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About this Deliverable Report 

This report reviews the status of responsible research and innovation (RRI) indicators such as those 

proposed by the MoRRI project, reflecting learning developed through the RRING project’s 

comparative research. The report is looking to enhance opportunities for global benchmarking in the 

context of RRI indicators. It recommends an indicators framework to be used to provide better, more 

fine-grained, transparent and widely available evidence to monitor progress towards more socially 

responsible science globally. As a general pathway for improving the methodological quality of RRI 

indicators and making them more globally comparable, this report advocates for the following new 

directions: (1) using secondary analysis of relevant benchmark survey data and (2) linking such 

existing and ongoing forms of RRI data collection to the long-term monitoring framework for the 

UNESCO Recommendation on Science & Scientific Researchers (RSSR), a permanent global legal 

instrument that incorporates RRI. As a practical contribution to the global community of researchers 

and research stakeholders committed to socially responsible research, this report contains specific, 

detailed survey questions and response options, as well as details of sources of benchmark survey data 

that have readily available open data that can be used to benchmark the development of responsible 

research over time. 

https://rring.eu/
http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-URL_ID=49455&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html
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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. Learn more 

at: rring.eu. 

 

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 different world regions, 

trial RRI best practice learning in 2 EU case studies. 

Objective 6: Promote inclusive engagement of civil society and researchers. 
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Recommendations on how to improve 

MORRI indicators 

Summary 

The MoRRI indicators served a valuable purpose in starting the dialogue on measurement of 

responsible research and innovation (RRI) progress at the EU Member State level. However, it was 

clear even at the time the project was running that greater granularity in indicators is needed. The 

MoRRI project offered just 36 indicators, all operating at the Member State level. While projects and 

organisations have attempted to apply these indicators at other levels, this has been awkward. This is 

one reason for the Super-MoRRI project, which aims to extend the original set of indicators to cover 

the organisational level. 

This deliverable goes well beyond the state of the art by presenting a framework and more than 200 

concrete indicators (far beyond the original 36 from the MoRRI project) that can be used to gain an 

understanding of RRI progress at the general public and individual researchers levels, expanding 

beyond the Member State level (MoRRI) or organisational level (Super-MoRRI). Providing new RRI 

indicators at these levels of measurement offers specific ways to improve on the MoRRI indicators 

and delivers progress beyond the current state of the art for this field. 

Moreover, this document provides an indicators framework that is aligned to the global RRI policy 

initiative that is the UNESCO Recommendation on Science and Scientific Researchers. This 

alignment ensures that such indicators are not merely relevant to an EU context, but rather are 

globally relevant. The RSSR alignment also makes this set of indicators more sustainable and far-

reaching in the long-term than MoRRI indicators, because the RSSR is a permanent legal instrument 

with 4-yearly formal monitoring and reporting requirements of all UNESCO Member States. 

Background 

One of the main challenges, whenever working within policy contexts, is the evaluation stage. In the 

case of RRI, the establishment of new metrics is as complex as the concept evaluated. Although 

quantitative indicators can support the transition to more open and accountable research and 

innovation systems, inappropriate indicators could potentially create perverse incentives and 

unintended consequences (Lindner, 2016). As any evaluation instrument, it can be used to ‘measure’ 

the level of success and these ‘successful’ results are often used to grant funding. These mechanisms, 

as Lindner mentions, can become perverse and turn RRI into yet another checkbox. 

Although statistics and numbers can help us visualise a general landscape regarding the 

outputs/outcomes of RRI efforts, they can also miss information that could be of vital importance to 

understand the process of embedding RRI in research and innovation systems. In this sense, 

quantitative indicators need to be tailored depending on the regional context. This set of indicators 

could be useful in EU countries but could limit the evaluation in other countries with completely 

different social, historical, political, and economic conditions.  

Ensuring the appropriateness and accuracy of particular selected indicators through methodologically 

rigorous process was beyond the scope undertaken in the MoRRI project, but it is important (e.g., 

Jensen, 2020a, b; Jensen and Lister, 2015). It may also be important to include qualitative indicators 

to evaluate processes of embedding RRI that are still in early stages to provide useful feedback to 

stakeholders. 

