSA conducts 

policy research and advocacy aimed at advancing the status and treatment of researchers globally. 

In this way, ICoRSA gives voice to researchers internationally on 

policies that affect them and their ability to make a positive 

difference through their work. ICoRSA is a key partner 

organisation in the RRING project, described below.  

About the RRING project 
The overall project aim is to bring RRI into the linked up global world to promote mutual learning 

and collaboration in RRI. This will be achieved by the formation of the global RRING community 

network and by the development and mobilisation of a global Open Access RRI knowledge base. 

RRING will align RRI to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) as a global common denominator. 

The RRING project acknowledges that each region of the world is advancing its own agenda on RRI. 

Therefore, RRING will not be producing a Global RRI framework or strategy that is meant to be 

enforced in a top-down manner. Rather, increased coherence and convergence will be achieved via 

a bottom-up approach, learning from best practices in RRI globally and 

from linkages, via the new RRING community, to develop the RRI 

linked-up world. 

 

Six Objectives of RRING 

 

Objective 1: Promote a linked up global world of RRI by creating the global RRING community 

network, thereby enabling mutual learning, collaboration, mobilisation of RRI concepts. 

Objective 2: Mobilise, promote and disseminate a global open access knowledge base of RRI based 

on the State of the Art (SoA) and comparative analysis across the key geographies, all stakeholders 

and sectors. It will cover key platforms, spaces and players, role and influence of stakeholders, 

drivers and policies for R&I, regulation in public,private sectors and nation states and international 

organizations. 

Objective 3: Align RRI to the UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) to provide a global 

common denominator for advancement of RRI, and address Grand Challenges globally. 

Objective 4: Determine the competitive advantages of RRI and also understand how and where RRI 

is perceived as a barrier and/ or disadvantage. 

Objective 5: Create high level RRI strategy recommendations for the seven geographic zones, trial 
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RRI best practice learning in 2 EU case studies. 

Objective 6: Promote inclusive engagement of civil society and researchers. 
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Executive Summary 
This report ‘D4.2 Global SDG and RRI comparative analysis and mutual learning opportunities’ 

identifies opportunities, limitations and strategies for integrating responsible research and 

innovation (RRI) principles, policies and practices within the United Nations’ Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs) framework. In this report, we compare data and information from across 

the five world regions (as defined by UNESCO), looking at differences in attitudes, values and 

priorities associated with the SDGs. The first key focus is whether the different world regions are 

generally supportive of adopting and implementing the SDGs. The second key focus is investigating 

what learning is possible from understanding global perspectives about  RRI approaches, which 

could inform the next steps for the EU’s engagement with RRI. The third key focus is to review 

barriers, obstacles and opportunities for linking the SDGs and RRI in a global framework. 

The Challenge  

Empirical research examining researchers’ views within Europe and globally makes it clear that the 

terminology of ‘RRI’ is a persistent barrier to successful adoption and integration of the principles 

and practices of socially responsible research in practice. The EU-led RRI initiative will always be 

under-powered as long as it consigns itself to an elite EU bubble of those who know the favoured EU 

policy terminology.  EU RRI initiatives should join the diverse global initiatives driving in a similar 

direction for more socially responsible science but using many different labels and terminology. 

There is clearly a need to establish a global joined-up framework for socially responsible research – it 

is just a question of which framework is the best vehicle to achieve maximum buy-in and impact. 

This report develops an evidence-based case for the UNESCO Recommendation on Science & 

Scientific Researchers as the best available intermediary instrument for integrating RRI (using more 

globally inclusive language) and the SDGs initiative. 

Key Findings 

• Research findings show widespread enthusiasm for the underpinning principles/practices from 

both researchers and the public globally, when they are separated from the ‘RRI’ banner. 

o It is clear from international surveys of public opinion that socially responsible science 

policies and practices are critical to the long-term sustainability of research and 

innovation as a means of driving improvements in economy and society. 

o Although three quarters of people believe that science will make their lives better in the 

near future (3M State of Science survey 2020) and that it can solve global challenges 

related to healthcare, energy, internet access and clean water (3M State of Science 

survey 2018), they still do not see science addressing societal issues like it should (55%, 

Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018). However, 80% of them (International Science 

Survey - Pew ISSQ 2020) do trust scientists to do what is right for the public. 

o Globally, members of the public see value or utility in expanding their understanding and 

support for science. Research findings show that 70% of people would like to know more 

about science (Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018) and the number of activities 

and/or habits that they do in their daily lives in order to support science are increasing 

each year (a 1-2% increment on all statements from 2019 to 2020 in the 3M State of 

Science survey). 
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o Most people are unaware of the impact of science in their everyday lives, and their 

views of science’s importance are often restricted to big, global issues rather than small, 

day-to-day innovations (3M State of Science survey 2018-20). In this sense, research 

findings confirm the need for more effective public engagement with science. 

o 82% of people think that public investment in science is worthwhile for society over time 

(International Science Survey - Pew ISSQ 2020), but they also think that the government 

does not contribute enough funding (3M State of Science survey 2018). This is important 

since the number of people voting for politicians who support government policies that 

help fund scientific advancements is rising (3M State of Science survey 2019-20). 

o Researchers are being encouraged to work with the communities in order to address 

societal needs. Three out of four researchers think that it is important to involve 

individuals, communities and/or organizations with a diverse range of perspectives and 

expertise when planning their research and innovation work (RRING survey on socially 

responsible research/innovation 2019). 

o Researchers recognize the importance of making the methods, processes, data and 

results of their research and innovation accessible to as wide a public as possible. Almost 

half of them are already taking steps to make this happen by disseminating their work, 

and documenting their research and decision-making processes (RRING survey on 

socially responsible research/innovation 2019). 

• Research findings reveal broad support for the UN Sustainable Development Goals as a 

framework for integrating pro-social interventions on a global scale (both from the public and 

researchers). 

o 81% of young people see an important role for business in addressing global challenges 

and it is very important for them, when considering working for an organization, that it 

has a public commitment to making a positive impact on society (Advancing the SDGs: 

Business action and Millennials' views survey 2016). 

o Government is still seen as a key driving force for the development agenda. Most people 

cited government as an agent of change ahead of the private sector, research 

institutions, non-governmental organizations and the media (Global Survey on 

Sustainability and the SDGs 2020). 

o Globally, three out of four adults have at least some awareness of the SDGs. Awareness 

and familiarity with the SDGs tend to be significantly higher in emerging countries than 

they are in economically advanced countries (SDGs: Global attitudes towards its use and 

regulation survey – Ipsos 2019). 

o Although each one of the first 16 goals are deemed very or somewhat by at least three 

quarters of adults (SDGs: Global attitudes towards its use and regulation survey – Ipsos 

2019), the six more frequently names were climate action (goal 13), good health and 

well-being (goal 3), quality education (goal 4), life on land (goal 15), clean water and 

sanitation (goal 6), and responsible consumption and production (goal 12) (Global 

Survey on Sustainability and the SDGs 2020). 

o There is an opportunity to focus and drive the national research efforts in each country 

to tackle the most urgent sustainable development challenges. Research findings show 

that the most researchers SDGs do not always match the most urgent ones (Assessing 
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research trends related to sustainable development Goals: Local and global issues report 

2018). 

o Researchers are familiar with the SDGs and there is a very positive perception of them 

within the community. Research findings show that the SDGs are present in their 

everyday lives: in average, four out of five researchers had thought or heard of the goals 

in the last 30 days (RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 2019). 

• There is a strong conceptual and evidence-based rationale for linking RRI and the SDGs. The 

UNESCO Recommendation on Science & Scientific Researchers (RSSR) addresses the missing link 

between RRI and SDGs, comprising a global public policy bridge between these two initiatives. 

This legal instrument is already firmly established globally, giving it a distinct advantage as a 

means of enhancing the social responsibility of science.  

• Here, we propose a framework for integrating RRI and the SDGs, using the UNESCO RSSR as the 

vehicle to link a diverse set of RRI-related initiatives with the SDGs.  

Global framework for responsible research and innovation 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

Responsible research and 
innovation principles, 

practices, norms  
(diverse global 

definitions/terminology) 

UNESCO Recommendation on Science & 

Scientific Researchers 

 

https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2020/10/05/the-unesco-recommendation-on-science-and-scientific-researchers-will-transform-working-conditions-rights-and-responsibilities-of-researchers-globally/
https://rri-tools.eu/public-engagement
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 
 

1.1 Objectives of the deliverable 
This deliverable presents findings from an analysis of the data collected and processed by two work 

packages (WPs) of the European Union-funded project called Responsible Research and Innovation 

Networked Globally (RRING). The focus of this report is establishing an empirical basis for 

understanding the relationship between Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) and the 

achievement of Agenda 2030 and its Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).  

The aim of RRING’s empirical research was to investigate bottom-up perspectives and experiences of 

researchers and innovators globally. The focus was on collecting data from researchers and 

innovators themselves (i.e. ascertaining bottom-up views). The present document examines this 

data further, setting it in relation to an existing political agenda, Agenda 2030.  

The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development is the UN document approved by 193 Member States 

in 2015 which includes the 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), that were later broken down 

into some 169 targets with hundreds of indicators. The Sustainable Development Goals are as 

follows: 

 

This Agenda should be considered as a package and every state is committed to fully achieving all 

the SDGs. This is a political agenda that has been agreed at a high level, and toward which there is a 

degree of political commitment, investment, and measureable successes.  

This study builds on the results of research designed to reveal researchers’ perspectives about both 

responsible research and innovation (RRI) on the one hand and the SDGs on the other hand. The 

research focused on global norms, policies and attitudes of researchers towards RRI and across five 

world regions (as defined by the United Nations. Findings from this research, along with 

supplemental research literature and conceptual analysis are presented in this report. 



 
 
 
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and 

innovation programme under grant agreement No 788503. 
 

- 10 - 

Following this introduction and a methods section describing the new evidence being presented 

here, the main body of the report and its findings are structured as follows: 

1 – Background on responsible research and innovation and the SDGs respectively 

2 – Empirical evidence on the level of global researcher buy-in and support for RRI principles globally 

3 – Empirical evidence on the level of support for SDGs as an initiative by researchers and publics 

globally 

4 - Conceptual framework for linking socially responsible research and innovation (i.e. RRI) and the 

SDGs within an integrated model 

- Integration of RRI and SDGs as a ‘win-win’ solution 

- Benefits for promotion of RRI on a global scale (as well as within the EU) 

- Benefits for promotion of SDGs of clarifying the contributory role of research and 

innovation, with the essential underpinning of social responsibility principles 

5 – Conclusions and next steps 
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Chapter 2 - Methods 
 

2.1 Data Sources 
 

Secondary analysis and evidence review: Public attitudes towards RRI 

and the SDGs 
A number of studies have examined public attitudes about RRI and the SDGs internationally. In 

subsequent chapters, the level of public support for both of these umbrella initiatives is examined.  

Public attitudes towards RRI 
We have identified the following relevant public opinion surveys that shed light on public views 

about the underlying princles and practices of RRI (without using the RRI terminology): 

Wellcome Global Monitor (WGM) 2018 

Wellcome Global Monitor is the first study of public attitudes to science and health on a global scale, 

conducting nationally representative surveys of people aged 15 years or older in over 140 countries. 

The survey covers topics such as whether people trust science, scientists and information about 

health, the levels of understanding and interest in science and health, the benefits of science, the 

compatibility of religion and science, and attitudes to vaccines. It also explores how attitudes vary by 

characteristics such as nationality, gender, income, and education. 

The team spoke directly to over 140,000 people around the world, adapting and translating the 

questionnaire to the native language of each country when necessary. The survey was conducted 

from April 23, 2018 to January 6, 2019 with an average of 1,000 interviews per country. In the case 

of face-to-face interviews, the team used two different methods of conducting the survey: Computer 

Assisted Personal Interviewing (CAPI) and/or Paper and Pencil Interviewing (PAPI). The mode of 

interview is specified in the following table. 

Table 1: Countries, sample and mode of interview of the Wellcome Global Monitor 2018 survey 

Geographic region Country Sample Mode of interview 

North Africa 

Algeria 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Egypt 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Libya 1,003 Mobile Telephone 

Morocco 1,001 Face-to-face CAPI 

Tunisia 1,001 Face-to-face CAPI 

Eastern Africa 

Burundi 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Comoros 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Ethiopia 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Kenya 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Madagascar 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Malawi 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Mauritius 1,000 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 
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Mozambique 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Rwanda 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Tanzania 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Uganda 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Zambia 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Zimbabwe 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Central Africa 

Cameroon 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Chad 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Congo Brazzaville 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Gabon 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Southern Africa 

Botswana 1,002 Face-to-face CAPI 

Namibia 1,005 Face-to-face CAPI 

South Africa 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Swaziland 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Western Africa 

Benin 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Burkina Faso 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Ghana 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Guinea 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Ivory Coast 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Liberia 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Mali 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Mauritania 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Niger 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Nigeria 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Senegal 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Sierra Leone 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Gambia 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Togo 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Central America and 
Mexico 

Costa Rica 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Dominican Republic 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

El Salvador 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Guatemala 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Haiti 500 Face-to-face CAPI 

Honduras 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Mexico 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Nicaragua 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Panama 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

South America 

Argentina 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Bolivia 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Brazil 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Chile 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Colombia 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Ecuador 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Paraguay 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Peru 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 
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Uruguay 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Venezuela 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Northern America 
Canada 1,012 

Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

United States 1,006 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Central Asia 

Armenia 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Azerbaijan 1,000 Face-to-face 

Georgia 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Kazakhstan 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Kyrgyzstan 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Tajikistan 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Turkmenistan 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Uzbekistan 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Eastern Asia 

China 3,649 Face-to-face CAPI 

Japan 1,004 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Mongolia 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

South Korea 1,014 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Taiwan 1,000 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

South Eastern Asia 

Cambodia 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Indonesia 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Laos 1,001 Face-to-face CAPI 

Malaysia 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Myanmar 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Philippines 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Singapore 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Thailand 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Vietnam 1,012 Face-to-face CAPI 

Southern Asia 

Afghanistan 1,000 Face-to-face 

Bangladesh 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

India 3,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Iran 1,005 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Nepal 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Pakistan 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Sri Lanka 1,009 Face-to-face CAPI 

Middle East 

Iraq 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI and PAPI 

Israel 1,010 Face-to-face 

Jordan 1,002 Face-to-face CAPI 

Kuwait 1,001 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Lebanon 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Palestine 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 
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Saudi Arabia 1,016 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Turkey 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

United Arab 
Emirates 

1,005 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Yemen 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Eastern Europe 

Belarus 1,061 Face-to-face CAPI 

Bulgaria 1,001 Face-to-face CAPI 

Czech Republic 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Hungary 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Moldova 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Poland 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Romania 1,002 Face-to-face CAPI 

Russia 2,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Slovakia 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Ukraine 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Northern Europe 

Denmark 1,000 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Estonia 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Finland 1,000 Mobile Telephone 

Iceland 1,000 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Ireland 1,000 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Latvia 1,021 Face-to-face CAPI 

Lithuania 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Norway 1,000 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Sweden 1,001 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

United Kingdom 1,000 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Southern Europe 

Albania 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Bosnia Herzegovina 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Croatia 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Cyprus 1,011 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Greece 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Italy 1,000 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Malta 1,004 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Macedonia 1,008 Face-to-face CAPI 

Montenegro 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 

Portugal 1,001 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Serbia 1,000 Face-to-face CAPI 
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Slovenia 1,000 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Spain 1,000 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Western Europe 

Austria 1,000 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Belgium 1,004 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

France 1,000 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Germany 1,000 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Luxembourg 1,000 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Netherlands 1,001 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Switzerland 1,000 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

Australia and New 
Zealand 

Australia 1,003 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

New Zealand 1,002 
Landline and Mobile 
Telephone 

 

Pew Research Center – International Science Survey Questionnaire (Pew ISSQ) 

The International Science Survey is a study of cross-national perceptions of science and its place in 

society along with attitudes on a number of science-related issues. The study covers topics such as 

the level of trust in scientists, the public understanding of science news, the level of support of 

government investment in scientific research, attitudes towards vaccines and GMOs, and the public 

priorities on environmental protection. All the results are cross analyzed by age, gender, education 

and political preferences.  

The survey was conducted across 20 publics from October 1, 2019 to March 15, 2020 with 

representative samples of adults ages 18 and older across Europe, Russia, the Americas and the Asia-

Pacific region under the direction of Kantar Public UK, Kantar Public Korea, Langer Research 

Associates and Abt Associates. The surveys were conducted by face-to-face interviews in Russia, 

Poland, the Czech Republic, India and Brazil. In all other places, the surveys were conducted by 

telephone. 

Table 2: Countries, sample and mode of interview of the International Science Survey (Pew ISSQ) 

Geographic region Country Sample Mode of interview 

South America Brazil 1,591 Face-to-face 

Northern America 
Canada 1,560 Telephone 

United States 1,502 Telephone 

Eastern Asia 

Japan 1,526 Telephone 

South Korea 1,569 Telephone 

Taiwan 1,562 Telephone 
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South Eastern Asia 
Malaysia 1,650 Telephone 

Singapore 1,501 Telephone 

Southern Asia India 3,175 Face-to-face CAPI 

Eastern Europe 

Czech Republic 1,404 Face-to-face CAPI 

Poland 1,508 Face-to-face 

Russia 1,561 Face-to-face 

Northern Europe 
Sweden 1,582 Telephone 

United Kingdom 1,508 Telephone 

Southern Europe Spain 1,513 Telephone 

Western Europe 

France 1,502 Telephone 

Germany 1,535 Telephone 

Italy 1,495 Telephone 

Netherlands 1,523 Telephone 

Australia and New 
Zealand 

Australia 1,563 Telephone 

 

World Values Survey (WVS) 

The World Values Survey is a study that started in early 2017 and concluded in mid-2020. The WVS-7 

is comprised by 290 questions and measuring cultural values, attitudes and beliefs towards gender, 

family, and religion; attitudes and experience of poverty; education, health, and security; social 

tolerance and trust, attitudes towards multilateral institutions cultural differences and similarities 

between regions and societies. In addition, the WVS-7 questionnaire was elaborated with the 

inclusion of new topics such as justice, moral principles, corruption, accountability and risk, 

migration, national security and global governance. 

In 2020, the World Values Association (WVSA) released the first WVS 2017-2020 data-set which 

covers 49 countries and societies, ranging from Andorra, Australia and Argentina to the United 

States, Vietnam and Zimbabwe. In total, over 70,867 respondents over the age of 18 were 

interviewed. The master questionnaire was designed in English with the centrally prepared 

translations into several major languages (Arabic, Spanish and Russian) being offered by the WVSA 

Secretariat. All WVS national surveys teams were in charge to prepare the translations into their 

national language(s) in their respective country. 

The teams used different methods of conducting the survey: Computer Assisted Personal 

Interviewing (CAPI), Paper and Pencil Interviewing (PAPI), Computer Assisted Telephone Interview 

(CATI) and Computer Assisted Web Interview (CAWI). The mode of interview is specified in the 

following table. 