Finally, having a limited set of 36 indicators for a concept like RRI could potentially lead to important 

gaps in information, not only in terms of what is measured, but also in terms of whose perception is 
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measured. This risk needs to be addressed by making clear what aspect or dimension of RRI they do 

not cover or evaluate comprehensively. 

Improving on MoRRI indicators: Why new indicators for 

responsible research and innovation are needed 

Indicators developed with a close focus on the EU context are unlikely to hold up to use on a global 

scale. Besides cultural differences, there are also questions about how readily accepted an EU 

indicators framework, based on the narrow EU policy priorities within the wider scope of RRI (i.e. the 

EU policy ‘pillars’ for RRI), will be on a global scale.  

On a practical level, a number of the MoRRI indicators require manual processing/analysis of data 

and it is unclear who precisely would be taking up these responsibilities, let alone ensuring 

consistency across countries and world regions in the application of judgement-based assessments. 

Methodologically, there is a high risk of distortions in MoRRI indicators from the heavy reliance on 

one individual to make generalisations about an entire national population/system based on non-

transparent sources of information and criteria. Here, there is a need for greater methodological rigour 

and transparency for a globally-recognised RRI indicators framework.  

Improving on MoRRI indicators: Why benchmark international surveys relevant to 

RRI should be the primary source of RRI indicators in the future 

As mentioned above, relying on just one set of indicators such as MoRRI’s can result in important 

information gaps. The international benchmark surveys used as data sources in this document offer 

robust evidence relevant to the general public and individual researchers level of responsible research 

and innovation indicators that can be used by stakeholders to assess their current status with RRI.  

The different methodological approaches in each of the surveys provide an opportunity to gather 

diverse yet reliable information that can be used to contrast and compare results between countries 

and/or localities, and to identify good practices that could be replicated in different parts of the world. 

Using different data sources enables us to triangulate information regarding the process of embedding 

RRI to assess and strengthen the efforts by reducing the biases of a single approach, which could 

happen if only MoRRI’s set of indicators were used. 

Improving on MoRRI indicators: Why RRI indicators should be linked to the 

UNESCO Recommendation on Science and Scientific Researchers in the future 

Consistent measurement, on a regular long-term timescale, will deliver higher quality data. This is 

feasible in the context of the RSSR because 195 countries have signed up to a legal obligation to 

report on policy measures and indicators across at least 10 major areas of RRI. The fact that so many 

countries are undertaking national assessments relating to RRI on the same timescale, and with the 

same focus areas, increases potential for benchmark indicators to be used across multiple countries.  

Indeed, parallel evaluation of RRI’s integration in national research ecosystems on a global scale 

creates the opportunity for comparative analysis. Such comparative analysis can support identification 

of actionable intelligence about where interventions can be made to improve RRI policy and practice 

globally. 
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Introduction 

Indicators for Responsible Research and Innovation 

Why indicators for responsible research and innovation matter 
Developing more socially responsible research and innovation (RRI) globally is merely an 

aspirational goal unless there are concrete steps that can be taken to implement and measure progress. 

This report focuses on the RRI outcomes measurement process to identify how it can be made more 

methodologically robust, globally relevant and practically useful. The main focus of this report is on 

indicators, that is, documented measures that can be used to track the outcomes associated with a 

given intervention or social movement. Using indicators for RRI evaluation is challenging at multiple 

levels. Another upstream issue is whether the indicator accurately reflects the intended outcome. For 

example, do the RRI indicators really evidence social responsibility? (e.g. Jensen, 2020b). Indeed, at a 

conceptual level, RRI indicators are challenging to develop because of the diverse range of 

interpretations of what it means to be socially responsible both within countries and globally. Clear 

conceptual elaboration, connected to empirical measures, is the gold standard in how to proceed with 

development of well-designed indicators. At a practical level, it is important to clarify who will take 

responsibility for implementing indicators, ensuring they have the appropriate skillset and resources to 

do this effectively. Such challenges are integrated into this report and influence its recommendations. 

There are many cases when poor choices of indicators have done more harm than good (e.g. see 

Jensen and Lister, 2015). Indicators offer just one way to evaluate progress. The passive nature of 

indicators, often developed separately from the intervention itself, comes with potential limitations. 