Table 3: Countries, sample and mode of interview of the World Values Survey (WVS-7) 

Geographic region Country Sample Mode of interview 

North Africa 
Egypt 1,200 CAPI 

Tunisia 1,208 CAPI 

Eastern Africa 
Ethiopia 1,230 CAPI 

Zimbabwe 1,215 CAPI 

Western Africa Nigeria 1,237 CAPI 
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Caribbean Puerto Rico 1,127 PAPI 

Central America and 
Mexico 

Guatemala 1,203 CAPI 

Mexico 1,739 PAPI 

Nicaragua 1,200 CAPI 

South America 

Argentina 1,003 PAPI 

Bolivia 2,067 CAPI 

Brazil 1,762 CAPI 

Chile 1,000 CAPI 

Colombia 1,520 CAPI 

Ecuador 1,200 CAPI 

Peru 1,400 PAPI 

Northern America United States 2,596 CAWI/CATI 

Central Asia 

Kazakhstan 1,276 PAPI 

Kyrgyzstan 1,200 CAPI 

Tajikistan 1,200 CAPI 

Eastern Asia 

China 3,036 PAPI 

Hong Kong 2,075 PAPI/CAWI 

Japan 1,353 Mail/Post 

Macau SAR 1,023 CAPI 

South Korea 1,245 CAPI 

Taiwan 1,223 CAPI 

South Eastern Asia 

Indonesia 3,200 CAPI 

Malaysia 1,313 CAWI/CAPI 

Myanmar 1,200 CAPI 

Philippines 1,200 PAPI 

Thailand 1,500 PAPI 

Vietnam 1,200 CAPI 

Southern Asia 

Bangladesh 1,200 PAPI 

Iran 1,499 PAPI 

Pakistan 1,995 CAPI 

Middle East 

Cyprus 1,000 PAPI 

Iraq 1,200 CAPI/PAPI 

Jordan 1,203 CAPI 

Lebanon 1,200 CAPI 

Turkey 2,415 PAPI 

Eastern Europe 

Romania 1,257 CAPI 

Russia 1,810 CAPI/PAPI 

Ukraine 1,289 CAPI 

Southern Europe 

Andorra 1,004 PAPI 

Greece 1,200 PAPI 

Serbia 1,046 PAPI 

Western Europe Germany 1,528 CAPI 

Australia and New 
Zealand 

Australia 1,813 Mail/Post 

New Zealand 1,057 Mail/Post 
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Special Eurobarometer “Public Perceptions of Science, Research and Innovation” 

The Standard Eurobarometer was established in 1974. The qualitative studies investigate in-depth 

the motivations, feelings and reactions of selected social groups towards a given subject or concept, 

by listening to and analysing their way of expressing themselves in discussion groups or with non-

directive interviews. This special survey was carried out by TNS Opinion & Social network between 

14th and 26th of June 2014 and it provides insight on which areas European citizens would like 

scientific research to focus on, so as to tackle issues of most concern to them.  

The survey first looks at the respondents’ own level of scientific education. It then asks which areas 

they would like science and innovation to prioritize over the next 15 years. Then the respondents 

look at whether these areas/issues can realistically be addressed both through science and 

technological innovation, and also through people’s actions and behaviour. All interviews were 

conducted face-to-face in people's homes and in the appropriate national language. As far as the 

data capture is concerned, CAPI (Computer Assisted Personal Interview) was used in those countries 

where this technique was available. 

Table 4: Countries, sample and mode of interview of the Special Eurobarometer “Public Perceptions 
of Science, Research and Innovation” survey 

Geographic region Country Sample Mode of interview 

Eastern Europe 

Bulgaria 1,033 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Czech Republic 1,100 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Hungary 1,060 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Poland 1,082 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Romania 1,020 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Slovakia 1,007 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Northern Europe 

Denmark 1,004 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Estonia 1,012 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Finland 1,017 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Ireland 1,006 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Latvia 1,016 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Lithuania 1,013 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Sweden 1,050 Face-to-face, CAPI 

United Kingdom 1,308 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Southern Europe 

Croatia 1,010 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Cyprus 503 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Greece 1,012 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Italy 1,014 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Malta 501 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Portugal 1,009 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Slovenia 1,034 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Spain 1,009 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Western Europe 

Austria 1,005 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Belgium 1,025 Face-to-face, CAPI 

France 1,018 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Germany 1,511 Face-to-face, CAPI 
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Luxembourg 501 Face-to-face, CAPI 

Netherlands 1,030 Face-to-face, CAPI 

 

3M State of Science Index Survey 

For the last three years, 3M has launched the annual State of Science Index to track attitudes to 

science through multi-country original research. 3M commissioned these surveys across 14 countries 

to examine perceptions of science and its positive or negative impact on society. It also captures 

sentiment towards science, through measures of appreciation, popularity, interest level and trust vs. 

scepticism. 

The 2018 survey was conducted across 14 countries from June 14 to August 26, 2017 with 

representative samples of national population adults ages 18 and older. Globally, 14,036 people 

were interviewed with an average sample size per country of 1,000 interviews. It was a 15-minute 

survey, with a mixed methodology (online and offline). 

For the 2019 survey two countries were removed (Saudi Arabia and France) and added (South Korea 

and Spain). The survey was conducted across 14 countries from July 13 to September 10, 2018 with 

representative samples of national population adults ages 18 and older. Globally, 14,025 people 

were interviewed with an average sample size per country of 1,000 interviews. It was a 15-minute 

survey, with a mixed methodology (online and offline). 

Finally, the 2020 survey continued with the same 14 countries as the 2019 survey and it was 

conducted in August-October 2019 with representative samples of national population adults ages 

18 and older. Globally, 14,105 people were interviewed with an average sample size per country of 

1,000 interviews. It was a 15-minute survey, with a mixed methodology (online and offline). 

Table 5: Countries and sample per year of the 3M State of Science survey 

Geographic region Country 
Sample 

2018 
Sample 

2019 
Sample 

2020 

Southern Africa South Africa 1,006 1,005 1,012 

Central America Mexico 1,003 1,001 1,006 

South America Brazil 1,005 1,004 1,010 

Northern America 
Canada 1,002 1,000 1,008 

United States 1,007 1,001 1,008 

Eastern Asia 

China 1,001 1,000 1,002 

Japan 1,003 1,001 1,009 

South Korea   1,000 1,004 

South Eastern Asia Singapore 1,002 1,003 1,003 

Southern Asia India 1,000 1,005 1,008 

Middle East Saudi Arabia 1,004     

Eastern Europe Poland 1,000 1,003 1,009 

Northern Europe United Kingdom 1,002 1,000 1,008 

Southern Europe Spain   1,000 1,010 

Western Europe France 1,000     
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Germany 1,001 1,002 1,008 

 

Public attitudes towards SDGs 
We have also identified the following relevant surveys that shed light on the public views about the 

SDGs initiative: 

Advancing the Sustainable Development Goals: Business action and Millennials' views 

This report forms part of a larger programme of work of Corporate Citizenship, a global consulting 

firm, specialising in responsible and sustainable business. During July and August 2016, they carried 

out a global survey, asking young people about their expectations of business in tackling big global 

challenges and contributing to sustainable development. Over 250 people responded, of which 216 

were classified as Millennials1.  

Table 6: Advancing the Sustainable Development Goals: Business action and Millennials' views 
responses per sector 

Sector Percentage 

Private sector employees 44% 

Non-profit employees 23% 

Students 21% 

Academics 5% 

Government employees 3% 

Other 4% 

 
They also conducted a separate survey of practitioners working in Corporate Social Responsibility 

(CSR) and Sustainability roles in the private sector. This survey builds on the research they did in 

2015 looking at how corporates are engaging with the Global Goals. They had over 175 responses, of 

whom 57% were practitioners working in companies. Finally, they interviewed leaders from the 

business and the non-profit world. Collectively, they make the case for greater accountability of 

corporations and a shift in how they generate wealth, grow prosperity, and tackle global challenges. 

SDGs: Global attitudes towards its use and regulation survey (Ipsos) 

The SDGs: Global attitudes towards its use and regulation survey was a study conducted by Ipsos for 

the World Economic Forum. Ipsos interviewed a total of 19,517 adults aged 18-74 in the United 

States, Canada, Malaysia, South Africa, and Turkey, 21-74 in Singapore, and 16-74 in 22 other 

countries on its Global Advisor online survey platform between July 26 and August 9, 2019. 

 
1 Millennials make up the largest generation alive – nearly 2 billion people, more than 80% of whom live in 
emerging markets. Born between the early 1980s and 2000, Millennials have grown up during a time of rapid 
change. Technological, political, social and economic disruption has been a constant theme in their lives. 
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Table 7: SDGs: Global attitudes towards its use and regulation survey (Ipsos) responses per region 

Geographic region Country Sample 

Southern Africa South Africa 500 

Central America and 
Mexico 

Mexico 500 

South America 

Argentina 500 

Brazil 1,000 

Chile 500 

Peru 500 

Northern America 
United States 1,000 

Canada 1,000 

Eastern Asia 

China 1,000 

Japan 1,000 

South Korea 500 

South Eastern Asia 
Singapore 500 

Malaysia 500 

 India 500 

Middle East 
Saudi Arabia 500 

Turkey 500 

Eastern Europe 

Hungary 500 

Poland 500 

Russia 500 

Northern Europe 

United 
Kingdom 

1,000 

Sweden 500 

Southern Europe Spain 1,000 

 Italy 1,000 

Western Europe 

Germany 1,000 

France 1,000 

Belgium 500 

Netherlands 500 

Australia and New 
Zealand 

Australia 1,000 

 
The samples in Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Great Britain, Hungary, 

Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Poland, Singapore, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, and the U.S. can be 

taken as representative of these countries’ general adult population under the age of 75. The 

samples in Brazil, Chile, China (mainland), India, Malaysia, Mexico, Peru, Russia, Saudi Arabia, South 

Africa and Turkey are more urban, more educated, and/or more affluent than the general 

population. The survey results for these countries should be viewed as reflecting the views of the 

more “connected” segment of these population. 
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Global Survey on Sustainability and the SDGs 

Between September 2018 and June 2019, the Global Survey reached out to more than 

26,000 individuals and representatives from politics, business, science and research, the media and 

civil society worldwide to ask for their opinions and expectations regarding sustainability and the 

SDGs. The Global Survey was funded by the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany and 

was designed and implemented by the sustainability consultancy Schlange & Co. (S&C). 

The survey was aimed at individuals and representatives from politics business, science and 

research, the media and civil society in all countries of the world. The objective was to prioritize 

relevant environmental, social and economic challenges in respective countries and sectors and to 

determine the urgency of action. The Global Survey thus covered both people’s individual views and 

a wide range of professional perspectives. 

The results were generated by three surveys: 

1. The official Global Survey was conducted online from September 2018 to June 2019 and was open 

to anyone with internet access worldwide. The global survey was distributed by more than 250 so-

called “multipliers”. In addition, the Global Survey was promoted via social media channels as well as 

a social media campaign with the help of 18 influencers. A total of 18,079 responses were generated 

via this channel. 

2. Students, graduates, staff and faculty from 30 Global Network for Advanced Management 

(GNAM) business schools were surveyed in the same way, distributed in each business school 

through official channels such as the dean and faculty members. The GNAM survey was open from 

December 2018 to February 2019. A total of 3,679 responses were generated. 

3. The Hamburg-based market research company Appinio conducted the Global Survey 

with a panel of participants in Germany and selected countries. The respondents served as a control 

group compared to the other surveys, which may show a possible bias in the surveyed sample, as 

they were addressed through certain channels and deliberately decided to participate. A total of 

4,616 responses were generated via the Appinio panel. 

Table 8: Global Survey on Sustainability and the SDGs responses per region 

Region Percentage 

North America 14% 

South America 6% 

Africa 6% 

Asia Pacific 14% 

Europe 59% 

Middle East 1% 

 

Researcher attitudes towards RRI and the SDGs 
Representative surveys focusing on researchers are much less common than studies of the general 

public. In particular, there is limited prior research on a global scale that examines researchers’ 
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attitudes about socially responsible research and innovation and the SDGs. In this report, we review 

the available research studies and findings relevant to RRI and the SDGs in order to clarify the 

empirical basis for integrating these two initiatives. 

Researcher attitudes towards RRI 
We have identified the following relevant surveys of researchers that shed light on their views about 

the underlying principles and practices of RRI (without using the RRI terminology): 

RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

Under the leadership of our partners from ICoRSA, a global survey was launched as a part of the 

RRING Project. The survey was open from 1 October 2019 to 20 December 2019. Aiming to get a 

deeper insight into the practices and policies of Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) across 

the world, this study was conducted across 20 countries of the world. Diversity was ensured across 

factors such as the research and development expenditures, the per capita income levels, etc. while 

selecting the countries under study. 

The survey resulted in 2,198 responses with a completion rate of 70% or more; 539 responses with a 

completion rate of less than 70%. The average completion rate of the survey was 97%. Respondents 

on average took 33 minutes to complete the survey. 

Table 9: Sample profile of the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation (countries 
with a sample of more than 10 responses 

Geographic region Country Sample 

North Africa 
Egypt 107 

Morocco 23 

Eastern Africa Malawi 87 

Southern Africa South Africa 90 

Central America and Mexico 
Guatemala 98 

Mexico 11 

South America 

Argentina 17 

Bolivia 32 

Brazil 61 

Northern America 
Canada 83 

United States 169 

Central Asia Tajikistan 15 

Eastern Asia Japan 50 

South Eastern Asia 
Malaysia 13 

Myanmar 12 

Southern Asia 
India 104 

Iran 18 

Middle East Jordan 36 

Eastern Europe 

Hungary 11 

Poland 32 

Romania 19 

Russia 19 

Ukraine 20 
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Northern Europe 

Denmark 13 

Finland 39 

Ireland 60 

Latvia 22 

Lithuania 150 

Norway 36 

Sweden 34 

United Kingdom 230 

Southern Europe 

Italy 58 

Portugal 50 

Serbia 61 

Spain 64 

Western Europe 

Austria 45 

Belgium 32 

France 52 

Germany 193 

Netherlands 75 

Switzerland 21 

Australia and New Zealand 
Australia 46 

New Zealand 17 

OTHER COUNTRIES 298 

 

OECD International Survey of Scientific Authors 

The International Survey of Scientific Authors (ISSA) was a global online survey designed and 

implemented to measure the key features of the digital transformation of science. It explored the 

potential impacts of digitalisation based on a combination of different indicators on research impact 

and responses from nearly 12,000 authors across the world. The results aim to complement other 

available statistical evidence and indicators in order to provide insights on selected aspects of 

research and inform science policy. The project was an initiative of the OECD Committee for 

Scientific and Technological Policy carried out under the aegis of its Working Party of National 

Experts of Science and Technology Indicators (NESTI). 

The study targeted the corresponding authors of scientific publications whose contact information is 

available in a large global bibliographic database. A sample of scientific authors listed as 

corresponding authors were invited by email to participate in an online survey conducted directly by 

the OECD and were asked to report on their use of a broad range of digital tools and related 

practices, in addition to another key demographic and career information. Responses were collected 

for a total of approximately 12,000 scientific authors from all over the world and across all 

disciplinary areas, representing to a varying extent the subset of the research population engaged in 

scholarly publication work, including those in the business sector. 

Table 10: Sample by country of author's affiliation of the 2018 OECD International Survey of Scientific 
Authors (selected economies) 

Geographic region Country Sample 
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North Africa Egypt 80 

Southern Africa South Africa 91 

Central America and Mexico Mexico 188 

South America Brazil 391 

Northern America 
Canada 277 

United States 1,204 

Eastern Asia 

China 187 

Japan 498 

South Korea 181 

South Eastern Asia 

Indonesia 147 

Malaysia 152 

Singapore 61 

Thailand 90 

Southern Asia 
India 600 

Pakistan 96 

Middle East 
Israel 115 

Turkey 236 

Eastern Europe 

Czech Republic 124 

Poland 171 

Romania 150 

Russia 252 

Northern Europe 

Denmark 106 

Finland 122 

Lithuania 90 

Sweden 151 

United Kingdom 467 

Southern Europe 

Greece 146 

Italy 448 

Portugal 247 

Serbia 49 

Spain 371 

Western Europe 

Austria 252 

Belgium 108 

France 290 

Germany 536 

Netherlands 181 

Switzerland 154 

Australia and New Zealand Australia 160 

OTHER COUNTRIES 26,006 
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Frontiers’ Academic response to COVID-19 survey 

Frontiers is a leading Open Access research publisher and Open Science platform on a mission to 

enable healthy lives on a healthy planet. In order to gain insight into what impact COVID-19 has had 

on the international scientific community, their work and the implications for science, Frontiers 

surveyed registered members of their community, which is made up of active researchers who have 

published their research with Frontiers or have acted as reviewers or editors.  

The survey was conducted online using Qualtrics in May and June 2020. A total of 25,307 

respondents from 152 countries answered at least one question and 17,644 completed the entire 

survey. The survey was fully anonymous. The 30 countries listed below all had more than 100 

respondents and make up 88% of the 17,690 respondents who provided information about their 

location. 

Table 11: Respondents by country of the Frontiers’ Academic response to COVID-19 survey 

Geographic region Country Sample 

Southern Africa South Africa 119 

Central America and Mexico Mexico 399 

South America 

Argentina 208 

Brazil 653 

Chile 202 

Northern America 
Canada 636 

United 
States 

3,339 

Eastern Asia 

China 938 

Japan 220 

South Korea 128 

Southern Asia India 542 

Middle East Turkey 104 

Eastern Europe 
Poland 172 

Russia 141 

Northern Europe 

Denmark 128 

Norway 176 

Sweden 241 

United 
Kingdom 

996 

Southern Europe 

Greece 126 

Italy 1,492 

Portugal 296 

Spain 900 

Western Europe 

Austria 172 

Belgium 155 

France 547 

Germany 1,082 

Netherlands 305 
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Switzerland 264 

Australia and New Zealand 
Australia 646 

New Zealand 222 

 

Researcher attitudes towards SDGs 
We have also identified the following relevant surveys of researchers that shed light on their views 

about the SDGs initiative: 

Assessing research trends related to sustainable development Goals: Local and global issues 

The main objective of this study was to identify the main SDGs addressed by experts from different 

geographical regions, according to their experience and research area, and to discuss the relation 

between these SDGs and the main local issues and challenges in each region. The analysis focused 

on: a) verifying research trends of each studied region by analysing the SDGs pointed out by each 

group of experts; and b) identifying, globally, the focus of attention and possible gaps when it comes 

to SDG studies 

The snowball sampling method was used, in which a group of individuals was chosen to compose the 

sample, and, in the sequence, these individuals could suggest others to participate in the survey. 

After sending the invitation note through e-mail to the research participants, replies were received 

from 266 experts. 

Table 12: Assessing research trends related to sustainable development Goals: Local and global 
issues responses per region 

Geographical distribution Sample Percentage 

North America 37 14% 

Latin America/Caribbean 28 11% 

Africa 55 21% 

Asia 53 20% 

Europe 87 32% 

Oceania 6 2% 

 
Table 13: Assessing research trends related to sustainable development Goals: Local and global 
issues per respondents' position 

Position Sample Percentage 

Professor 128 48% 

Researcher 53 20% 

Foundation representative 46 17% 

Student 18 7% 

University representative 19 7% 

NGO representative 2 1% 
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Global Survey on Sustainability and the SDGs 

Please check the information about this survey in the Public attitudes towards SDGs section. 

 

Elsevier’s The power of data to advance the SDGs: Mapping research for the SDGs report 

Since the launch of the SDGs, Elsevier has worked closely with the research community to map the 

ever-changing landscape of sustainability science. This report maps the latest sustainability research 

and initiatives within each SDG area. To better understand the scope and reach of sustainability 

research, Elsevier’s data science teams worked with experts to create an initial Scopus2 search query 

for each SDG. The queries were built in-house, taking a targeted and expert-informed approach to 

ensure that they reflected specific targets and indicators and using a framework for development 

the teams believed would generate the most valid queries. 

In the next step, each search query was used on SciVal3 to generate pre-defined research areas, 

which describe the work research institutions are doing on each SDG and the outcomes. This 

enabled SciVal users to investigate, understand and analyse SDG research globally in more detail. In 

addition, they were able to benchmark in these SDG fields compared to peers and competitors, see 

how these fields were characterized, and whether they could use them to further develop existing 

partnerships or identify potential new research partners. The queries also played an important role 

in the ability to examine a department’s contributions and impact in SDG fields, and to use the 

analyses to demonstrate this contribution and impact. 