On the other hand, appropriate indicators can provide a vital source of accountability when it comes to 

public and institutional policy. Empirical indicators are a check on untamed claims of impact and 

positive change. For this reason, pursuit of appropriate evaluation methods is worthwhile, particularly 

when the aim is to use emerging evidence to improve policy and practice.  

Literature review on RRI indicators 
The concept of RRI, although it has gained significance for research and innovation policies and 

practices over the past few years, has proven to be a complex concept to measure in terms of impacts. 

A number of scholars and pro-social organisations have put forward methods of measuring progress 

towards more socially responsible research, providing a fairly comprehensive list of indicators for 

each of the RRI dimensions. A selection of these efforts are mentioned below. 

María Heras and Isabel Ruiz-Mallén (2017) state that “science education is crucial for boosting a 

more critical and democratic citizenship able to deal with current complex socio-environmental 

challenges in responsible ways” (p.2482) and that to ensure the proper inclusion of such RRI aspects 

in science education, it is crucial to develop impact assessment frameworks. In their paper 

Responsible research and innovation indicators for science education assessment: how to measure 

the impact? based on the PERFORM1 project’s deliverable 4.1, the authors propose an analytical 

framework to review a sample of empirical studies of science education assessments. The result is the 

identification of 86 key RRI assessment indicators in science education, related to RRI values, 

transversal competences, and experiential and cognitive aspects of learning. According to the authors, 

these indicators can potentially contribute to the operationalisation and monitoring of RRI in science 

education with students. 

 
1 PERFORM Project is funded by the European Union's Horizon 2020 Research and Innovation Programme. 

More information can be found on http://www.perform-research.eu/.  

http://www.perform-research.eu/
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Table 1: Indicators proposed for the four learning dimensions identified (Heras & Ruiz-Mallén, 2017) 
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Another H2020 project, working on RRI, is HubIT. This project is designed to promote constructive 

interactions between technology developers, social sciences and humanities researchers and other 

stakeholders, to change the perception of societal challenges. According to their website, their role is 

to make sure that the H2020 funded and other ICT-related innovations create solutions aligned with 

the needs of society. HubIT presents “success indicators”, categorised as follows: performance 

indicators (process and outcomes) and perception indicators for each of the six RRI dimensions. 

Although a more comprehensive explanation of this framework can be found on the project’s 

website2, a summary is presented below. 

Public Engagement is divided into three types of indicators: policies, regulation and frameworks; 

event making and attention creation, and competence building.  

Gender equality falls into two categories: promotion of equal participation in research activities, and 

integration of gender aspects in R&I content.  

Science education, according to HubIT, is executed in several ways: educating (especially young) 

citizens about scientific facts, the norms of science and the way science is 'done', as well as conveying 

a positive 'image' of the sciences. It also provides the opportunity to reflect and question science, and 

the 'truths' it produces, critically. 

 
2 https://www.hubit-project.eu/success-indicators  

https://www.hubit-project.eu/success-indicators
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Documentation of open access policies and mechanisms, research projects with virtual environments 

for sharing research results, and the extent to which members of the public visit such environment and 

find them useful, are examples of indicators in the open access/science dimension.  

Ethics is divided into research integrity and good research practice, research ethics for the protection 

of the subjects of research, and societal relevance and ethical acceptability of R&I outcomes.  

Finally, governance is understood as an active participation of all relevant stakeholders in developing 

an RRI policy and its sub-categories represent the degree of involvement of the public in governance 

and decision-making. 

Figure 1: Key measurable success indicators (HubIT, 2018) 

 

In their paper Indicators for RRI: a methodological proposal for context-based weighting, Monsonís-

Payá et al. (2017) state that the set of indicators, proposed by the Expert Group on Policy Indicators 

for Responsible Research and Innovation (2015), to measure each of the six RRI dimensions, have 

two weaknesses: a lack of context-based indicators and a need for hierarchical ordering. They explore 

how the multicriteria analysis technique, Analytical Hierarchical Process (AHP), can be used to 

prioritise indicators for RRI by involving experts in the specific context. Although they do not 

propose a new set of indicators, they explore the potential of their methodology to advance the 

identification of societal problems and involve relevant actors in the process of selecting indicators. 

RRITrends3 is a web application for monitoring and visualising data and information on RRI in 16 

European countries. Given the plurality of meanings of, and the diversity of experiences with RRI 

across Europe, this website provides 20 selected quantitative and qualitative indicators which help to 

put the project’s country reports in perspective. There are explanations of how each indicator is 

measured on the website. 

 
3 More information on http://www.rritrends.res-agora.eu/  

http://www.rritrends.res-agora.eu/
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Table 2: RRITrends Indicators 

Topics Indicator 

Science in Society (SiS) 

Participatory performance 

Models of public involvement in science and technology decision-making 

Direct science citizen involvement 

Science communication culture 

Activity in SiS environment and debate 

The use of science in policymaking 

SiS research situation 

Innovation Capacity 

Innovation Union Scoreboard 

Innovation 

Technological readiness 

R&D Intensity 

Total R&D expenditure - % of GDP 

% of total general government expenditure 

Total R&D personnel per thousand labour force 

Total researchers per thousand labour force 

Interaction of Public and 
Private Research 

Researchers indicating if they have been employed in both public and private sector 

Public sector researchers with formal collaboration with the business sector  

Gender Equality 

Proportion of women in grade A, academic positions 

The Glass Ceiling Index 

New female doctoral graduates per thousand population aged 25-34 

Research Excellence 
Scientific publications in top 10% most-cited publications worldwide as percentage of 
total scientific publications 

 

Another example from a pro-social organisation is the Athena Swan Charter, which according to its 

website4, is a framework used across the globe to support and transform gender equality within higher 

education (HE) and research. Established in 2005 to encourage and recognise commitment to 

advancing the careers of women in STEM employment, the Charter is now being used across the 

globe to address gender equality more broadly, and not just the barriers to progression that affect 

women. In this case, the RRI dimension addressed is Gender Equality and indicators they use to 

assess this dimension in higher education and research institutions include: the composition of boards 

or committees, the number of permanent contracts, the number of parking spaces for expectant 

mothers on campus, and the parental leave model, among others. The following figure is an example 

of the Athena SWAN Silver Award interventions by theme, sub-theme, and frequency of actions in 16 

departmental action plans in medical sciences at the University of Oxford (2014–2017). 

 
4 More information on https://www.advance-he.ac.uk/equality-charters/athena-swan-charter/  

https://www.advance-he.ac.uk/equality-charters/athena-swan-charter/
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Figure 2: Athena SWAN Silver Award interventions by theme, sub-theme, and frequency of actions in 
16 departmental action plans in medical sciences at the University of Oxford, 2014–2017 (Kalpazidou 
Schmidt et al., 2020) 

 

Finally, Wellcome is a politically and financially independent global charitable foundation. According 

to their website5, they want to help build a better research culture and that is why they conduct 

research on research (also known as meta-research). This discipline aims to produce evidence on how 

to improve the efficiency, effectiveness, fairness, and impact of research which relates to the 

principles of RRI directly. One of their latest surveys6, focused on identifying what researchers think 

about research culture in their work (RRI perception indicators), showed that researchers are 

passionate about and proud of their work, but have concerns about job security. They also identified 

that poor research culture leads to unhealthy competition, bullying and harassment, as well as mental 

health issues; that the system favours quantity over quality, and creativity is often stifled. All these 

results could be potentially useful for advancing in the implementation of RRI in research and higher 

education institutions. 

Introducing the MoRRI indicators 
The most widely circulated work on RRI indicators, in the EU context, is certainly the MoRRI 

indicators. These indicators are the outcome from the eponymous EU-funded project, which put 

forward measures for the five European Commission policy priorities relating to RRI (known as the 

RRI pillars), complemented by the horizontal dimension of governance.  