 

Primary research: RRING global study of researchers 
In addition to the prior research available on public and researcher attitudes towards RRI and the 

SDGs, we also present primary analyses from original data collected by the RRING project on 

attitudes towards RRI and the SDGs. The research results about attitudes towards RRI are presented 

in the Work Package 3 deliverables (see rring.eu for reports with methodological details). Here, we 

present global findings about researchers’ attitudes towards the SDGs. 

 

  

 
2 Scopus uniquely combines a comprehensive, curated abstract and citation database with enriched data and 

linked scholarly content (www.elsevier.com/solutions/scopus). 
3 SciVal provides access to the research performance of over 20,100 research institutions and their associated 

researchers, from 231 nations worldwide (www.scival.com). 
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Chapter 3 - Empirical evidence: Public support for 

principles of socially responsible research globally 
 

A number of studies have examined public attitudes about RRI internationally. In this chapter, the 

level of public support for this umbrella initiative is examined. These results, extracted from the 

surveys mentioned in the Data Sources section and presented by Key Priority Area from the UNESCO 

Recommendation on Science & Scientific Researchers (RSSR)4, shed light on public views about the 

underlying principles and practices of RRI. These findings are organised by Key Priority Area for 

Monitoring of the implementation of the RSSR in order to demonstrate the potential of this global 

legal instrument as a vehicle for RRI (and ultimately RRI/SDG integration). 

Public Support for Key Priority Area 1 
The following question and its answer assess whether the general public recognise science’s efforts 

to enhance more human, just, and inclusive societies.  

Question #2 from the Eurobarometer 2014 Survey evaluates whether the public perceives a 

potential positive impact of science and technology on different areas such as the fight against 

climate change, the security of citizens, the availability and quality of food, the quality of housing, 

among others. 

At least half of the 27,910 respondents think that, 15 years from now, science and technological 

innovation will have a positive impact on seven of the 13 areas discussed: health and medical care 

(65%), education and skills (60%), transport and transport infrastructure (59%), energy supply (58%), 

protection of the environment (57%), the fight against climate change (54%) and the quality of 

housing (50%). 

On 11 out of 13 issues, more respondents think that science and technological innovation will have a 

positive impact than those who think it will have no impact or a negative impact. The two exceptions 

are the protection of personal data (37% positive impact vs. 47% no or negative impact), and the 

reduction of inequalities (30% positive impact vs. 53% no or negative impact). 

Respondents had difficulty to express an opinion about the impact they expect that science and 

technological innovation will have on the different issues discussed, although this difficulty was felt 

to a different degree depending on the Member State. For instance, in the whole EU, 17% of 

respondents were not able to express an opinion about the impact they expect science and 

technological innovation will have in the reduction of inequalities; in Malta, in particular, this 

proportion was of 28%. 

Table 14: Question #2 from the Eurobarometer 2014 survey 

 

AREA 
A positive 

impact 
No impact 

A negative 
impact 

Don't 
know 

 
4 More information on https://en.unesco.org/themes/ethics-science-and-
technology/recommendation_science 
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1. Fight climate change 54% 19% 13% 14% 

2. Protection of the environment 57% 17% 13% 13% 

3. Security of citizens 45% 25% 15% 15% 

4. Job creation 45% 21% 19% 15% 

5. Energy supply 58% 16% 12% 14% 

6. Health and medical care 65% 14% 10% 11% 

7. Protection of personal data 37% 22% 25% 16% 

8. Reduction of inequalities 30% 38% 15% 17% 

9. Adaptation of society to an ageing population 44% 26% 14% 16% 

10. Availability and quality of food 48% 22% 16% 14% 

11. Transport and transport infrastructure 59% 17% 10% 14% 

12. Education and skills 60% 18% 9% 13% 

13. Quality of housing 50% 26% 10% 14% 

 

The following questions and their answers assess whether the general public recognise the value of 

science in taking care of the planet and the environment. 

Question #13 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 evaluates the perceived impact of science 

on different social scenarios and/or groups throughout time. The answers range from a ‘completely 

negative” perception to a ‘completely positive” perception. 

Most view science’s impact today as somewhat positive over completely positive. People are more 

likely to believe that science has no impact on their local communities (21%) and everyday lives 

(18%) than on society (13%) or the planet (11%). They are more likely to think science has a 

completely positive impact on the planet, especially when compared to their local communities (27% 

vs. 19%). 

Table 15: Question #13 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 

 

AREA 
Completely 

negative 
Somewhat 
negative 

No impact 
Somewhat 

positive 

Completely 
positive 

Your everyday life 1% 3% 18% 56% 22% 

Your local community/town 1% 4% 21% 54% 19% 

Society in general 1% 5% 13% 57% 24% 

The planet 2% 10% 11% 49% 27% 

 

As a follow up to the previous question, question #15 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 

evaluates the perceived future impact of science on different social scenarios and/or groups. The 

answers range from a ‘completely negative” perception to a ‘completely positive” perception. 

When asked about science’s future impact, around two-thirds (63%) of people are optimistic, but 

more people see this future impact as somewhat positive over completely positive. Emerging 

economies are much more likely than developed ones to believe science will have a completely 

positive impact on all aspects of life in the future: Planet - 36% emerging vs. 21% developed / Society 
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- 35% vs. 16% / Everyday lives - 34% vs. 15% / Local communities - 32% vs. 13%. Finally, people are 

more likely to think science will have no impact on micro aspects (community and everyday life) 

compared to macro aspects (planet and society). 

Table 16: Question #15 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 

 

AREA 
Completely 

negative 
Somewhat 
negative 

No impact 
Somewhat 

positive 

Completely 
positive 

Your everyday life 1% 4% 17% 53% 25% 

Your local community/town 1% 4% 19% 53% 22% 

Society in general 1% 6% 13% 54% 26% 

The planet 2% 8% 12% 49% 28% 

 

Another question of the 3M State of Science surveys evaluates the public perception of science and 

its impact on the world’s problems. The interviewees were asked to select their level of agreement 

to the following statement: We need science to solve the world's problems. The perceived level of 

importance of science when it comes to solving the world’s problems increased from 2019 to 2020 

with 41% of people completely agreeing with the statement 

Table 17: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2019 (Q28) and 2020 (Q11) 

We need science to solve the world's problems 

 2019 2020 

Completely disagree 3% 3% 

Somewhat disagree 10% 9% 

Somewhat agree 50% 47% 

Completely agree 37% 41% 

 

Public Support for Key Priority Area 2 
The following questions and their answers assess whether the general public “recognise value and 

use” in what science and technology are offering to society.  

Question #19 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 assesses whether the general public think 

that science can find solutions for several global challenges. About three in four believe science can 

solve global challenges related to healthcare, energy, internet access and clean water, but they are 

not fully grasping the extent of science’s reach. 

Healthcare and energy are the areas for which people most believe science can find solutions, while 

social issues like overcrowding earn less confidence. People tend to have more confidence in 

science’s ability to solve macro issues (e.g., disease treatment, energy supply) over everyday issues 

(e.g. unemployment, workplace safety, road/driving safety, traffic congestion, online data breaches). 
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Table 18: Question #19 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 

 

AREA Percentage 

Disease treatment 75% 

Access to affordable renewable energy sources 75% 

Energy supply 74% 

Internet access 73% 

Clean water supply and sanitation 73% 

Disease prevention 70% 

Workplace safety 61% 

Road/driving safety 61% 

Pollution 60% 

Traffic congestion 52% 

Online data breaches 52% 

Healthcare costs 52% 

Climate change 46% 

Border security 46% 

Hunger 45% 

Aging population 41% 

Overcrowding in cities 40% 

Poverty 35% 

Unemployment 33% 

 

Question #6 from the WGM survey 2018 evaluates the interest of the public in obtaining information 

about science in the past 30 days. Results from the data generated by this particular survey question 

indicate whether the general public see value in investing their time obtaining this type of 

information. Globally, 65% of people indicated they didn’t try to get any information about science 

in the past 30 days, while 33% specified that they did. 

Table 19: Question #6 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

Yes No Don’t know 

33% 65% 2% 

 

Question #8 from the WGM survey 2018 assesses the public’s interest in knowing more about 

science. The question implicitly measures whether members of the public see value or utility in 

expanding their understanding of science. Globally, 70% of people indicated they would like to 

know more about science, while 27% specified that they wouldn’t. 
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Table 20: Question #8 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

Yes No Don’t know 

70% 27% 3% 

 

One question of the 3M State of Science surveys evaluates the level of support for science activities 

and discoveries. The results show the activities and/or habits that the general public does in their 

daily lives in order to support science. There was a 1-2% increment on all statements from 2019 to 

2020, showing an increase in the level of support for science. 

Table 21: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2019 (Q21) and 2020 (Q43) 

Which, if any, of the following do you do to support science activities and advancing scientific 
discoveries? 

 2019 2020 

I share science advancements with friends, family, and 
colleagues 

24% 25% 

I stay up-to-date on the latest scientific discoveries 24% 25% 

I stand up for science when debating its merits with others 20% 20% 

I share science advancements on social media 14% 15% 

I am a vocal supporter of science on social media 11% 13% 

 

Question #3 from the 3M State of Science survey 2019 assesses how the general public feels about 

science. These answers could shed some light on the reasons behind their decision of whether or not 

they would like to know more about science. Around the world, people are curious about science: 

72% of people indicated feeling curious and 18% feeling indifferent towards science. 

Table 22: Question #3 from the 3M State of Science survey 2019 

 
Curious Indifferent Intimidated 

72% 18% 10% 

 

Going deeper into this topic of emotions, one of the questions of the 3M State of Science surveys 

evaluates the perception of the role of science over the next 20 years. By 2019, people were feeling 

optimistic (86%) about the future of science and its potential to solve global problems. In 2020, 

this feeling decreased to an 82%. Regarding the trust in science, scepticism and distrust are alive 

and well. By 2019, 26% felt suspicious, rather than trusting, of the role of science over the next 20 

years, and this feeling increased by 1% in 2020. 
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Table 23: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2019 (Q5) and 2020 (Q1) 

When you think about the role of science over the next 20 years does it make 
you feel more… 

 2019 2020 

Optimistic 86% 82% 

Pessimistic 14% 18% 

Trusting 74% 73% 

Suspicious 26% 27% 

 

Question #13 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 assesses the public perception of science by 

providing the interviewees two different options to describe the ‘personality’ of science: one them 

being an elite know-it-all and the other being a problem-solving leader. 75% of people indicated 

that if science were a person, it would be best described as a problem-solving leader. 25% 

expressed that science would be an elite know-it-all. 

Table 24: Question #13 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 

 
An elite know-it-all (someone who is smart but can be arrogant 
about it and cold/unfriendly) 

25% 

An elite know-it-all (someone who is smart but can be arrogant 
about it and cold/unfriendly) 

75% 

 

Another question of the 3M State of Science surveys evaluates the level of interest of the public in 

knowing more about science. In this question, the interviewees had to select their level of 

agreement to the following statement: I wish I knew more about science. From 2018 to 2020, one 

out of two people somewhat agreed with the statement, followed by an average of 34% of people 

who completely confirmed their wish to know more about science in general. 

Table 25: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 (Q6), 2019 (Q7) and 2020 (Q2) 

I wish I knew more about science in general 

 2018 2019 2020 

Completely disagree 4% 3% 4% 

Somewhat disagree 11% 11% 14% 

Somewhat agree 50% 49% 50% 

Completely agree 34% 36% 33% 

 

Question #24 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 evaluates the perceived barriers to scientific 

advancement, being the lack of interest and trust in science one of them. This is an indicator of the 

public role of science and its impact. 14% of people think that the lack of interest in science is one 

of the biggest barriers to scientific advancement in the future. 10% considers that the lack of trust 

in scientific claims is also a big obstacle. 
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Table 26: Question #24 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 

 
Lack of interest in science 14% 

Lack of trust in scientific claims 10% 

 

One question of the 3M State of Science surveys evaluates the frequency in which the interviewees 

think about the impact that science has in their everyday lives. In general, people appreciate science 

from a distance, but it is taken for granted in everyday life. The majority (66-69%) only think about 

the impact of science on their everyday lives a little or never. 

Table 27: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 (Q11), 2019 (Q17) and 2020 (Q7) 

How much do you think about the impact of science in your everyday 
life? 

 2018 2019 2020 

Never 12% 11% 14% 

A little 54% 58% 55% 

A lot 34% 30% 30% 

 

In this sense, and going deeper into this topic, question #10 from the 3M State of Science survey 

2019 evaluates the perceived importance of science in the lives of the interviewees. Although more 

than half of people do not often think about the impact of science in their everyday lives, 64% of 

them agree that their lives would be quite different without science. 

Table 28: Question #10 from the 3M State of Science survey 2019 

If science did not exist, my everyday life would not be all that different 

Completely 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Completely 
agree 

31% 33% 25% 11% 

 

Question #8 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 assesses whether the perceived level of 

importance of science in different social scenarios and/or groups. As with the previous questions, 

people seem to be unaware of the impact of science in their everyday lives. Views of science’s 

importance are often restricted to big, global issues rather than small, day-today innovations. 
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Table 29: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 (Q8), 2019 (Q9) and 2020 (Q3) 

Thinking about the present-day, how important do you feel science is to you in your 
everyday life? 

 2018 2019 2020 

Not important at all 7% 7% 6% 

Somewhat important 41% 42% 40% 

Very important 46% 46% 51% 

Thinking about the present-day, how important do you feel science is to your family 
in their everyday lives? 

 2018 2019 2020 

Not important at all 9% 9% 7% 

Somewhat important 43% 43% 42% 

Very important 43% 42% 48% 

Thinking about the present-day, how important do you feel science is to your local 
community/town? 

 2018 2019 2020 

Not important at all 7% 7% 6% 

Somewhat important 39% 41% 39% 

Very important 48% 47% 51% 

Thinking about the present-day, how important do you feel science is to society in 
general? 

 2018 2019 2020 

Not important at all 4% 4% 4% 

Somewhat important 30% 31% 31% 

Very important 63% 60% 62% 

 

Question #13 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 goes a little bit further and evaluates the 

perceived impact of science on different social scenarios and/or groups throughout time. The 

answers range from a ‘completely negative” perception to a ‘completely positive” perception. Many 

do not fully view science’s impact today as positive. Most view science’s impact as somewhat 

positive over completely positive. People are more likely to believe that science has no impact on 

their local communities (21%) and everyday lives (18%) than on society (13%) or the planet (11%). 

They are more likely to think science has a completely positive impact on the planet, especially when 

compared to their local communities (27% vs. 19%). 

Table 30: Question #13 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 

 

AREA 
Completely 

negative 
Somewhat 
negative 

No impact 
Somewhat 

positive 

Completely 
positive 

Your everyday life 1% 3% 18% 56% 22% 

Your local community/town 1% 4% 21% 54% 19% 

Society in general 1% 5% 13% 57% 24% 
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The planet 2% 10% 11% 49% 27% 

 

As a follow up to question #13, question #15 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 evaluates the 

perceived future impact of science on different social scenarios and/or groups. The answers range 

from a ‘completely negative” perception to a ‘completely positive” perception.  

When asked about science’s future impact, around two-thirds (63%) of people are optimistic, but 

more people see this future impact as somewhat positive over completely positive. Emerging 

economies are much more likely than developed ones to believe science will have a completely 

positive impact on all aspects of life in the future: Planet - 36% emerging vs. 21% developed / Society 

- 35% vs. 16% / Everyday lives - 34% vs. 15% / Local communities - 32% vs. 13%. Finally, people are 

more likely to think science will have no impact on micro aspects (community and everyday life) 

compared to macro aspects (planet and society). 

Table 31: Question #15 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 

 

AREA 
Completely 

negative 
Somewhat 
negative 

No impact 
Somewhat 

positive 

Completely 
positive 

Your everyday life 1% 4% 17% 53% 25% 

Your local community/town 1% 4% 19% 53% 22% 

Society in general 1% 6% 13% 54% 26% 

The planet 2% 8% 12% 49% 28% 

 

Question #25 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 also evaluates the perceived future impact 

of science but focused on the industry or field of work of the interviewees. People doubt how 

science will impact the future of the industry they work in. Almost two in three (64%) believe 

science will have only a small or no impact on the future of their industry. Nearly one in five believe 

the industry they work in will not be impacted by science in the future (17%). This lack of perceived 

impact increases with: age (25% of people 51+ say it will have no impact on the future of their 

industry), lower income (26%), and living in rural areas (29%). 

Table 32: Question #25 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 

 
No impact A small impact A significant impact 

17% 47% 36% 

 

Question #9 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 evaluates the perceived impact of science on 

the world in positive/negative terms. The interviewees were asked if they think science has a mostly 
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positive or mostly negative impact on the world. Most people (84%) perceive the impact of science 

on the world as mostly positive. 

Table 33: Question #9 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 

 

Mostly negative Mostly positive 
Science has no 

impact on the world 

11% 84% 5% 

 

Being more specific, question #10 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 asks about the 

perceived impact of science on the interviewees’ lives. They were asked if they think science will 

make their lives better, worse or if it will not have any impact at all. Most people (74%) believe 

science will make their lives better in the next 10 years. 

Table 34: Question #10 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 

 

Worse Better 
Science won’t impact my 
life in the next 10 years 

8% 74% 17% 

 

Following the same line, another question of the 3M State of Science surveys assesses whether the 

public recognises the role of science in advancing and improving our daily lives. The interviewees 

had to specify their level of agreement to the following statement: If science didn’t exist, my 

everyday life wouldn’t be all that different. According to the results, science is taken for granted in 

one’s everyday life. Nearly two out of five (38%) believe that if science didn’t exist, their everyday 

lives wouldn’t be that different.  

Table 35: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 (Q12) and 2020 (Q4) 

If science didn’t exist, my everyday life wouldn’t be all that different 

 2018 2020 

Completely disagree 29% 31% 

Somewhat disagree 33% 31% 

Somewhat agree 26% 26% 

Completely agree 12% 12% 

 

Going deeper into this topic, question #12 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 asked the 

public to specify their level of agreement to the following statement: If science didn’t exist, society 

wouldn’t be all that different. According to the results, people seem to be unaware of the impact of 

science in their everyday lives. 37% of people agreed that society wouldn’t be that different if 

science didn’t exist. 
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Table 36: Question #12 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 

If science didn’t exist, society wouldn’t be all that different 

Completely disagree Somewhat disagree Somewhat agree Completely agree 

33% 29% 25% 12% 

 

In one question of the 3M State of Science surveys, the public had to select their level of agreement 

to the following statement: As an adult, I don’t see the point of now needing to understand science; 

which reinforces the results of the previous question. This refers to the perceived importance of 

science in all stages of human life, not just childhood or formative years. According to the results, 

more than one quarter (26-30%) don’t see the point of needing to understand science as an adult. 

Table 37: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 (Q6), 2019 (Q7) and 2020 (Q2) 

As an adult, I don’t see the point of now needing to understand science 

 2018 2019 2020 

Completely disagree 40% 37% 35% 

Somewhat disagree 34% 35% 35% 

Somewhat agree 18% 21% 22% 

Completely agree 8% 7% 8% 

 

In the same question, and as a follow up of the previous results, the interviewees had to select their 

level of agreement to the following statement: I want my kids to know more about science. The 

results could shed some light on the perceived importance of science in our everyday lives and its 

impact on the new generations. According to the results, pressure is on the next generation to push 

science forward: 92% of parents want their kids to know more about science. 

Table 38: Question #6 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 

I want my kids to know more about science 

Completely disagree Somewhat disagree Somewhat agree Completely agree 

2% 6% 38% 54% 

 

One of the 3M State of Science surveys questions assesses how much does the public know about 

science overall. According to the results, overall knowledge of science today is limited. Some people 

know nothing, and very few (14-15%) around the world know “a lot” about science. 

Table 39: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 (Q5), 2019 (Q6) and 2020 (Q14) 

How much would you say you know about science overall? 

 2018 2019 2020 

Nothing 18% 17% 19% 

A little 68% 68% 66% 

A lot 14% 15% 15% 

 

Question #14 from the WGM survey 2018 evaluates the level of public trust in the scientists working 

in colleges/universities in their country of residence. It specifically addresses public views about the 

nature of university scientists’ work and whether it benefits the public. Globally, 25% of people have 
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a high level of trust in scientists working in colleges/universities, while 40% have a medium level 

of trust, 15% have low trust and 6% have no trust at all. The remaining 14% of people have no 

opinion about how much they trust scientists in their respective countries. This ranges from a third 

of people having ‘high’ trust in Australia and New Zealand, Northern Europe and Central Asia to 

around one in ten in Central and South America. 

Table 40: Question #14 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

A lot Some Not much Not at all Don’t know 

25% 40% 15% 6% 14% 

 

Question #15 from the WGM survey 2018 assesses the level of public trust in the scientists working 

in companies (e.g., pharmaceutical or agricultural industries) in their country of residence. It 

specifically addresses public views about the nature of company scientists’ work and whether it 

benefits the public. Globally, 19% of people have a high level of trust in scientists working in 

companies, while 41% have a medium level of trust, 19% have low trust and 8% have no trust at 

all. Compared to the previous answers, one could say that trust in scientists working in companies is 

less than the trust in the ones working in colleges/universities. 

Table 41: Question #15 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

A lot Some Not much Not at all Don’t know 

19% 41% 19% 8% 13% 

 

Similar to the previous two questions, this question from the 3M State of Science surveys evaluates 

the level of trust of public trust in scientists, science and their impact on the planet. The 

interviewees were asked to specify their level of agreement to the following statement: Science 

causes just as many problems as solutions. From what we have seen, we could say that people are 

fascinated by science and want to know more. However, a strong-minded group is sceptical and 

distrusting of science: one out of two people think science causes just as many problems as 

solutions. 

Table 42: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 (Q9) and 2019 (Q28) 

Science causes just as many problems as solutions 

 2018 2019 

Completely disagree 11% 11% 

Somewhat disagree 33% 36% 

Somewhat agree 41% 42% 
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Completely agree 15% 11% 

 

In question #9 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018, the interviewees had to specify their level 

of agreement to the following statements: I trust scientists and I trust science. Globally, an average 

of 80% of people trust scientists and 90% trust science. India, Spain, Brazil, China and Mexico are 

among the countries whose trust is greater toward science.  

Table 43: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 (Q9), 2019 (Q14) and 2020 (Q5) 

I trust scientists 

 2018 2019 2020 

Completely disagree 3% 3% 3% 

Somewhat disagree 17% 16% 17% 

Somewhat agree 58% 60% 59% 

Completely agree 23% 20% 21% 

I trust science 

 2018 2019 2020 

Completely disagree 2% 3% 3% 

Somewhat disagree 12% 11% 13% 

Somewhat agree 57% 58% 58% 

Completely agree 29% 28% 26% 

 

In the same question, and as a follow-up of the previous statements, the interviewees had to specify 

their level of agreement to this new one: I am sceptical of science. As we can see, scepticism and 

distrust are alive and well. Approximately, one in three (32-37%) are sceptical of science (with a 

steady increase each year). 

Table 44: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 (Q9), 2019 (Q14) and 2020 (Q5) 

I am sceptical of science 

 2018 2019 2020 

Completely disagree 26% 22% 20% 

Somewhat disagree 42% 44% 43% 

Somewhat agree 24% 28% 29% 

Completely agree 8% 7% 8% 

 

Question #4 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 evaluates the perception of the public about 

the future impact of science on society in terms of emotions. Despite taking science for granted in 

everyday life today, people are optimistic for the future. People are three times more likely to be 

excited about the impact of science in the future than indifferent or afraid. Fear is highest in South 

America (19%) while indifference is highest in the Asia & Pacific region (24%). 

Table 45: Question #4 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 
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Excited Indifferent Afraid 

66% 20% 14% 

 

Question #15 from the International Science Survey (Pew ISSQ) assesses the public perception of 

science developments and its effects on society, whether positive, negative or both. Globally, one 

out of two people think that science developments have had a positive effect on society. However, 

40% of the interviewees think that they have had both positive and negative effects. 

Table 46: Question #5 from the International Science Survey (Pew ISSQ) 

 

Mostly positive effect Mostly negative effect 
Equal positive and 

negative effects 
Don’t know / Refused 

51% 6% 39% 4% 

 

Question #158 from the World Values Survey (WVS-7) evaluates the public perception of a potential 

positive impact of science and technology on people’s lives by making people healthier, easier and 

more comfortable. The answers can range from 1 (“Completely disagree”) to 10 (“Completely 

agree”). Almost 80% of people agree that science and technology are making our lives healthier, 

easier, and more comfortable. 

Table 47: Question #158 from the World Values Survey (WVS-7) 

 
Completely 

disagree 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Completely 
agree 

N/A 

3.9% 1.5% 2.6% 3.2% 10.6% 8.5% 12.6% 16.5% 10.8% 28.4% 1.4% 

 

Question #162 from the World Values Survey (WVS-7) measures the importance the public 

attributes to science in the context of daily life. The answers can range from 1 (“Completely 

disagree”) to 10 (“Completely agree”). One out of two people think it is important to know about 

science in their daily life. 

Table 48: Question #162 from the World Values Survey (WVS-7) 

 
Completely 

disagree 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Completely 
agree 

N/A 

21.9% 8.9% 10% 7.7% 13.7% 8.3% 7.8% 7% 3.7% 9% 1.9% 

 

Question #163 from the World Values Survey (WVS-7) evaluates the public perception of the impact 

that science and technology have had on the world and whether it is better or worse because of it. 

The answers can range from 1 (“A lot worse off”) to 10 (“A lot better off”). Around 70% of the 

interviewees consider that the world is better off because of science and technology. 



 
 
 
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and 

innovation programme under grant agreement No 788503. 
 

- 43 - 

Table 49: Question #163 from the World Values Survey (WVS-7) 

 
A lot 

worse 
off 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
A lot 

better 
off 

N/A 

5.5% 1.8% 3.1% 3.4% 12.7% 10% 13.1% 16.6% 9.7% 22.8% 1.4% 

 

The following questions and their answers, extracted from the surveys mentioned in the Data 

Sources section, assess whether the general public perceive that their knowledge needs are being 

properly identified and addressed through scientific research and innovation. 

Question #2 from the International Science Survey (Pew ISSQ) evaluates the level of trust of the 

public in scientists “doing what is right” for society. The answers can range from 1 (“A lot”) to 4 

(“Not at all”). This particular question draws attention to the public perception of science and 

technology in service of society. Globally, almost 80% of people trust scientists to do what is right 

for the public. 

Table 50: Question #2 from the International Science Survey (Pew ISSQ) 

How much do you trust scientists to do what is right for the public? 

A lot Some Not too much Not at all Don’t know 

38% 40% 12% 5% 5% 

 

The following questions and their answers assess whether the results of scientific research are 

available to the general public and whether the level of the society engagement with science is 

sufficient for them to consume this information. 

Question #6 from the WGM survey 2018 evaluates the interest of the public in obtaining information 

about science in the past 30 days. This particular question not only indicates whether the general 

public see value in investing their time obtaining this type of information, but also the level 

engagement they feel towards science research and its results. Globally, 65% of people indicated 

they didn’t try to get any information about science in the past 30 days, while 33% specified that 

they did. 

Table 51: Question #6 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

Yes No Don’t know 

33% 65% 2% 

 

Question #39 from the International Science Survey (Pew ISSQ) evaluates the frequency with which 

the public consumes science news. The answers can range from 1 (“Often”) to 4 (“Never”). This 

question relates to the use of results and its publication/availability on mainstream media channels. 

74% of people indicated that they consume news about science, while 25% reported rarely or 

never consume science news. 
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Table 52: Question #39 from the International Science Survey (Pew ISSQ) 

 
Often Sometimes Rarely Never Don’t know 

37% 37% 19% 6% 1% 

 

Public Support for Key Priority Area 3 

No evidence available from existing sources. 

 

Public Support for Key Priority Area 4 
The following questions and their answers assess whether the general public perceive public funding 

for research and development as money well spent. These results are an indicator of the perceived 

value of scientific research for the improvement of the quality of life. 

Question #94 from the International Science Survey (Pew ISSQ) evaluates the public opinion on 

government investments in scientific research and whether they are “worthwhile” for society over 

time. According to the results, 82% of people think that public investment in science is worthwhile 

for society over time. 

Figure 1: Question #9A from the International Science Survey (Pew ISSQ) 

 
Yes, they are worthwhile for society over time 82% 

No, they are not worth the investment 12% 

Don’t know / Refuse to answer 6% 

 

Question #45 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 assesses whether the public perceives the 

government as the one responsible for deciding how funding for scientific research and 

advancements is allocated. 60% of people consider that the government should be the one 

responsible for deciding how funding is allocated, which is an indicator of how science is perceived 

as a common good. 

Table 53: Question #45 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 

 
Government 60% 

Private sector/industry 37% 

Non-profit organizations/Non-government organizations 34% 

None of the above 12% 
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The following questions and their answers assess whether the general public understand what 

science and scientists are, as well as the level of trust placed in them. These results are an indicator 

of a country’s progress in establishing a public role of science. 

Question #2 from the WGM survey 2018 is designed to measure the self-reported public 

understanding of science and scientists. 28% of the people indicated understanding the meaning of 

“science” and “scientists”, 38% expressed understanding it to some extent, 19% indicated not 

really understanding it, and 12% specified not understanding it at all. 

Table 54: Question #2 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

A lot Some Not much Not at all Don’t know 

28% 38% 19% 12% 3% 

 

Question #14 from the WGM survey 2018 evaluates the level of the public trust in scientists working 

in colleges/universities in their country of residence and whether their work benefits the public. It 

also asks about the transparency on who is funding their work and whether this information affects 

or not the level of trust. Globally, 25% of people have a high level of trust in scientists working in 

colleges/universities, while 40% have a medium level of trust, 15% have low trust and 6% have no 

trust at all. Regarding the openness related to who is paying for their work, 17% of people have a 

high level of trust, while 38% have a medium level of trust, 18% have low trust and 8% have no 

trust at all. This ranges from a third of people having ‘high’ trust in Australia and New Zealand, 

Northern Europe and Central Asia to around one in ten in Central and South America. 

Table 55: Question #14 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 
To do their work with the intention of benefiting the public. Do you trust them to do 

this a lot, some, not much or not at all? 

A lot Some Not much Not at all Don’t know 

25% 40% 15% 6% 14% 

To be open and honest about who is paying for the work. Do you trust them to do this a 
lot, some, not much or not at all? 

A lot Some Not much Not at all Don’t know 

17% 38% 18% 8% 19% 

 

Question #15 from the WGM survey 2018 assesses the level of public trust in scientists working for 

companies (e.g., pharmaceutical or agricultural industries) and whether their work benefits the 

public. It also asks about the transparency on who is funding their work and whether this 

information affects or not the level of trust. Globally, 19% of people have a high level of trust in 

scientists working in companies, while 41% have a medium level of trust, 19% have low trust and 
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8% have no trust at all. Regarding the openness related to who is paying for their work, 15% of 

people have a high level of trust, while 37% have a medium level of trust, 20% have low trust and 

9% have no trust at all. Compared to the previous answers, one could say that trust in scientists 

working in companies is less than the trust in the ones working in colleges/universities. 

Table 56: Question #15 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 
To do their work with the intention of benefiting the public. Do you trust them to do 

this a lot, some, not much or not at all? 

A lot Some Not much Not at all Don’t know 

19% 41% 19% 8% 13% 

To be open and honest about who is paying for the work. Do you trust them to do this a 
lot, some, not much or not at all? 

A lot Some Not much Not at all Don’t know 

15% 37% 20% 9% 19% 

 

The following question and its answers, extracted from the surveys mentioned in the Data Sources 

section, assesses the public perception of scientists’ efforts in sharing their research results. These 

results are an indicator of the progress in establishing a public role of science. 

Question #27 from the 3M State of Science survey 2019 evaluates whether the public perceives that 

the data available from scientific research is enough. The interviewees were asked to specify their 

level of agreement to the following statement: Scientists should be sharing their results more often. 

In general, scientists are seen as credible but unapproachable. Most feel that scientists should be 

sharing results more often (85%). 

Table 57: Question #27 from the 3M State of Science survey 2019 

 
Scientists should be sharing their results more often 

Completely 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Completely 
agree 

2% 13% 56% 29% 

 

Public Support for Key Priority Area 5 
The following questions and their answers assess whether the general public has had access to 

scientific knowledge at different types and levels of school. These results are an indicator of progress 

in assuring equal opportunities for education and training required for scientific research careers. 

Question #5 from the WGM survey 2018 evaluates whether the public has learned about science at 

primary, secondary and/or college/university. This question is of vital importance to understand the 

potential vulnerabilities of the education system in each country and their relationship to other 

factors such as the economy and sociocultural contexts. Globally, people learned more about 
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science in primary school (73%). This could be related to the level of specialisation that accompanies 

each level of education. 

Table 58: Question #5 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 
Level of education Yes No N/A 

Primary school 73% 21% 6% 

Secondary school 66% 18% 16% 

College/university 25% 36% 39% 

 

The following questions and their answers assess whether the general public perceives STEM careers 

as gender inclusive. These results are an indicator of progress in assuring equal opportunities for 

education and training required for scientific research careers. 

Question #26 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 assesses the perception of women’s success 

as scientists when compared to men. Interviewees were asked to specify their level of agreement to 

the following statement: Women are just as likely to excel in science, technology, engineering or 

math as men. There is still 15% of people who still thinks that women cannot succeed in STEM, 

solely based on their gender. 

Table 59: Question #26 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 

 
Women are just as likely to excel in science, technology, engineering 

or math as men 

Completely 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Completely 
agree 

2% 13% 56% 29% 

 

As a follow up question, interviewees were asked to describe why they did not work in a STEM 

career even though they have a degree in the field. 29% of people confirmed that it was due of a 

lack of diversity/inclusion. 

Table 60: Question #27 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 

 
A lack of diversity/inclusion was a barrier to me entering 29% 

 

As a follow up question, question #32 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 assesses the 

perceived challenges that the general public thinks science careers are facing today. 32% of people 
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think that the lack of diversity is one of the biggest challenges STEM careers are facing today, 

reinforcing the notion of academia as a closed and privileged career path.  

Table 61: Question #32 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 

 

Lack of diversity (e.g., gender, race, physical ability, economic 
status) 

32% 

 

In this sense, question #33 goes deeper and evaluates the potential actions that could inspire more 

students to pursue a science career. 27% of people think that students would be more inspired to 

pursue a career in science if there was a more diverse workforce within science. This calls for the 

vibilisation and encouragement of minorities already working in STEM careers. 

Table 62: Question #33 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 

 
There was a more diverse workforce within science 27% 

 

Public Support for Key Priority Area 6 
The following questions and their answers assess the level of trust of the public in science and 

scientists. These results are an indicator of progress in the perception of a responsible scientific 

conduct where the trust is a downstream benefit of the responsibility being perceived as “good”. 

Question #11 from the WGM survey 2018 evaluates whether the public trusts the scientists. 38% of 

people indicated having some level of trust in them, while 14% said that their level of trust was 

rather low. Globally, people trust scientists in their countries (67%). 

Table 63: Question #11 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 
A lot Some Not much Not at all Don’t know 

29% 38% 14% 7% 12% 

 
Question #12 from the WGM survey 2018 evaluates whether the public trusts the science in general. 

Globally, people trust science to some degree (75%). It is interesting to compare these results with 

the previous question and confirm that science by itself is seen as more trustworthy than the people 

doing it (scientists). 
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Table 64: Question #12 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

A lot Some Not much Not at all Don’t know 

33% 42% 12% 4% 9% 

 

The following questions and their answers assess the level of the public understanding of science 

and its benefits to society. These results are an indicator of progress in advancing the human right to 

science. Question #1 from the WGM survey 2018 evaluates how much the public knows about 

science. This question is related not only to the personal interest of the interviewee, but also to the 

question of how extensively scientific advancement is being shared in a country. Globally, one out of 

two people know about science to a certain extent (51%). 

Table 65: Question #1 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

A lot Some Not much Not at all Don’t know 

8% 43% 28% 19% 2% 

 

Question #16 from the WGM survey 2018 assesses public perceptions of the benefits of scientific 

work. In general, people think the work that scientists do benefits only some or very few people in 

their country (55%). This indicates that people still do not see science addressing societal issues like 

it should. 

Table 66: Question #16 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

Most Some Very few Don’t know 

36% 35% 20% 9% 

 

Question #17 from the WGM survey 2018 assesses public perceptions of the benefits of scientific 

work. This question relates to the question of whether scientific advancement is benefiting society. 

Globally, one out of four people think the work that scientists do not benefits people like them in 

their country. 64% of people think that it does. 

Table 67: Question #17 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

Yes No Don’t know 

64% 26% 10% 

 

Question #21 from the WGM survey 2018 evaluates the public perception of science and technology 

and its influence on potential improvements to the quality of life of the next generation (as an 
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indicator of scientific advancement benefiting society). In general, there is a positive perception of 

the future of science and technology (80%) and their impact on new generations. 

Table 68: Question #18 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

Yes No Don’t know 

80% 11% 9% 

 

Question #19 from the WGM survey 2018 assesses the perceived impact of science and technology 

on employment rates in the next five years (as an indicator of scientific advancement benefiting 

society). Globally, one out of two people considers that science and technology will increase the 

number of jobs in their local area in the next five years, while 27% think that they will decrease it. 

Table 69: Question #19 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

Increase Decrease Neither Don’t know 

52% 27% 8% 13% 

 

As well as the previous question, question #159 from the World Values Survey (WVS-7) assesses 

whether science and technology will bring more opportunities for the next generation. Answers can 

range from 1 (“Completely disagree”) to 10 (“Completely agree”). In general, almost 80% of people 

think that there will be more opportunities for the next generation because of science and 

technology, which indicates a positive public perception of S&T as a key element for a prosperous 

and better future. 

Table 70: Question #159 from the World Values Survey (WVS-7) 

 

Completely 
disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Completely 

agree 
N/A 

2.8% 1.4% 2.6% 3.3% 9.6% 8.5% 12.1% 17.3% 11.5% 29.4% 1.6 

 

Public Support for Key Priority Area 7 

No evidence available from existing sources. 

 

Public Support for Key Priority Area 8 
The following questions and their answers assess the public perception of the ethical side of science 

and scientists. Responses indicate public perceptions of progress in establishing the professional 

integrity of scientists and their work. 
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Question #13 from the WGM survey 2018 evaluates how much does the public trust scientists to 

find out accurate information about the world. This questions not only indicates a level of trust on 

scientists, but also in their methods. Globally, three out of four people trust scientists to find out 

accurate information about the world. 

Table 71: Question #13 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 
A lot Some Not much Not at all Don’t know 

30% 42% 12% 4% 12% 

 

One question of the 3M State of Science surveys evaluates whether scientists and their work are 

perceived as ethical by the general public. The interviewees were asked to specify their level of 

agreement to the following statement: Most scientists are not as ethical as they should be. In general, 

there is a widespread perception that scientists are not as ethical as they should be and it is 

increasing as time goes by (47% in 2019 and 55% in 2020). 

Table 72: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2019 (Q27) and 2020 (Q29) 

Most scientists are not as ethical as they should be 

 2019 2020 

Completely disagree 9% 8% 

Somewhat disagree 43% 38% 

Somewhat agree 37% 42% 

Completely agree 10% 13% 

 

Question #29 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 assesses whether the public thinks that 

scientists are considering the societal implications of their work. In general, three out of four people 

think it is important for scientists to consider the societal consequences of their work. 