The first step towards defining the indicators was to synthesise and assess existing indicators and 

secondary data as delineated across the six dimensions, with the purpose of reducing the complexity 

 
5 More information on https://wellcome.org/what-we-do/our-work/research-culture/.  
6 More information can be found in the Report summary: https://wellcome.org/reports/what-researchers-think-

about-research-culture.  

https://wellcome.org/what-we-do/our-work/research-culture/
https://wellcome.org/reports/what-researchers-think-about-research-culture
https://wellcome.org/reports/what-researchers-think-about-research-culture
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of the available approaches to measuring aspects of RRI. This exercise started with the assessment 

and classification of 98 indicators highlighted in the six initial analytical reports7 with respect to their 

relevance/proximity8 and robustness/quality9 as individual measures of RRI at specified dimensions 

and levels of analysis. As a second step, an aggregate assessment and classification was conducted of 

the overall relevance/proximity, robustness/quality, and richness of data10 of the available indicators 

with respect to coverage of the dimensions of the intervention logic model, and the six analytical 

levels of aggregation (Ravn et al., Progress Report 3.1, 2015, p.3). 

The main conclusions of this “assessment exercise” were the following: (a) that the input11 and 

output12 dimensions of the ‘intervention logic model’ are a starting point for monitoring various types 

of impacts and benefits of RRI, (b) that one should consider limiting the scope of data collection to 

the national level of aggregation since the most saturated set of indicators across the six RRI 

dimensions is available at that level, (c) that interlinkages among and between dimensions and sub-

dimensions call for specific considerations in order to capture the full potential of data coverage with 

regard to existing secondary data and the future collection of primary data, and (d) that governance of 

research and innovation should be treated as an overarching umbrella dimension (Ravn et al., Report 

3.1, 2015, p.3-4). 

A central question raised in Progress Report 3.1 was whether the following steps of RRI monitoring 

should focus exclusively on input and output indicators. This question became the starting point of a 

joint videoconference among MoRRI’s WP3 team members in May 2015. The purpose of this 

meeting was to establish mutual understanding and agreement based on careful deliberations on the 

main selection and assessment criteria, and to identify and construct 10 indicators within each 

dimension. The most qualified and relevant indicators identified among the first set of 98 existing 

indicators were selected, and new ones were constructed against the backdrop of Progress Report 3.1 

(Ravn et al., Progress Report 3.2, 2015, p.21-22). 

The indicators proposed within each dimension shared the following characteristics: (a) all could be 

aggregated at the national level, (b) most of them were candidates for time-series, (c) only the most 

promising indicators based on secondary data were included, (d) new indicators were constructed for 

all dimensions, (e) most indicators addressed the input and output level, and (f) many of the potential 

interlinkages between indicators related to the governance dimension (Ravn et al., Progress Report 

3.2, 2015, p.23). 

Once the initial set of 60 indicators was constructed, a joint workshop among the project partners took 

place, in Brussels in May 2015, to address further questions concerning the adequacy and accuracy of 

the individual and compiled set of indicators. During this workshop, the partners agreed on the 

 
7 These 98 indicators stem from an assessment of international and EU-funded projects and draw on an 

extensive review of relevant literature and available data sources. 
8 The question of relevance/proximity concerns the relevance of the identified indicators and data sources in 

measuring RRI related aspects, and their proximity to the core content of the RRI concept (MoRRI Progress 

Report 3.2, p.17). 
9 The parameter of robustness/quality concerns the validity and reliability of the identified existing benchmark 

survey indicators in measuring specified dimensions and analytical levels of RRI. The parameter represents a 

composite measure of four aspects: content validity, reliability, indicator coverage bias, and external validity 

(MoRRI Progress Report 3.2, p.17-18). 
10 The parameter of richness of data concerns the potential capacity of the available data collected based on the 

98 indicators in covering the conceptual categories carved out for each of the six RRI dimensions. This 

assessment only took place at aggregated levels (MoRRI Progress Report 3.2, p.18). 
11 Input can be understood as a series of activities carried out to address issues of RRI. 
12 Output can be understood as the results of the activities that can lead to outcomes or resolution of the 

problem. 



17 

 

following main criteria (Ravn et al., Progress Report 3.2, 2015, p.23-25) to guide the identification 

and construction of the final set of indicators:  

• EU 28 coverage: Ideally, the set of indicators should adequately cover EU28 for the sake of 

representativeness. In a policy perspective, the comparative element also remains significant 

to gain insights into country performance vis-à-vis responsible research and innovation.  

 

• Possibility for sustained data collection: Indicators that could be candidates for long-term, 

repetitive data collection (beyond the life span of the project) should be pursued and taken 

into consideration in the design of the primary data collection. 