Table 73: Question #29 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 

 
Scientists need to consider the societal implications/consequences of 

their innovations more 

Completely 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Completely 
agree 

3% 13% 55% 29% 

 

Public Support for Key Priority Area 9 
The following questions and their answers assess the public perception of the condition of education 

and/or training in scientific careers, and its impact on the next generation of scientists.  
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Question #24 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 provides more information on the perceived 

barriers to scientific advancements, being the quality of education one of them. People have high 

hopes for what science can achieve, but they are also cognizant of the barriers to scientific 

advancements. 17% of people think one barrier is the inadequate training for the next generation 

of scientists, while 13% indicate that the low number of students wanting to pursue careers in 

science is the biggest challenge. 

Table 74: Question #24 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 

 
Fewer students wanting to pursue careers in science 13% 

Inadequate training/education for the next generation of scientists 17% 

 

To complement the previous question, question #23 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 asks 

the interviewees if they were ever discouraged from pursuing a career in science when they were 

students in school. Globally, only 22% of the interviewees said that they were discouraged from 

pursuing science when they were students in school, which relates to one of the challenges 

mentioned in the previous question. 

Table 75: Question #23 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 

 
Yes No Don’t know 

22% 64% 14% 

 

Question #25 from the 3M State of Science survey 2019 evaluates the reasons that prevented the 

interviewees from pursuing a career in science. In general, 22% of people indicated that they could 

not afford the advanced schooling required to have a career in science. This particular response 

assesses the general public’s perception regarding the cost of training/education and whether this is 

a detriment to choosing a scientific career. 

Table 76: Question #25 from the 3M State of Science survey 2019 

 
I couldn’t afford the advanced schooling required to have a career 
in these fields 

22% 

 

In the same question, 9% of people said that they did not think that careers in these areas paid 

enough money to live comfortably. This answer refers to the public perception of the working 

conditions of scientists and scholars, and the possible need of choosing a professional career that 

provides better economic conditions. 
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Table 77: Question #25 from the 3M State of Science survey 2019 

 
I didn’t think careers in these areas paid enough money to live 
comfortably 

9% 

 

The following questions and their answers assess whether the general public perceives a career in 

science as an accessible, feasible and desirable professional path for anyone. In one question of the 

3M State of Science surveys, the interviewees had to select their level of agreement to the following 

statement: Only geniuses can have a career in science. A notable portion say only geniuses can 

have a science career (36-37%). In 2018, the genius stereotype was higher in emerging economies 

(44%) over developed ones (29%). 

Table 78: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 (Q6), 2019 (Q22) and 2020 (Q26) 

Only geniuses can have a career in science 

 2018 2019 2020 

Completely disagree 27% 26% 27% 

Somewhat disagree 36% 37% 36% 

Somewhat agree 25% 27% 27% 

Completely agree 11% 10% 10% 

 

In the same question, the interviewees had to select their level of agreement to the following 

statement: I regret not pursuing a career in science (2018 version), I wish I pursued a career in 

science (2019 version) and If I could go back in time, I would pursue a science-based career (2020 

version). Globally, 53-60% of people would pursue a science-based career if they could go back in 

time. This percentage has had a steady increase each year. 

Table 79: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 (Q6), 2019 (Q22) and 2020 (Q26) 

I wish I pursued a career in science 

 2018 2019 2020 

Completely disagree 14% 14% 12% 

Somewhat disagree 32% 30% 28% 

Somewhat agree 35% 40% 40% 

Completely agree 18% 16% 20% 

 

In the same question, the public had to select their level of agreement to the following statement: I 

would encourage kids to pursue a career in science. Pressure is on the next generation to push 

science forward. 79-82% would encourage kids to pursue a career in science. 

Table 80: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 (Q6) and 2019 (Q22) 

I would encourage kids to pursue a career in science 

 2018 2019 

Completely disagree 4% 5% 

Somewhat disagree 13% 16% 
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Somewhat agree 47% 50% 

Completely agree 35% 29% 

 

Question #32 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 assesses the perceived challenges that the 

general public thinks science careers are facing today. This result in particular indicates whether 

there is a perceived adequate career development strategy. Globally, 44% of people think that 

limited job openings are one of the biggest challenges STEM careers are facing today. 

Table 81: Question #32 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 

 
Limited job openings 44% 

 

Question #23 from the 3M State of Science survey 2019 assesses the perceived importance of 

science for different professional careers, and if parents transmit this belief to their children. 34% of 

parents admit to having said at least one thing to their kids that would discourage them from 

pursuing STEM, such as “I am not a science or math person” (15%) or “science/math won’t be 

important for your career in the long run” (13%). 

Table 82: Question #23 from the 3M State of Science survey 2019 

 
Science/math won’t be important for your career in the long run 13% 

 

One question of the 3M State of Science survey evaluates whether the public think that it is relevant 

for everyone, regardless their profession, to know about science. Globally, 86-88% of people think it 

is important for everyone to have basic scientific knowledge regardless of their profession. One 

quote from the interviews reads as follows: “Science plays a role in almost all our day-to-day 

activities, from cooking to even cleaning. A rudimentary knowledge of science can go a long way in 

making all our lives easier.” 

Table 83: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2019 (Q7) and 2020 (Q2) 

It is important for everyone to have basic scientific knowledge regardless of their 
profession 

 2019 2020 

Completely disagree 3% 4% 

Somewhat disagree 9% 11% 

Somewhat agree 49% 49% 

Completely agree 39% 37% 
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Public Support for Key Priority Area 10 
The following questions and their answers assess whether the general public recognises the effort of 

the Member States in create a stimulating environment for a sound science system with adequate 

human and institutional capacities. 

Two questions of the 3M State of Science surveys evaluate whether the public think that their 

country places a higher value in science than others and whether they are falling behind others 

when it comes to scientific advancement. People are cognizant of the barriers to scientific 

advancements: seven in ten agree that other countries place a higher value on science than their 

country, and four in ten believe their own country is falling behind others when it comes to 

scientific advancement. In 2018, Mexico, Brazil and South Africa were the top three countries that 

saw themselves as falling behind. 

Table 84: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 (Q9), 2019 (Q10) and 2020 (Q4) 

Other countries place a higher value on science than my country 

 2018 2019 2020 

Completely disagree 5% 6% 7% 

Somewhat disagree 26% 26% 25% 

Somewhat agree 41% 42% 43% 

Completely agree 28% 26% 25% 

 

Table 85: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 (Q17), 2019 (Q30) and 2020 (Q12) 

Do you think your country is leading or falling behind when it comes to 
scientific advancements compared to other countries? 

 2018 2019 2020 

Leading 23% 20% 24% 

Falling behind 42% 44% 44% 

Same/equal to other 
countries 

34% 35% 32% 

 

Questions #24 and #14 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 evaluates the public perception of 

science research funding. Globally, inadequate funding for research is seen as the #1 barrier to new 

discoveries. Six in ten believe their government does not contribute enough funding to science 

research. France (46%), Poland (45%), and Germany (42%) are most likely to feel the barrier of 

inadequate funding. 

Table 86: Question #24 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 

 
Inadequate investment/funding toward scientific research 34% 
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Table 87: Question #14 from the 3M State of Science survey 2018 

 
I believe my government contributes the right amount of funding 
to science research 

31% 

I believe my government does not contribute enough funding to 
science research 

58% 

I believe my government contributes too much funding to science 
research 

11% 

 

Question #32 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 assesses the perceived challenges that the 

general public thinks science careers are facing today. According to the public, the lack of support 

from government and politicians is the biggest challenge STEM careers are facing today. 

Table 88: Question #32 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 

 
Lack of support from governments/politicians 55% 

 

Another question of the 3M State of Science surveys evaluates the level of support for science 

activities and discoveries. The results show the political actions/activities that the general public 

does in their daily lives in order to support science. Two in ten support government policies that 

help fund scientific advancements and vote for politicians who support these policies. 

Table 89: Question from the 3M State of Science survey 2019 (Q21) and 2020 (Q43) 

Which, if any, of the following do you do to support science activities and advancing scientific 
discoveries? 

 2019 2020 

I support government policies that help fund scientific 
advancements 

21% 21% 

I vote for politicians who support funding science 17% 19% 

I don't do anything to advance scientific discoveries 29% 33% 

 

The following questions and its answers assess whether there is a public recognition of successful 

performance of scientific researchers. The results from these questions are an indicator of progress 

in member states – government and non-government stakeholders alike- supporting and stimulating 

an environment in which science and technology can flourish. Question #32 from the 3M State of 

Science survey 2020 evaluates the perceived challenges that the general public thinks science 

careers are facing today. 15% of people think that STEM careers’ poor reputation is one of the 

biggest challenges they are facing. 
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Table 90: Question #32 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 

 
Poor reputation 15% 

 

The following questions and their answers, extracted from the surveys mentioned in the Data 

Sources section, assess whether the general public has had access to scientific knowledge at 

different types and levels of school. The results from these questions are an indicator of progress in 

member states – government and non-government stakeholders alike- supporting and stimulating 

an environment in which science and technology can flourish. 

Question #5 from the WGM survey 2018 evaluates whether the public has learned about science at 

primary, secondary and/or college/university. This question is of vital importance to understand the 

potential vulnerabilities of the education system in each country and their relationship to other 

factors such as the economy and sociocultural contexts. Globally, people learned more about 

science in primary school (73%).  

Table 91: Question #5 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 
Level of education Yes No N/A 

Primary school 73% 21% 6% 

Secondary school 66% 18% 16% 

College/university 25% 36% 39% 

 

Question #20 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 assesses the perceived level of quality of 

STEM education received by the interviewees in school (not including college/university). Globally, 

almost half of the people think that the quality of STEM education they received in school was 

good. Three in ten think it was poor or very poor. 

Table 92: Question #20 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 

 
Very poor Poor Good Very good N/A 

9% 24% 45% 13% 9% 

 
As a follow up to the previous question, question #21 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 asks 

about the perceived level of quality of STEM education when compared to that of other countries. 

One out of two people think that the quality of STEM education when compared to that of other 

countries is average. 30% of people think it is below average, being Brazil, Mexico and Spain the top 

three countries to think this way. 
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Table 93: Question #21 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 

 
Below average Average Above average 

30% 57% 13% 

 

Finally, question #25 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 was targeted at parents and it 

evaluates whether their children are involved in any STEM initiatives/activities. The results shed 

some light on the perceived importance of science as valuable and enjoyable extracurricular 

activities. Although it has become clear that pressure is on the next generation to push science 

forward, only six in ten confirm that their child is involved in any STEM initiatives or activities. 

Table 94: Question #25 from the 3M State of Science survey 2020 

 
My child is not involved in any STEM initiatives or activities 41% 
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Chapter 4 - Empirical evidence: Researchers 

support RRI principles in the UNESCO 

Recommendation on Science & Scientific 

Researchers globally 
 

A number of studies have examined researchers’ attitudes about RRI internationally. In this chapter, 

the level of research staff support for RRI principles is examined. These results, extracted from the 

surveys mentioned in the Data Sources section and presented by Key Priority Area for Monitoring 

the UNESCO Recommendation on Science & Scientific Researchers, shed light on the researchers’ 

views about the underlying principles and practices of RRI. 

Researchers’ Support for Key Priority Area 1 

This Key Priority Area includes the Sustainable Development Goals and other global iniatives. There 

is evidence for support for the SDGs specifically but less clear evidence on a number of other global 

goals from existing sources. 

Researchers’ Support for Key Priority Area 2 

The following questions and their answers assess the researchers´ perspective on whether science 

and technology are being recognised as valuable to tackle global challenges, as well as their level of 

commitment to engage with society. This is an indicator of whether the researchers´ feel committed 

or are being encouraged to work with the community in order to solve societal problems. 

Question #11.1 from the RRING survey assesses whether scientific researchers´ think it is important 

to make the results of their research and innovations work accessible to the public. The responses 

range from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. Globally, 81% of researchers agree that it is 

important to make the results of their research and innovation accessible to as wide a public as 

possible. 

Table 95: Question #11.1 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

disagree 
Neutral 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 
N/A 

2% 2% 1% 4% 9% 28% 53% 1% 

 
Following the same line, question #11.2 from the RRING survey goes deeper and asks what steps 

have the researchers´ taken to make the results of their research accessible to the public. 64% of the 

researchers expressed having taken steps in the last 12 months to make the results of their 

research and innovation work accessible to the public. 

Please specify your agreement with the following statement: 

• It is important to make the results of my research and innovations work accessible to as 
wide a public as possible 

https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2020/10/05/the-unesco-recommendation-on-science-and-scientific-researchers-will-transform-working-conditions-rights-and-responsibilities-of-researchers-globally/
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Table 96: Question #11.2 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 
Yes No Unsure N/A 

65% 13% 10% 12% 

 
Regarding the steps taken to make the results of their research accessible to the public by the 

researchers who said yes in the last question, 32% of them said making their research and 

innovation (R&I) results publicly accessible and 20% specified sharing their work within a 

professional R&I stakeholder environment. 

Table 97: Question #11.3 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 
Step Percentage 

Non-specific, vague, platitude or virtue signalling response 3% 

Public accessibility of R&I results 32% 

Institutional- or project-based/supported publishing of research findings (outside of 
scholarly publishing) 

3% 

Publishing/disseminating R&I outputs using institutional open access repositories or 
external open access databases 

3% 

Personally publishing/disseminating R&I outputs to the public outside of scholarly 
publishing 

8% 

Engaging with non-academic/public stakeholders through outreach activities after 
research is completed 

9% 

Promoting R&I results in the media 7% 

Open access scholarly publishing 9% 

Efforts to facilitate public understanding of R&I results 2% 

Upstream engagement and participatory approaches with non-academic/public 
stakeholders shaping direction of the research 

1% 

Another step taken to make R&I results available to the public 2% 

Sharing R&I work within professional R&I stakeholder environments 20% 

Unclear / Uncertain 1% 

 
The following questions and their answers address socially inclusive identification of knowledge 

needs. This is an indicator of whether scientific researchers are conducting upstream public 

engagement. 

Question #5.1 from the RRING survey assesses whether scientific researchers´ think it is important to 

involve individuals and/organizations with a diverse range of perspectives and expertise when 

planning their research and innovation work. The responses range from Strongly Disagree to 

Strongly Agree. Globally, three out of four researchers agree that it is important to involve 

individuals and/organizations with a diverse range of perspectives and expertise when planning 

their research and innovation work. 

In the last 12 months, have you taken steps to make the results of your research and 
innovation work accessible to as wide a public as possible? 

If yes: What steps, if any, have you taken to make the results of your research and innovation 
work accessible to as wide a public as possible? 



 
 
 
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and 

innovation programme under grant agreement No 788503. 
 

- 61 - 

Table 98: Question #5.1 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

disagree 
Neutral 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 
N/A 

2% 2% 1% 6% 11% 34% 41% 3% 

 

Going deeper into the topic, question #13.1 from the RRING survey assesses whether scientific 

researchers´ think it is important to involve individuals and/organizations with a diverse range of 

perspectives and expertise when planning their research and innovation work. The responses range 

from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. Three out of four researchers agree that research and 

innovation should address societal needs. 

Table 99: Question #13.1 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

disagree 
Neutral 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 
N/A 

2% 2% 2% 5% 13% 28% 47% 1% 

 

Question #13.2 from the RRING survey continues with the same issue and asks what steps have the 

researchers´ taken to ensure their research and innovation work addresses societal needs. 62% of 

the researchers expressed having taken steps in the last 12 months to make sure their research 

and innovation work addresses societal needs. 

Table 100: Question #13.2 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 
Yes No Unsure N/A 

62% 11% 14% 13% 

 

Regarding the steps taken to make the results of their research accessible to the public by the 

researchers who said yes in the last question, 45% of them said addressing societal needs in their 

R&I work, and 21% specified selecting the research topic by their own perception of societal 

needs. 

Table 101: Question #13.3 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 

Please specify your level of agreement with the following statement: 

• It is important to involve individuals/organizations with a diverse range of perspectives 
and expertise when planning my research and innovation work 

Please specify your level of agreement with the following statement: 

• Research and innovation should address societal needs 

In the last 12 months, have you taken steps to ensure your research and innovation work 
addresses societal needs? 

If yes: What steps, if any, have you taken to ensure your research and innovation work 
addresses societal needs? 
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Step Percentage 

Non-specific, vague, platitude or virtue signalling response 5% 

Addressing societal needs in R&I work 45% 

Participatory process: research topic/problem defined by societal needs 4% 

Selection of research topic/problem defined by researchers´ perceptions of societal needs 21% 

Participatory process: research design/approach defined by societal needs 2% 

Societal issues as a substantive dimension in R&I content/focus 8% 

Reflecting on/evaluating R&I impact on societal needs 2% 

Compliance with institutional/funding requirements 1% 

Communicating R&I work/activities to public/non-academic stakeholders 5% 

Other step taken to address societal needs in R&I work 7% 

 

Researchers’ Support for Key Priority Area 3 

The following question and its answers assess whether policy makers have taken scientific advice 

into account sufficiently, focusing on the period of the present pandemic. This particular question 

from the Frontier’s Academic response to COVID-19 survey evaluates the perception of the 

researchers on this topic. There is a divided opinion on this topic. 43% of researchers agree that 

policy makers in their country have taken scientific advice into account sufficiently during the 

pandemic, while 38% disagree with that statement. The countries where the disagreement 

percentage was higher than the agreement are Mexico, Spain, Russia, Poland, UK, Brazil, Chile and 

the US, to name a few. 

Table 102: Question from the Frontiers’ Academic response to COVID-19 survey 

  
Strongly disagree & disagree Neither agree nor disagree Strongly agree & agree 

38% 19% 43% 

 

Researchers’ Support for Key Priority Area 4 

The following questions and their answers assess whether researchers feel encouraged to share 

their scientific data to the public, thus reinforcing the public role of science. Question #12.1 from the 

RRING survey assesses whether scientific researchers´ think it is important to make data from their 

research and innovation activities freely available to the public. The responses range from Strongly 

Disagree to Strongly Agree. Globally, three out of four researchers agree, to a certain extent, that it 

is important to make data from their research and innovation activities freely available to the 

public. 

Table 103: Question 12.1 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 

Q: How much would you agree with the following statement?  

• Policy makers have taken scientific advice into account sufficiently during COVID-19 

Please specify your level of agreement with the following statement:  

• It is important to make data from my research and innovation activities freely 
available to the public 
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Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

disagree 
Neutral 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 
N/A 

3% 4% 4% 8% 15% 27% 35% 4% 

 
Question #12.2 from the RRING survey continues with the same topic and asks whether steps have 

been taken by the researchers to make data from their research and innovation activities freely 

available in the last 12 months. Almost half of the researchers (43%) expressed having taken steps 

to make their data freely available.  

Table 104: Question #12.2 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 

Yes No Unsure N/A 
Prefer not 

to say 

43% 26% 12% 16% 3% 

 

The following question from the Frontier’s Academic response to COVID-19 survey evaluates the 

impact that the pandemic has had in the way researchers will publish and share their work in the 

near future. The pandemic has made visible the need for clear and accurate scientific information to 

be available to the public, so it is interesting to see how a phenomenon of this magnitude will affect 

the way results are shared by the research community. Globally, 44-45% of researchers are more 

likely to publish their work in open access journals and to share their data. Only 29% are more 

likely to deposit their work on a preprint server. 

Table 105: Question from the Frontiers’ Academic response to COVID-19 survey 

 
I am more likely to publish my work in open access journals 

Strongly disagree & disagree Neither agree nor disagree Strongly agree & agree 

14% 42% 44% 

I am more likely to share my data 

Strongly disagree & disagree Neither agree nor disagree Strongly agree & agree 

12% 43% 45% 

I am more likely to deposit my work on a preprint server 

Strongly disagree & disagree Neither agree nor disagree Strongly agree & agree 

22% 49% 29% 

 

Question #11 from the OECD International Survey of Scientific Authors evaluates whether the 

researchers have made the data and code of their finished work available to their peers. This is an 

indicator of the level of openness within the scientific community and thus the on the public role of 

science. Globally, one out of two researchers don’t share neither data nor code to their peers. Only 

28% reported sharing the data and 17% the code. 

In the last 12 months, have you taken steps to make data from your research and innovation 

activities freely available? 

Q: How has the COVID-19 pandemic changed the way you will publish and share your work in 

the future?  
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Table 106: Question #11 from the OECD International Survey of Scientific Authors 

 
Yes, only 

data 
Yes, only 

code 
Yes, both data 

and code 
Neither data 

nor code 

28% 5% 17% 50% 

 

Question #12 from the OECD International Survey of Scientific Authors assesses the mechanisms of 

accessibility and the characteristics of the data and code coming out from published research work. 

35% of researchers specified that it is possible for interested users to search online for information 

about their outputs. 24% assured that there is a standard mechanism for requesting and securing 

access to their outputs. 24% said that detailed and comprehensive metadata or explanations was 

provided and 24% said that, in the case of data, they comply with standards that facilitate 

combining with other data sources. 

Table 107: Question #12 from the OECD International Survey of Scientific Authors 

 
Interested users have to subscribe or pay a fee to access any of these outputs 9% 

Outputs have been assigned unique and permanent digital object identifiers 13% 

There is a standard mechanism for requesting and securing access to these outputs 24% 

It is possible for interested users to search online for information about these outputs 35% 

A clear usage licence was applied 11% 

Detailed and comprehensive metadata or explanations was provided 24% 

In the case of data, they comply with standards that facilitate combining with other data 
sources 

24% 

 

The following questions and their answers assess the researchers´ perspective on the importance of 

sharing their scientific research methods. This is an indicator of the success of the culture of open 

access and transparency.  

Question #10.1 from the RRING survey evaluates whether scientific researchers´ think it is important 

to make their research and innovation methods/processes open and transparent. The responses 

range from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. Globally, nine of ten researchers agree, to certain 

extent, that it is important to make their research and innovation methods and processes open 

and transparent. 

Table 108: Question #10.1 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 

Please specify your level of agreement with the following statement:  

• It is important to make my research and innovation methods/processes open and 
transparent 
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Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

disagree 
Neutral 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 
N/A 

2% 1% 1% 4% 7% 31% 52% 2% 

 

Question #10.2 from the RRING survey continues with the same topic and asks what steps have the 

researchers´ taken to make their research and innovation methods/processes open and transparent. 

61% of researchers expressed having taken steps to make sure their research methods and 

processes are open and transparent. 

Table 109: Question #10.2 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 

Yes No Unsure N/A 
Prefer not 

to say 

61% 9% 14% 14% 2% 

 

Regarding the steps taken to ensure their research and innovation methods/processes are open and 

transparent by the researchers who said yes in the last question, 27% said following pathways to 

open/transparent R&I methods and processes and 26% specified exercising one-way 

dissemination with no reference to research methods/processes or transparency/openness per se. 

Table 110: Question #10.3 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 

Step Percentage 

Non-specific 5% 

Pathways to open/transparent R&I methods and processes 27% 

Documenting/reporting research and decision-making processes 13% 

Disclosing research data, raw data, codes, and statistics 6% 

Seeking upstream academic/researcher feedback on research ideas or plans 4% 

Seeking upstream feedback on research ideas/plans from non-academics/nonresearchers 3% 

Seeking approval for methods/processes in research applications 2% 

Participation in or engagement with relevant committees 1% 

Other step taken to ensure R&I openness and transparency 4% 

One-way dissemination with no reference to research methods/processes or 
transparency/openness per se 

26% 

Open access publication 9% 

 

The following questions and their answers assess whether researchers feel encouraged to share 

their scientific research results and knowledge derived from research to the public. In addition to the 

afore mentioned dimensions, the possibility of knowing how and what was achieved through 

scientific research strengthens the public role of science. 

In the last 12 months, have you taken steps to ensure your research and innovation 
methods/processes are open and transparent? 

If yes: What steps, if any, have you taken to ensure your research and innovation 
methods/processes are open and transparent? 
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The following question from the Frontier’s Academic response to COVID-19 survey evaluates the 

impact that the pandemic has had in the way researchers will publish and share their work in the 

near future. The pandemic has made visible the need for clear and accurate scientific information to 

be available to the public, so it is interesting to see how a phenomenon of this magnitude will affect 

the way results are shared by the research community. Globally, 44-45% of researchers are more 

likely to publish their work in open access journals and to share their data. Only 29% are more 

likely to deposit their work on a preprint server. 

Table 111: Question from the Frontiers’ Academic response to COVID-19 survey 

 
I am more likely to publish my work in open access journals 

Strongly disagree & disagree Neither agree nor disagree Strongly agree & agree 

14% 42% 44% 

I am more likely to share my data 

Strongly disagree & disagree Neither agree nor disagree Strongly agree & agree 

12% 43% 45% 

I am more likely to deposit my work on a preprint server 

Strongly disagree & disagree Neither agree nor disagree Strongly agree & agree 

22% 49% 29% 

 

Question #6 from the OECD International Survey of Scientific Authors evaluates the level of 

accessibility to published papers. This is an indicator of the state of open access culture within the 

scientific world. 31% of researchers specified that access would be possible only through the 

publisher and it would require a paid subscription and 20% said that any person interested in 

reading their paper would be able to download it from a journal that does not charge for access to 

any of its contents. 

Table 112: Question #6 from the OECD International Survey of Scientific Authors 

 
Yes, from a journal that does not charge for access to any of its contents 28% 

Yes, from a journal that charges for access, because you (or your organisation or funder) 
paid to allow free user access to this paper. 

11% 

No, access through the publisher required a subscription or paying for access but it was 
also available from an open repository or webpage unrelated to the publisher 

20% 

No, access was only possible through the publisher and required a subscription or paying 
for access 

31% 

Do not know / do not recall 10% 

 

Question #13 from the OECD International Survey of Scientific Authors assesses the factors that have 

constrained or enhanced the level of access granted to the research outputs of published papers. 

Q: How has the COVID-19 pandemic changed the way you will publish and share your work in 

the future?  
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Although the majority of the interviewed researchers think that any of these factors does not have 

significant impact, the dissemination costs (32%) and the formal sharing requirements by their 

publishers, funders, policy and/or organisation (29%) significantly constrained the level of access 

granted to the outputs of their papers. Regarding the factors that significantly enhance the level of 

access granted to the research outputs of their papers, researchers expressed the norms within 

their research field and peer expectations (28%) and their career objectives (21%) significantly 

enhanced the level of access granted to the outputs of their papers. 

Table 113: Question #13 from the OECD International Survey of Scientific Authors 

 

 
Significantly 

constrained level 
of access granted 

No 
significant 

impact 

Significantly 
enhanced level of 

access granted 

Formal sharing requirements by 
publishers/funders/policy/organisation 

29% 52% 19% 

Intellectual property protection 21% 68% 11% 

Career objectives 8% 71% 21% 

Norms within your research field and peer 
expectations 

12% 60% 28% 

Resources and capabilities for managing 
disclosure and sharing 

19% 62% 19% 

Dissemination costs (time and money) 32% 57% 11% 

Privacy and ethical considerations 16% 73% 11% 

 

Researchers’ Support for Key Priority Area 5 

No evidence available from existing sources. 

Researchers’ Support for Key Priority Area 6 

The following question and its answers assess whether researchers promote open access to their 

scientific research results, thus advancing human right to science. 

The following question from the Frontier’s Academic response to COVID-19 survey evaluates the 

impact that the pandemic has had in the way researchers will publish and share their work in the 

near future. The pandemic has made visible the need for clear and accurate scientific information to 

be available to the public, so it is interesting to see how a phenomenon of this magnitude will affect 

the way results are shared by the research community. Globally, 44-45% of researchers are more 

likely to publish their work in open access journals and to share their data. Only 29% are more 

likely to deposit their work on a preprint server. 
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Table 114: Question from the Frontiers’ Academic response to COVID-19 survey 

 
I am more likely to publish my work in open access journals 

Strongly disagree & disagree Neither agree nor disagree Strongly agree & agree 

14% 42% 44% 

I am more likely to share my data 

Strongly disagree & disagree Neither agree nor disagree Strongly agree & agree 

12% 43% 45% 

I am more likely to deposit my work on a preprint server 

Strongly disagree & disagree Neither agree nor disagree Strongly agree & agree 

22% 49% 29% 

 

Researchers’ Support for Key Priority Area 7 

No evidence available from existing sources. 

Researchers’ Support for Key Priority Area 8 

No evidence available from existing sources. 

Researchers’ Support for Key Priority Area 9 

No evidence available from existing sources. 

Researchers’ Support for Key Priority Area 10 

No evidence available from existing sources. 

 

 

  

Q: How has the COVID-19 pandemic changed the way you will publish and share your work in 

the future?  



 
 
 
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and 

innovation programme under grant agreement No 788503. 
 

- 69 - 

Chapter 5 - Empirical evidence: Global public 

opinion supports the SDGs 
 

“The SDGs are key drivers for our future and it’s the responsibility of all sectors to make sure we 

achieve them.” - Respondent in Advancing the SDGs: Business action and Millennials' views survey 

A number of studies have examined public attitudes about SDGs internationally. In this chapter, the 

level of public support and/or knowledge for this umbrella initiative is examined. These results, 

extracted from the surveys mentioned in the Data Sources section, shed light on public views about 

the SDGs. 

According to the Advancing the SDGs: Business action and Millennials' view survey, awareness of the 

SDGs was high amongst the millennials with over 90% having some knowledge about the Goals. In 

addition, 81% of the millennials see an important role for business in addressing global challenges. 

They believe in collaboration on multiple levels, both within and outside the private sector, to 

achieve the Global Goals.  

Figure 2: Question from the Advancing the SDGs: Business action and Millennials' views survey 

 

In relation to the job market, almost three-quarters of respondents said that, when considering 

working for an organisation, it is very important that the organisation have a public commitment 

to making a positive impact on society. This is in line with trends that suggest millennials prefer to 

work for companies with a clear social purpose. However, whilst millennials see a significant role for 

business in the development agenda, there is scepticism amongst respondents that business will 
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actually step up to this responsibility. About two-thirds believe that ‘businesses will prioritise 

short-term profit ahead of longer-term sustainability’. 

Figure 3: Question from the Advancing the SDGs: Business action and Millennials' views survey 

 

In order to help achieve the Global Goals, millennials want to see corporates move beyond ‘CSR as 

usual.’ The top three ways they say business can contribute to achieving the SDGs are by: 1) 

creating new business models and partnerships; 2) innovation of products and services; 3) firm 

commitments to responsible sourcing of raw materials. Whilst job creation and skills development 

were very close, respondents prioritised fair payment of taxes over these contributions, signalling a 

demand for better accountability and responsibility from corporates. 
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Figure 4: Question from the Advancing the SDGs: Business action and Millennials' views survey 

 

When asked what type of stakeholder business should collaborate in order to accelerate progress on 

the SDGs, the top three recommendations from millennials were: 1) government and regulators, 2) 

investors and 3) suppliers. These answers reinforce the view that government is still seen as a key 

driving force for the development agenda and millennials clearly feel that companies need to work 

in tandem with them to achieve the Goals. 

As it was mentioned in the Data Sources section, Corporate Citizenship undertook a separate survey 

of practitioners working in businesses, specifically in corporate responsibility and sustainability roles 

(of any age, not just millennials). These results (2016) were contrasted with the ones they gathered 

in 2015. One of the mains findings was that just 6% of practitioners said that their organisation was 

not aware of the SDGs, down from 16% in 2015. Also, in 2015, just over one in five practitioners 

told them they were working on a collaboration connected to the SDGs. In 2016, that figure rose 

to almost 40%. 
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Figure 5: Question from the Corporate Citizenship's survey of practitioners working in businesses 

 

They also asked leaders from the business which SDGs they thought their company could make the 

biggest contribution to addressing. Goal 8 on promoting decent work and economic growth 

remained the most favoured choice. But they also detected some dramatic shifts in other Goals. For 

example, in 2015, 14% of leaders picked ‘promoting peaceful and inclusive societies as one of their 

top three choices. In 2016, just 3% did, and responsible production and consumption increased 

from 11% to 31%. This may reflect a more realistic consideration of the SDGs by business and a 

more nuanced understanding of where companies can and cannot make the biggest difference. 

The SDGs: Global attitudes towards its use and regulation survey (Ipsos) found that at a global level, 

three out of four adults (74%) have at least some awareness of the SDGs. Awareness and 

familiarity with the SDGs tend to be significantly higher in emerging countries than they are in 

economically advanced countries, i.e., in Turkey (92%), mainland China (90%), followed by India 

(89%) along with Brazil, Malaysia and Sweden (87% in all three).  

Table 115: Question from the SDGs: Global attitudes towards its use and regulation survey (Ipsos) 

How familiar are you with the Sustainable Development Goals set by the United Nations? 

Very familiar 
Somewhat 

familiar 
Not very 
familiar 

Have heard of 
them, know 

nothing about 
them 

Have not heard 
of them 

6% 20% 32% 16% 26% 

 

Each one of the first 16 SDGs is deemed very or somewhat important by at least three quarters of 

all adults surveyed across the 18 countries. A global overview of these results can be found in the 

next table. 
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Table 116: Question from the SDGs: Global attitudes towards its use and regulation survey (Ipsos) 

Goal 
% very or 
somewhat 
important 

Ranking Notes 

Zero hunger (Goal 2) 85% 1 

#1 in 7 countries (Belgium, Chile, 
Hungary, Italy, Mexico, Russia and 
South Africa), but second to last (#15) 
in India 

Clean water and sanitation (Goal 6) 84% 2 
#1 in 3 countries (Argentina, France, 
Turkey) and in the top 3 of 12 other 
countries 

Good health and well-being (Goal 3) 84% 3 
In the top 3 of 11 countries, including 
#1 in Australia, Japan, the Netherlands 
and the United States 

Affordable and clean energy (Goal 7) 83% 4 
In the top 3 of 11 countries, including 
#1 in Canada, China, Great Britain and 
Poland 

Life below water (Goal 14) 83% 5 #1 in Germany, Spain and Peru 

Life on land (Goal 15) 83% 6 
#1 in South Korea and in the top 3 of 
Brazil, Chile, China, India, Malaysia and 
Peru 

Quality education (Goal 4) 82% 7 
#1 in Brazil, Malaysia, and Singapore, 
but last (#16) in Peru and third to last 
(#14) in Poland and China 

Decent work and economic growth 
(Goal 8) 

82% 8 
#2 in Spain, South Korea, Mexico and 
South Africa 

No poverty (Goal 1) 82% 9 
In the top 3 of Malaysia, Saudi Arabia, 
Spain and Mexico. 

Sustainable cities and communities 
(Goal 11) 

81% 10 
In the top 5 of Malaysia, Saudi Arabia, 
Italy and Russia 

Climate action (Goal 13) 80% 11 
In the top 5 of Poland, Peru, France 
and South Korea 

Peace, justice and strong institutions 
(Goal 16) 

79% 12 
In the top 5 of Argentina, Germany 
and Malaysia 

Responsible consumption and 
production (Goal 12) 

79% 13 
#1 in India and in the top 5 of Turkey 
and Saudi Arabia 

Industry, innovation and 
infrastructure (Goal 9)  

78% 14 #1 in Saudi Arabia 

Reduced inequality (Goal 10) 76% 15 
In the top 5 of Italy, Brazil, Hungary 
and Turkey 

Gender equality (Goal 5) 74% 16 #1 in Sweden and #2 in India 

 

According to the Global Survey on Sustainability and the SDGs, by 2020 the concept of the SDGs is 

not yet well known. The average awareness score of the SDGs is just under 50%. However, the 

actual level of awareness is likely to be much lower, as indicated by the awareness score of only 37% 

within the control group. The results show that although the problems described in the 17 SDGs are 

widely known, respondents are not familiar with the SDG framework and concept itself. 
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Table 117: SDG awareness (Global Survey on Sustainability and the SDGs 2020) 

SDG awareness 

Global Control group 

49.7% 37% 

 

In another question, participants were asked which six of the 17 SDGs were “of immediate 

importance to you and your family”, and the six most frequently named were: climate action (goal 

13), good health and well-being (goal 3), quality education (goal 4), life on land (goal 15), clean 

water and sanitation (goal 6), and responsible consumption and production (goal 12).  

Figure 6: Individual importance of the SDGs by region (Global Survey on Sustainability and the SDGs 
2020) 

 

 

According to this survey, the importance the public gives to each one of the SDGs varies depending 

on their gender and age. Worldwide, more than 31% of female respondents described gender 

equality as an SDG of direct importance, compared to about 15% of male respondents. Male 

respondents also see significantly greater improvement to date in this goal than female 

respondents.  

Looking at the individual SDG priorities in relation to age, it is clear that the younger generation (up 

to 29 years of age) rate Climate Action (SDG 13) as the highest priority. Respondents aged 30-49 

prioritize Good Health and Well-being (SDG 3), Quality Education (SDG 4) and Responsible 

Consumption and Production (SDG 12). The respondents aged 50 and over focus more on 

environmental aspects with SDG 14 (Life below Water) and SDG 15 (Life on Land). 

 



 
 
 
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and 

innovation programme under grant agreement No 788503. 
 

- 75 - 

Figure 7: Importance of the SDGs by age group (Global Survey on Sustainability and the SDGs 2020) 

 

When asked about measures that individuals take to live more sustainably, respondents primarily 

cited short-term transactions such as the purchase of good and political voting. On the other hand, 

sustainability is comparatively less important in longer-term contractual arrangements such as the 

choice of employer. 
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Table 118: Consideration of sustainability in activities by respondents globally (Global Survey on 
Sustainability and the SDGs 2020) 

Activity Percentage 

Buying goods and services 56% 

Food and nutrition 52% 

Voting 48% 

Transport and mobility 48% 

Choosing your energy provider 33% 

Child rearing and education 33% 

Making financial decisions 30% 

Leisure activities 28% 

Choosing your employer 21% 

 

When asked who do they expect to push forward the implementation of the SDGs in their country, 

respondents cited government as an agent of change ahead of the private sector, research 

institutions, non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and the media. The high importance of 

government is mainly determined by the survey results in South America (58%), Asia (55%) and 

Africa (54%) in contrast to North America (43%) and Europe (46%), which suggests that people in 

regions where the government has a higher degree of control over the economy are more likely to 

rely on the public sector. 

Table 119: Change agents for a sustainable development (Global Survey on Sustainability and the 
SDGs 2020) 

Change agents Percentage 

Government 51% 

Business 41% 

Academic institutions 37% 

Civil society 39% 
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Chapter 6 - Empirical evidence: Global researchers 

support the SDGs 
 

A number of studies have examined researchers’ attitudes about SDGs internationally. In this 

chapter, the level of researchers’ support for this umbrella initiative is examined. These results, 

extracted from the surveys mentioned in the Data Sources section, shed light on the researchers’ 

views about the SDGs. 

 

Existing research on attitudes towards SDGs amongst global 

researchers 
According to the Global Survey on Sustainability and the SDGs, the awareness of sustainability is 

slightly higher than the SDGs. Goals with a high priority within academia are Climate Action (Goal 

13), Responsible Consumption and Production (Goal 12), and Quality Education (Goal 4). 

Table 120: Awareness of sustainability and the SDGs as rated by respondents in academia (Global 
Survey on Sustainability and the SDGs 2020) 

Areas 
Net awareness 

SDGs Sustainability 

TOTAL -771 31 

Agricultural sciences -20 20 

Economics -135 12 

Engineering and technology -75 -2 

Humanities -74 -3 

Jurisprudence -18 6 

Medical and health sciences -92 -22 

Music and art -54 -16 

Natural science -103 57 

Social sciences -65 28 

Other -135 -49 
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Figure 8: SDGs with the most urgent need for action for education and research (Global Survey on 
Sustainability and the SDGs 2020) 

 

According to the Assessing research trends related to sustainable development Goals: Local and 

global issues report, SDGs 8 (Decent work and economic growth), 14 (Life below water) and 16 

(Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions) are proportionally less popular among the sample of 

researchers investigated. On the other hand, the most globally highlighted SDGs were 4 (Quality 

Education), 11 (Sustainable Cities and Communities) and 13 (Climate Action). 

Figure 9: Distribution of the total group of experts according to their chosen SDG (Assessing research 
trends related to sustainable development Goals: Local and global issues report) 
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When the regional data is compared with the SDG Index published in the annual Sustainable 

Development Report, one can see that the most researched SDGs do not always match the most 

urgent ones. For example, while Goal 3 (Good health and well-being) is one of the more challenging 

in the Latin America/Caribbean region, it is one with less focus according to this research sample. 

This gives an opportunity to focus and drive the national research effort in each country to tackle the 

most urgent sustainable development challenges. 

Table 121: Relation between researched SDGs and the most challenges in each region (Assessing 
research trends related to sustainable development Goals: Local and global issues report) 

Goal 
North 

America 

Latin 
America/ 
Caribbean 

Europe Oceania Africa Asia 

No poverty       

Zero hunger CHALLENGING CHALLENGING CHALLENGING CHALLENGING CHALLENGING CHALLENGING 

Good health and well-being  CHALLENGING   CHALLENGING CHALLENGING 

Quality education  CHALLENGING   CHALLENGING CHALLENGING 

Gender equality   CHALLENGING  CHALLENGING CHALLENGING 

Clean water and sanitation     CHALLENGING  

Affordable and clean energy       

Decent work and economic 
growth 

CHALLENGING  CHALLENGING    

Industry, innovation and 
infrastructure 

CHALLENGING    CHALLENGING  

Reduced inequality CHALLENGING  CHALLENGING    

Sustainable cities and 
communities 

     CHALLENGING 

Responsible consumption 
and production 

CHALLENGING CHALLENGING  CHALLENGING  CHALLENGING 

Climate action CHALLENGING CHALLENGING  CHALLENGING  CHALLENGING 

Life below water  CHALLENGING  CHALLENGING  CHALLENGING 

Life on land CHALLENGING CHALLENGING  CHALLENGING   

Peace, justice and strong 
institutions 

CHALLENGING CHALLENGING   CHALLENGING CHALLENGING 

 

 SDGs with great focus according to research sample 

 SDGs with less focus according to research sample 

CHALLENGING More challenging SDGs according to literature review 

 

As a complement to these results, Elsevier’s The power of data to advance the SDGs report maps the 

latest sustainability research and initiatives within each SDG area. One of the key insights is that 

most of the research relating to SDGs stems from high income countries while only a very low 

percentage across the first 16 SDGs originates from low-income countries. The SDGs most 

researched are the ones with strong relevance for industrialised countries. 
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Figure 10: Top 3 countries of origin for research papers (Elsevier’s The power of data to advance the 
SDGs report) 

 

According to the report, there were over 4 million articles related to specific SDGs published 

between 2015 – 2019. The SDG with the most publications was Good Health and Well-Being (Goal 

3) with a little over 3 million related articles, followed by Clean Energy (Goal 7) with 383,000, and 

Climate Action (Goal 13) with 180,000. The Goal 1 (End Poverty) had the least number of related 

publications with a little over 11,000 articles published. The SDGs that experienced the most growth 

in terms of number of publications were related to responsible consumption and sustainability. 

Figure 11: Total articles published (Elsevier’s The power of data to advance the SDGs report) 
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Figure 12: SDGs with the most growth in number of publications (Elsevier’s The power of data to 
advance the SDGs report) 

 

Articles with the most impact, using the Field Weighted Citation Index, came from Goal 7 (Clean 

Energy) with publications cited 49% more than the world’s average. Additionally, this goal was the 

one with the highest number of articles that featured an academic corporate collaboration. Another 

key finding was that the SDGs that showed the strongest international collaboration were related 

to environmental issues. 

Figure 13: Publications with the most impact (Elsevier’s The power of data to advance the SDGs 
report) 
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Figure 14: Most international collaborations (Elsevier’s The power of data to advance the SDGs 
report) 
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RRING global survey research results on researchers’ attitudes 

about the SDGs 
According to the RRING global survey, 24% of 3,048 researchers relate the SDGs to a way of 

defining sustainable development. The rest of the respondents related the goals to the same 

concept of sustainability but were more specific: 12% mentioned the economic aspect of it, 9% the 

diversity/inclusion aspects, and 6% the governance dimension. 

Figure 15: Question #14 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation  

 

Regarding the familiarity with the goals, there is a relatively low level of awareness of the SDGs in 

the Latin America and the Caribbean world region, with 41% of researchers declaring that they are 

‘not at all’ familiar with them. On the other hand, four out of five participating researchers in the 

Arab States, Asia and the Pacific, and Africa are familiar with the goals to a certain degree, with India 

as the country with the strongest familiarity among its participating researchers. 



 
 
 
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and 

innovation programme under grant agreement No 788503. 
 

- 84 - 

Figure 16: Question #44 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 

Globally, SDGs are relevant to researchers’ daily lives. On average, eight out of ten researchers have 

heard or read about the SDGs at least once in the last 30 days, with the Asia/Pacific region the one 

with the highest percentage (81%), and Europe and North America the one with the lowest (72%) 

reporting such regular contact with the SDGs. 

Figure 17: Question #45 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 

According to the results, the SDGs are present in researchers’ minds. When asked how many times 

they thought about the SDGs in the last 30 days, 79% of researchers from Arab States reported 

thinking about them at least once. Something similar was reported by researchers in Asia and the 

Pacific (80%), and in Europe and North America (72%). Although 41% of respondents in Latin 

America and the Caribbean reported not knowing about the SDGs in question #44, 75% of 

researchers reported having thought of the goals at least once in the last 30 days. 
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Figure 18: Question #46 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 

There is very positive perception of the SGDs within the research community. In average, nine out 

of ten researchers think that the goals are important, valuable, useful, essential, relevant and 

beneficial, being important the most prominent one.  

Figure 19: Question #47 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 
Nevertheless, this general perception slightly changed when asked to think about the goals in 

relation to their research/innovation work. While 63% of researchers stated that the SDGs were very 

important in general, only 43% said the same in relation to their research work. The same 

phenomenon happened with the essential category: while 51% of respondents declared that the 

SDGs were essential in general, only 34% said the same in relation to their research work. 
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Figure 20: Question #48 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 

Going deeper into the topic, questions #49 and #51 get a more detailed perception of the SDGs. 

There is a general disagreement (53%) with the idea of the goals being focused only on long-term 

financial development, and a strong agreement (78%) that the SDGs should be a priority for their 

professional fields. Nine out of ten researchers feel a professional responsibility to communicate 

findings from their research or innovation work to public audience, and 80% of respondents 

reported that their organisations encourage them to do so. Finally, 66% and 69% of researchers 

think it is important to take gender and ethnic diversity (respectively) into account when developing 

their research and innovation work.  

Figure 21: Question #49 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 
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Figure 22: Question #51 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 
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Chapter 7 – The Crosscutting Role of Open Science 

in Contributing to the SDGs 
 

Open science is a foundational requirement for integrating research and innovation into the 

achievement of the SDGs. Open science is a fundamental aspect of RRI, including both the EU ‘open 

access’ pillar and ‘open and transparent’ process dimension, as well as featuring prominently in the 

RSSR. The open access pillar definition incorporates the FAIR principle (Findable, Accessible, 

Interoperable, Reusable). According to the principle, the attributes of open access are the easy 

accessibility and findability of data, and that data can be shared and reused without difficulty, such 

as without the need to be reconfigured. Being openly accessible is intended to encourage 

collaboration; to catalyse innovation; to prevent access to scientific research from being costly (most 

of which is publicly funded), to facilitate productive dialogue with civil society; and to improve 

research quality.   

The ‘open and transparent’ process dimension involves the inclusivity of all actors in the process of 

research and innovation through transparency, openness, and the provision of meaningful 

information at all stages of the process. All actors, including the public, should be encouraged and 

enabled to engage with, discuss and scrutinise science and technology, and be empowered to make 

more informed decisions. Openness and transparency should develop multiple-way dialogue with all 

relevant parties; foster accountability and public trust; and to meaningfully involve, in the research 

and innovation process, people not normally part of science and technology systems.  

These definitions define the boundaries of the theme of open science within which the interviews 

and analyses were conducted. Out of the 10 codes identified for the theme, the four specific codes 

that stood out through a total count of the relevant codes for all countries included in the interviews 

are: levels and limits of open access [code 46]; lack or uncertainty of policy [code 50]; risks-

disadvantages as sociated with open data access [code 51]; motives-benefits of open access and 

data [code 52].  

To maximise the benefits of science’s contributions to achieving sustainable development goals, 

open access to scholarship is critical. It is critical both to ensuring that science reflects the diversity 

of expertise and perspective globally and also to ensuring that scientific knowledge can reach those 

who can put it to use to achieve progress in the SDGs. 

A Case Analysis of the ICT Domain in the Sustainable 

Development Context: Improving Read and Write access 
 

The current academic publication system imposes costs for readers, inhibiting the development of 

research in under-developed economies. The main direction of travel for reducing or eliminating this 

barrier involves introducing costs for authors, which would similarly inhibit the development of 

research in under-developed economies. This case suggests feasible moves to speed up the removal 

of barriers for readers while avoiding or at least reducing the new barriers for authors. 
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Background 
A thriving research sector in a country improves the economy, ensures national and local issues are 

studied in research and benefits educational opportunities at all levels from primary to tertiary. The 

cost of accessing the scientific and scholarly literature to read has been identified as an issue 

everywhere, but particularly in developing economies. One suggested solution is a move towards an 

author-pays instead of a reader-pays model of funding journals. Such a move could inhibit 

researchers in developing economies as much or more than the current model. This case analysis is 

relevant to the following stakeholder cateogories: 

• Researchers 

• Academic Publishers 

• Research Funding Organisations 

• Open Science Civil Society 

• Science Policymakers 

Barriers to Improving Read and Write Access to the Scientific 

Literature 
The current system for communication among scientists is recognised by many as in long-term crisis, 

with large amounts of public funding for research ending up generating profit margins of 30% or 

even larger (and a recognition that a substantial part of the costs associated with the system are not 

necessary for the health of the communication system but are designed to improve or justify those 

profits) for large commercial publishers. As a RRING interview participant from the UK (GBR07) put 

it: 

I hope that the journals really can be broken down. It's a monopolistic position that 

they've placed themselves in over the fees that they charge and it's unsupportable, it's 

not sustainable. 

while a research support office in Japan (JPN05) said: 

The cost for subscribing academic journals has been escalating, as well. These are 

serious problems to researchers. 

Over 25 years of a growing but fragmented movement to improve this situation has barely dented 

the stranglehold of large publishers who are beginning to dominate the “free to read” literature 

market while charging similarly eye-watering sums to authors for the privilege of being available to 

be read. The latest significant movement is “Plan S” created by “cOAlition S” which brings together 

(primarily European-based) Research Funding Organisations, many of which already have Open 

Access Mandates, to try to use their leverage to push the shift towards dual Gold/Green Open 

Access (with no embargo periods for Green deposits). 

While Plan S may accelerate the shift to “free to read”, which of course is a good thing for all 

scientists and scholars, but particularly those in developing economies, one of the dangers of the 

shift from “pay to read” to “pay to publish” is that scientists and scholars need to do both. At 

present, scientists and scholars often find their research work hampered by lack of access to 

materials they need to read. As payments to read reduce, though, payments to publish may mean 

many of the same scientists and scholars now find themselves able to conduct their research 
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including reading the necessary work by their peers, but unable to pay the fees required to publish 

their results, or at least to publish their results in high prestige publications. This is likely to continue, 

and possibly even exacerbate the tendency of the most talented scientists and researchers to move 

to countries with developed economies, hampering their home countries’ scientific, scholarly and 

thus economic development. As a RRING interviewee from Serbia (SRB06) said: 

So when we publish papers, publish, we try to publish in the best possible journal. In 

order to publish in journals which are open access to all, mostly you have to sponsor 

that, that publisher with some 1500, 2000, 2500 euros. This is not a small amount not 

for us in Serbia. 

If they are unable to afford to publish in high-profile free-to-read (open access) journals, scientists 

and scholars will have to publish in free-to-write journals. Plan S (and other approaches to Open 

Access) acknowledge this issue by promoting deposit of papers in suitable repositories. Running such 

repositories, however, is not cost-free. Edina, a centre for data and digital expertise at the University 

of Edinburgh in Scotland, ran the opendepot service from 2007 to 2017. Following the 

discontinuation of funding the contents of the database were transferred to CERN’s Zenodo data 

archive centre, but closed to new deposits. Similar services are also under threat. As reported by 

Mallapaty (2020), the US-based Centre for Open Science (https://www.cos.io/) which has hosted 

country/region-specific, language-specific and subject-specific archives, such as INA-Rxiv, ArabiXiv 

and bioRxiv, announced in 2018 that its previously free hosting service would start charging a fee 

from 2020 (announced in December 2019 as a sliding scale starting at $1000 per year and scaling 

with new submission rates, estimated to be $25,000 pa for INA-Rxiv’s current 6,000 papers per 

year). Some of those archives cannot find funding and are faced with limiting or stopping accepting 

new submissions. 

As scientists and scholars in countries with developed economies move slowly into making their 

papers free to read (which benefits those based in developing economies) the barriers to making the 

work of those based in developing economies equally visible must be addressed. Two opportunities 

are identified here addressing the gold (direct open access to the journal in which a paper appears) 

and green (access via a repository for papers otherwise behind a subscription barrier) open access 

issues. 

Opportunity: Developing multidisciplinary international repositories 
As discussed above, where authors publish in a journal with a subscription barrier to read, the 

solution to making their paper free-to-read is for them to deposit it in an archive. For those in some 

fields (physics, maths and computer science papers are welcome by one of the oldest, the arXiv: 

https://arvix.org). For others, however, there is no subject or regional repository available. While 

there are commercial academic networking sites which allow sharing of papers, such as 

ResearchGate, authors may worry about whether depositing in such sites is allowed. As a RRING 

interviewee in Japan put it: 

I do sometimes make my papers available through ResearchGate. I don’t think it’s 

entirely legal. 

An international organisation providing a repository on a similar basis to that provided by the 

opendepot (which maintained a list of other formal repositories and would guide depositors to 

suitable institutional or national one where available) could provide legal certainty and long-term 
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support, allowing scientists and scholars from developing economies  the freedom to publish in high 

prestige reader-pays journals, while making their work accessible to all through this repository. In 

particular if Plan S succeeds in its mission of forcing journals to remove their embargo periods, then 

the utility of such a repository would be significantly enhanced. 

Opportunity for Open Science and Sustainable Development 

Integration: International agreement on waivers and discounts  
In parallel to providing a green open access repository for those who do not have one which 

supports their work at present, it is important to also provide those scholars with access to publish 

in the most prestigious 

As RRING interviewee IND01 from India said: 

... reputation of the journal. Okay. Because we have a lot of open access journals but 

they are not very high. So when you look at the journal, then this also becomes an 

important concern. How reputed is the journal? 

As a respondent from Ireland to the RRING global survey wrote about making their work accessible: 

I prefer to publish in open-access journals, however lack of funding is a barrier to this. I 

applied for a fee exemption and was successful but this is not guaranteed every time I 

have something ready to publish. 

Lack of certainty that they will receive a waiver of fees can discourage researchers from submitting 

their work to a journal. The Publisher should be encouraged to be more explicit and even-handed 

about their fee waivers as one small part of reducing discrimination in the scientific and scholarly 

publishing process (Subbiah, 2017). A Commitment to waive fees for authors from countries with 

least-developed economies, and at least a reduction for those from developing economies, would 

help to reduce the “brain drain” of their scientists and scholars. 

As can be seen from the lobbying against the White House Open Access (OA) Policy discussions in 

the US in 2013 (resulting in a requirement for all federally-funded research to be made OA but 

allowing embargoes) and in 2019/2020 (where removing approval for embargoes has been mooted), 

and in the creation and high profile launch of coalition S and their Plan S, high profile political 

decisions are gaining in Europe and North America to change the way scientific and scholarly 

publishing works and is funded. During these discussions, the SDGs and the needs of Africa, Asia and 

the Pacific, Arab States, and Latin America and the Caribbean should not be undermined. Times of 

change often set historical institutions in place for decades. This potentially historic shift in scientific 

and scholarly publishing coming during the implementation period of the SDGs should be an ideal 

opportunity to ensure that open access (RRI pillar) contributes instead of raising new barriers to the 

achievement of the SDGs. 
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A Case Analysis of Open Science and Sustainable 

Development in the Energy Domain  
 

The crucial role of open science in achieving the SDGs can be seen in the energy sector, which is so 

vital to the successful achievement of SDGs. Data about current energy use is frequently jealously 

held by commercial organisations and regarded as a potentially useful asset for them, while also a 

dangerous risk if shared widely (particularly if shared in a one-sided manner without reciprocity or a 

level-playing field). This case suggests ways to encourage data sharing of information about energy 

production, distribution and usage to allow better deliver of efficient energy supplies in support of 

development. 

Background 
Energy (electricity in particular) availability is a key infrastructure necessity for achieving many of the 

SDGs.  

Barriers to Reliable Electricity Distribution and Supply 
There are many barriers to creating and maintaining reliable electrical energy distribution (wide area 

provision of high voltage supply, 1KV and above) and supply (local provision of low voltage, typically 

under 1KV). These include initial investment in generation, distribution and supply infrastructure, 

and ongoing maintenance costs. While some of these issues are most significantly affected by local 

factors (e.g. weather conditions, local geography, fauna and flora) others are more commonly 

shared, such as mean time to failure for equipment related to installation time and throughput. A 

common underlying issue is access to detailed usage data across existing distribution and supply 

networks. 

Opportunity: Open Data in the Electrical Energy Sector 
In its interviews with researchers, innovators, policymakers, NGO and civil society actors, the RRING 

project found that the question of open data was a commonly raised issue by those working in the 

area of energy. An interviewee at a research performing organisation who works in the energy 

sector in Brazil (BRA02) noted: 

In some of the sponsored projects we discussed in the beginning, the sponsor imposes 

data disclosure restrictions. Given that the project has a concrete potential at 

commercial value. Hence, it is another source where you may find limitations the 

possibility of data opening. 

Another in India (IND05) who works amongst other things on universal domestic electricity access, 

stated: 

There may be certain primary information where you collect those information there are 

certain nondisclosure agreement which you have to sign. 

An interviewee at a policy making body in Romania (ROU02) talked about the importance of access 

to data for future planning around electricity generation: 



 
 
 
 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and 

innovation programme under grant agreement No 788503. 
 

- 93 - 

We are seeing when to make a new call for the incorporation of new generation 

capacities, but that is going to take its time and in parallel, we are thinking about what 

technologies are going to be developed in the future, or what will be the best way to 

provide a certain use based on what we are seeing around the innovations that are 

occurring globally. So, we are in some way continuously doing, trying to keep up with 

the perspective from the technological point of view, seeing if the hydrogen economy is 

going to be developed or not, and in that case which sectors would be the ones that 

could have a use associated with this vector. We are continually keeping a check on the 

future. We are data takers in that case, but there is another area within the Energy 

Directorate that is in charge of the prospective analysis for electric power. In other 

words, what will be the evolution of demand, what is expected, how will the GDP evolve 

and how, from that, what is electricity consumption, or energy consumption in general. 

There are existing projects that seek to provide rich, high quality and high quantities of electrical 

energy data, such as the Open Power System Data (https://open-power-system-data.org/): “A free 

and open data platform for power system modelling” and openmod (open energy modelling 

initiative: https://openmod-initiative.org/): “a grass root initiative of modellers from various 

universities and research institutes across the world.” 

In seeking to empower communities in developing countries by providing sufficient, reliable 

electrical power, without relying on increased fossil fuel usage which would exacerbate climate 

change, access to live, reliable and easily used data from existing power systems and from 

developing ones will be key to enabling all-round sustainable development. Examples of how this 

can be leveraged include: 

• Matching potential generation sources to demand, for example solar and wind generation have 

significant variations over time, both predictable (daylight hours, sun direction, prevailing wind 

conditions) and unpredictable (cloud levels, daily weather variations). Long term time-series of 

generation capacity from existing installations enables modelling of future potentials. Modelling 

of regular variations in demand indicate whether local immediate generation can meet supply at 

all times or whether long distance distribution is or will be needed. 

• Equipment failure and degradation information, in particular for distribution systems, when 

married up with other open information sources such as weather monitoring, can allow 

preventive maintenance, quicker repair of distribution systems, and deployment of alternative 

supply routes with automatic fail-over capacity. 

5.2.4 Potential Intervention Leverage Points for Integrating Open 

Science and SDGs 
SDGs’ long-term status is tied to the creation of infrastructure to give gains made during this time 

durable means of maintaining sustainability. Infrastructure development such as both distribution 

and supply electricity grids, as well as local generation/storage facilities such as solar panels, wind 

turbines or small scale hydro-electric generators, commonly attract development aid funding. Such 

funding could require data gathering and sharing as a required but funded element of the aid, in 

order to better integrate socially responsible research and sustainable development. 

Countries with existing industrialised economies and developed power grids, which are often the 

source of some development aid funding, could also ensure that they are gathering, curating and 
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making openly available suitable electricity-related data. Interviewee ROU02 quoted above also 

mentioned that their country has a Sectoral Data Fund, that has the purpose of financing initiatives 

that would allow processing the information that is available, and presenting projects "I know there 

is a certain amount of information and I want to systematize it in a certain way" so they receive 

some kind of support for human resources, to buy inputs, to do the processing, etc. 

Development of common methods and standards of data gathering as well as suitable licenses may 

also make it easier for countries to see the benefits of sharing their data with others in order to gain 

common advantage, rather than hoarding it and seeking relative narrow commercial benefits. 

Gender perspectives regarding provision of energy have shown specific needs of women in a 

number of countries in which household consumption of energy is provided through biomass that is 

gathered by women. They have also demonstrated greater energy poverty among women in first 

world countries. Policies that aim at promoting gender equality regarding energy production and 

consumption need to integrate a gender mainstreaming approach that will take into consideration 

the differences in the scientific literature. All SDG objectives that aim specifically at promoting 

gender equality should pay particular attention that such differences are taken into consideration.  
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Chapter 8 - Conceptual framework for linking 

socially responsible research and innovation and 

the SDGs within an integrated model 
In this report we have demonstrated that there is widespread support for the underpinning 

principles that comprise responsible research and innovation globally. However, the term and the 

way it has generally been presented to the world to date has been off-putting or confusing for many 

stakeholders. In sum, RRI as such has failed to gain a global foothold due to framing and 

presentation by EU proponents to date, not due to fundamental disconnects between its constituent 

parts and the wider global research community and public opinion. This state of affairs raises the 

promising possibility that with a more appealing framing of RRI principles and process dimensions, 

there could be the development of a globally shared commitment to advancing socially responsible 

science and innovation. 

In this final chapter of the report, we turn to the question of how such a global framework for 

responsible research and innovation could be constructed and effectively promoted. The answer 

proposed in this chapter is that the UNESCO RSSR could act as a bridge, to link RRI and SDGs on a 

global scale. As a legal instrument that is already fully established and ratified globally, it is the 

governance issues associated with the RSSR and grassroots buy-in that are needed to turn it into a 

viable vehicle for positive social change. 

Introducing a conceptual framework for global high-impact 

RRI 
Chapter 3 showed how RRI principles and process dimensions are already embedded in the RSSR 

more generally, and the 10 Key Priority Areas (KPAs) for monitoring the RSSR in particular. The next 

step is to show how the RSSR links to the SDGs in general, and specific SDG targets in particular. 

Here, we take one SDG and its associated targets as a case example to show how the RSSR (as a 

vehicle for RRI) can link to SDGs in a way that will allow both RRI and SDGs to be integrated into an 

overall globally relevant framework. 

Global framework for responsible research and innovation 
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As already explained, the RSSR principles are UNESCO’s globally-agreed initiative to ensure the social 

responsibility of science, an idea that recalls the main objective of European Union’s Science with 

and for Society (SwafS) programme in Horizon2020. To achieve this goal, science and scientists need 

to take societal needs into account during all research stages. Meanwhile, the SDGs are an urgent 

call for action by all countries in a global partnership to end poverty, improve health and education, 

reduce inequality and spur economic growth. Each of the 17 goals address diverse thematic issues 

such as water, energy, climate, oceans, urbanization, transport, and science and technology, which 

are all linked to societal needs. If science, through the RSSR/RRI principles, is done with and for 

society, then associated research efforts will contribute to at least one of the SDGs. In order to show 

the link between the RSSR and the SDGs, we develop a detailed example with one SDG. Specifically, 

we describe how Goal 13 Climate Action and its targets link to most, if not all, of the 10 Key Priority 

Areas of the RSSR. 

The year 2019 was the second warmest on record and, with a global average temperature of 1.1°C 

above estimated pre-industrial levels, the global community is far off track to meet either the 1.5 or 

2°C targets called for in the Paris Agreement. Since climate change continues to exacerbate the 

frequency and severity of natural disasters, which affected more than 39 million people in 2018, 

Goal 13 of the SDGs calls for urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts. This goal has 5 

targets: 

13.1 Strengthen resilience and adaptive capacity to climate-related hazards and natural 

disasters in all countries. 

13.2 Integrate climate change measures into national policies, strategies and planning. 

13.3 Improve education, awareness-raising and human and institutional capacity on climate 

change mitigation, adaptation, impact reduction and early warning. 

13.a Implement the commitment undertaken by developed-country parties to the United 

Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change to a goal of mobilizing jointly $100 billion 

annually by 2020 from all sources to address the needs of developing countries in the context 

of meaningful mitigation actions and transparency on implementation and fully operationalize 

the Green Climate Fund through its capitalization as soon as possible. 

13.b Promote mechanisms for raising capacity for effective climate change-related planning 

and management in least developed countries and small island developing States, including 

focusing on women, youth and local and marginalized communities, acknowledging that the 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change is the primary international and 

intergovernmental forum for negotiating the global response to climate change. 
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Figure 23: Goal 13 Climate Change 

 

Any goal can be linked to KPA 1 (about linking science to global iniatitives like the SDGs) for the 

solely reason that they are a sustainable development goal. Moreover, some SDGs align precisely 

with aspects of socially responsible research, such as Goal 5 Gender Equality (KPA 5) and Goal 9 

Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure (KPA 9). Nevertheless, it is through their targets that they can 

be linked more precisely to the rest of the KPAs. The next figure, for example, shows connections 

between Goal 13 targets and the RSSR key priority areas: 
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Figure 24: Connections between Goal 13’s targets and RSSR key priority areas 

 

Target 13.1 calls to strengthen resilience and capacity to adapt to climate-related hazards and 

natural disasters in all countries. This particular action requires that Member States’ governments 

and the general public alike recognize the value and use of science and technology for tackling global 

challenges, in this case climate change (KPA 2), as well as use scientific knowledge in an inclusive and 

accountable manner to inform national policy and decision-making (KPA 3). It also calls for science 

and innovation to be conducted in a responsible manner that respects human rights standards, in 

this case the right to a healthy environment (KPA 6).  

Target 13.2 calls to integrate climate change measures into national policies, strategies and 

planning. This demands the use of scientific knowledge to inform national policy and decision-

making (KPA 3) while it also calls for Member States to see science as a common good and treat 

public funding of research and development as a form of public investment, the returns on which 

are long term and serve public interest (KPA 4). Finally, as with the previous target, it needs for 

research to be conducted in a responsible manner that respects human rights (KPA 6). 

Target 13.3 calls to improve education, awareness-raising and human and institutional capacity on 

the topic. This requires an ongoing effort to ensure that science is perceived as a common good and 

thus as a tool to tackle globall challenges (KPA 2 and 4), while striving to achieve basic human rights 

for all (KPA 6). This target is also aligned to the need to enhance human capital in science by 

providing, in this case, lifelong learning opportunities (KPA 9), and the creation of a stimulating 

environment for a sound science system by supporting education in science and technology (KPA 

10). 

Target 13.a calls to implement the commitment undertaken by developed-country parties to a goal 

of mobilizing jointly $100 billion annually by 2020 from all sources to address the needs of 
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developing countries in terms of climate action. This particular target relates to the recommendation 

to advance international cooperation and development for the developed-countries (KPA 3) and to 

advance in the creation of a proper infrastructure and science and technology services in developing 

countries (KPA 10). 

Finally, target 13.b calls to promote mechanisms for raising capacity for effective climate change-

related planning and management in least developed countries, including focusing on women, youth 

and local and marginalized communities. This target has the same logic as the previous one, 

connecting with KPA 3 and 10. Nevertheless, it relates to one more key priority area which calls for 

inclusive and non-discriminatory access to education in science (KPA 5). 

There are only two KPAs that were not mentioned. The first one refers to the freedoms, rights and 

responsibilities of researchers (KPA 7) and the second one to the integrity and ethical codes of 

conduct for science and research and their technical applications (KPA 8). These two priority areas 

need to be thought of as cross-cutting, i.e. they should permeate all actions taken to achieve any of 

the SDGs. 

This same type of analysis as shown above could be undertaken with each of the SDGs to show the 

tight connections with the RSSR/RRI principles, showing that they can be integrated in a globally 

relevant framework. Whether we start from SDGs or the RSSR, both paradigms are complementary. 

The SDGs ensure that all scientific and innovation efforts contribute to achieving peace and 

prosperity for people and the planet, now and into the future. On the other hand, the RSSR aims to 

ensure that science’s role in contributing to the delivery of each one of the goals is achieved in a 

responsible, transparent and accountable manner. 
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Chapter 9 - Conclusion 
 

This report ‘D4.2 Global SDG and RRI comparative analysis and mutual learning opportunities’ 

identifies opportunities, limitations and strategies for integrating responsible research and 

innovation (RRI) principles, policies and practices within the United Nations’ Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs) framework. In this report, we compare data and information from across 

the five world regions (as defined by UNESCO), looking at differences in attitudes, values and 

priorities associated with the SDGs. The first key focus was whether the different world regions are 

generally supportive of adopting and implementing the SDGs. The second key focus was 

investigating what learning is possible from understanding global perspectives about  RRI 

approaches, which could inform the next steps for the EU’s engagement with RRI. The third key 

focus was to review barriers, obstacles and opportunities for linking the SDGs and RRI in a global 

framework. 

This deliverable provided the evidence to support a move towards integration of RRI and SDGs, using 

the RSSR as connective tissue. It shows considerable enthusiasm globally for both the SDGs and 

aspects of RRI. Yet, the appropriate means of integrating these two movements has not been fully 

articulated to date. The framework developed in this deliverable is aimed at linking RRI more closely 

to actions / impact, integrating diverse global initiatives aimed at promoting socially responsible 

research and innovation (avoiding narrowly oriented terminology that maintains an ‘EU bubble’). 

This approach is designed to take advantage of the existing legal commitments of UNESCO Member 

States around the world to the RSSR legal instrument and the long-term monitoring of its 

implementation. This existing legal basis gives the RSSR a distinct advantage as a vehicle for 

establishing a shared global language and focus on socially responsible research and innovation. 

Moreover, the process of developing the RSSR involved a global consultative process, facilitated by 

the UN. This adds procedural legitimacy to the initiative.  

At the same time, the current and future contribution of research and innovation to realising the 

SDGs is clear and must be promoted wherever possible. The use of socially responsible practices and 

policies to support this contribution will certainly add value and legitimacy. Taken together, the case 

for integrating the essential role of socially responsible research and innovation in delivering a more 

sustainable future for the world is powerful and well-supported by both public and researcher 

communities. Stitching together the global legal instruments of the RSSR and SDGs holds promise for 

establishing a global framework for RRI. It is also a valuable pathway forward for RRI to make its 

mark in advancing global sustainable development. In this process, the EU-led version of RRI’s less 

globally relevant and less practically useful dimensions may need to give way to a global consensus 

on what really matters to make the world a better place through socially responsible research. 
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Glossary 
 

2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development: Resolution adopted by the United Nations General 

Assembly in 2015 which lays out global development until 2030. The 2030 Agenda requires a holistic 

approach, rather than the North-South approach of the previous Millennium Development Goals 

(MDGs). 

AIRR: Anticipation, inclusion, reflexivity, responsiveness refers to a process of designing research 

and innovation which provides a different way of looking at RRI that is not bound by the key pillars 

but are also part of RRI. 

The EIC Accelerator (previously known as SME Instrument) is part of the European Innovation 

Council (EIC) pilot that supports top-class innovators, entrepreneurs, small companies and scientists 

with funding opportunities and acceleration services. The EIC Accelerator supports high-risk, high-

potential small and medium-sized enterprises and innovators to help them develop and bring onto 

the market new innovative products, services and business models that could drive economic 

growth. There was a footnote that * The European Commission will aim at having in the pool of the 

best applications invited to face-to-face interviews in the EIC Accelerator cut-off deadline of 7 

October 2020 and in the EIC Accelerator “Green Deal” cut-off deadline of 19 May 2020 at least 25% 

of applications submitted by SMEs (including start-ups) led by women CEOs (or equivalent position). 

https://ec.europa.eu/easme/en/section/sme-instrument/eic-accelerator-funding-

opportunities#:~:text=The%20EIC%20Accelerator%20(previously%20know,funding%20opportunities

%20and%20acceleration%20services. 

Geographies: the globe will be divided into five major regions (however imperfect this is). The list of 

countries in each region is found in a Working Document called ‘Definition of 5 Geographies’ (in the 

MS Teams folder) that will be annexed in the final version of this report.  

Gold Open Access: The electronic provision by publishers of all papers in a particular journal (of 

conference proceedings) for free to all readers. Various models exist to cover the costs of publishing 

such journals, ranging from APCs where the author must pay to be published (such fees are 

sometimes reduced or waived depending on the authors’ circumstances), subsidy from other activity 

(scholarly societies), or other fund-raising (e.g. government grants). 

Green Open Access: The provision of the text of peer-reviewed scientific and scholarly papers (with 

or without publisher formatting, pagination etc.) via a website or (more formally) an online 

repository (database) in parallel with the publication in a journal or conference proceedings. 

Hybrid Open Access: The publication of some but not all papers from a journal (or conference 

proceedings) to all readers without charge. This is frequently obtained by the author(s) paying a fee 

(Author Processing Charges or APCs) to the publisher to compensate them for potential lost 

subscription revenue. 

Impact: has its plain language meaning, except that it is exclusively a caused measurable event that 

is to be considered the impact of the application of an RRI aspect, meaning that (an) event(s) that 

are aspect(s) of RRI caused the measurable event we call an ‘impact’ (even if the relationship is not 

or is not known to be deterministic causality).  

https://ec.europa.eu/easme/en/section/sme-instrument/eic-accelerator-funding-opportunities#:~:text=The%20EIC%20Accelerator%20(previously%20know,funding%20opportunities%20and%20acceleration%20services.
https://ec.europa.eu/easme/en/section/sme-instrument/eic-accelerator-funding-opportunities#:~:text=The%20EIC%20Accelerator%20(previously%20know,funding%20opportunities%20and%20acceleration%20services.
https://ec.europa.eu/easme/en/section/sme-instrument/eic-accelerator-funding-opportunities#:~:text=The%20EIC%20Accelerator%20(previously%20know,funding%20opportunities%20and%20acceleration%20services.
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Key players, key leaders, key networks and key platforms: In general, the ability to achieve 

sustainable (long-term, qualitative) change, social legitimacy, i.e. the perception of relevant 

audiences that a player/leader/network/platform promotes change on behalf of either the 

achievement of the SDGs or the advancement of RRI. Like for ‘Stakeholders’ a typology will be 

collectively defined. This will appear in the working document called ‘Key Players, Key Leaders, Key 

Networks and Key Platforms Defined for 4.5’ found in MS Teams and will be annexed in a final 

version of the present report.   

Limitation: a basket term including ‘barrier’ or ‘obstacle’ or both (all using plain language 

definitions), is for Task 4.5 an assignment of value applied after a finding that the SDG target has no 

resonance for the research subject. (This is given its sense in terms of social intervention proposals 

that might follow, framed by the RRING project’s overarching aim to advance RRI, both key pillars 

and AIRR dimensions, in practice). 

Open Access: The making available of scientific and scholarly papers published in peer-reviewed 

journals (and, in some subjects, conference proceedings) freely available to readers. 

Opportunity: will have its plain language meaning, and for Task 4.5, it is an assignment of value 

designating a finding that a research subject linked an RRI aspect (novel or not) to existing 

efforts/initiatives that do/aim to achieve any SDG target. (This is given its sense in terms of social 

intervention proposals that might follow, framed by the RRING project’s overarching aim to advance 

RRI, both key pillars and AIRR dimension, in practice). 

Policy drivers: refer to a) an issue or concern that might drive or push the creation of a public policy 

designed to rectify that issue or concern' (e.g. Covid-19 outbreaks in stage 2 driving travel 

restrictions), or b) a framework law or policy that guides public policy. 

Responsible research and innovation (RRI): An approach to research and innovation that anticipates 

and assesses potential implications and societal expectations with regard to research and 

innovation, with the aim to foster the design of inclusive and sustainable research and innovation.  

The key pillars of RRI are gender equality, science education, public engagement, open access, ethics 

and governance. 

RRI aspect: means a feature or dimension of responsibility in research and innovation. This 

definition can easily go beyond (and is not limited to the concepts of) what |RRI’ as a conceptual 

framework has been defined to mean in the European context. That open-ended definition is 

necessary and intended for this part of the RRING research which examines countries outside of 

Europe that necessarily use other concepts. An RRI aspect might be materialized by an initiative 

involving any sort of event(s) (e.g. a new policy, a new tool, etc.) or it might be made evident by a 

perspective expressed, that 1) aims at advancing responsibility in research and innovation (whether 

to do with key pillars or AIRR dimensions or not), 2) could be replicated, and 3) already engages 

more than one person. Novelty is only in terms of being distinguishable from RRI in European 

context, and each novel RRI aspect identified should be logged in the working document ‘Novel RRI 

aspects’, found in MS Teams. This list will appear as an annex in the final version of the present 

report.  

RRING: Responsible Research and Innovation Networked Globally. 

Stakeholder: a common typology is defined collectively (in the working document in MS Teams 

called ‘Stakeholders Defined for T4.5’) and this typology or list will be annexed in the final version of 
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the present report. In lower case, the word will have a plain language meaning (a dictionary 

meaning). 

Strategy: has a plain language meaning, and a strategy will be proposed to address each opportunity 

and limitation identified, with the overall aim of promoting/advancing RRI including its AIRR 

dimensions. Each strategy is meant to include the following: specific objectives, context, initial plan 

of actions in a timeline, stakeholders, assessment of consequences/interactions, 

precedents/comparables, specification of players, leaders, networks and platforms; it may also 

include identification of public policy interactions, focus areas, and terminology as relevant; and 

both a short- and medium-term horizon. 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs): The 17 goals set out by the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 

Development, with 169 targets and 231 unique indicators, which cover social, economic and 

environmental issues. The goals are all interconnected.  

United Nations (UN): The international organization with 193 member states that is responsible for 

the implementation of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. 
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