 

• RRI conceptual coverage: The indicators should adequately cover all six dimensions. 

Ideally, a number of indicators should be ‘multi-dimensional’ in character, since such 

indicators are considered better at capturing the core RRI notion. 

 

• Focus on input and output indicators: Based on the assessment of existing 

indicators/secondary data, it is recommended to focus on the actually implemented RRI 

activities (inputs) as well as the outputs generated.  

 

• Balance between targeted social actors: Like the different RRI dimensions need to be 

adequately represented in the final set of indicators, so do key social actors representing civil 

society, research communities, governmental institutions, business and industry, among 

others, both individually and collectively.  

 

• Qualitative and quantitative data: Considering the uncharted field of responsible research 

and innovation, and for the purposes of the monitoring study, it will be necessary to translate 

qualitative material into ‘quantitative’ indicators and measures that allow for comparisons 

across countries. 

 

• General quality assessment criteria: The issues of content validity, reliability, indicator 

coverage bias, and external validity constitute a general quality criterion that needs to be taken 

into consideration in the construction of RRI indicators in general. 

 

Following these criteria, the team narrowed the set of 60 indicators down to 36. Of the total of 36 

indicators, 13 exploit secondary data, while the remaining 23 require primary data collection. 
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Table 3: Overview of 36 RRI indicators and selected characteristics (Ravn et al., Progress Report 3.2, 
2015) 
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Chapter 3 of the Progress Report 3.2 (Ravn et al., 2015) accounts for the underlying rationales guiding 

the selection of the final set of RRI indicators. A condensed version of this is presented below: 

The final set of indicators for the Gender Equality dimension (GE) was developed to cover the 

following three sub-dimensions: (a) horizontal and vertical participation of women in research, (b) 

structural change in institutions, and (c) gender in research content. 

• Indicator GE1 - Share of RPOs with gender equality plans measures institutional 

engagement in GE work. 

 

• Indicator GE2 - Share of female researchers by sector accounts for the gender distribution 

of researchers across sectors (i.e., higher education, government and non-profit sectors), 

hereby providing basic information on sectorial variations with respect to women’s 

opportunities and barriers. 

 

• Indicator GE3 – Share of RFOs promoting gender content in research investigates the 

extent to which RPOs and RFOs take actions to ensure the integration of the gender dimension 

in research content. 

 

• Indicator GE4 - Dissimilarity Index comprises information on the horizontal gender 

segregation of researchers in the higher education and government sectors. 

 

• Indicator GE5 – Share of RPOs with policies to promote gender in research content 

investigates the extent to which RPOs and RFOs take actions to ensure the integration of the 

gender dimension in research content. 

 

• Indicator GE6 - Glass Ceiling Index addresses the issue of vertical segregation, by measuring 

women’s chances of reaching the highest academic ranks, relative to men. 

 

• Indicator GE7- Gender Pay Gap measures gender variations with respect to annual earnings 

and can be used as a proxy for gender equality in the non-academic research sector. 

 

• Indicator GE8 – Share of female heads of RPOs monitors female participation in decision-

making. 

 

• Indicator GE9 – Share of gender-balanced recruitment committees at RPOs monitors 

female participation in decision-making. 

 

• Indicator GE10 - Number and share of female inventors and authors illuminates 

developments in female representation across fields and sectors over time, based on 

bibliometric data and patent counts. 

 

The final set of indicators for the Science Literacy and Science Education dimension (SLSE) was 

developed to cover the following three sub-dimensions: (a) science education, (b) science 

communication, and (c) co-production of knowledge. 
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• Indicator SLSE 1 – Importance of societal aspects of science in science curricula for 15–

18-year-olds provides information on the extent to which societal aspects of science and 

technology are mentioned in the curricula as important aspects for teachers to include in their 

teaching. 

 

• Indicator SLSE 2 – RRI-related training at RPOs provides information on whether and to 

what extent RRI-related aspects (i.e., ethical, economic, environmental, legal, and social 

aspects) are included in the training of young researchers. 

 

• Indicator SLSE 3 - Science communication culture provides information on the variations 

in the overall national science communication culture across EU28. 

 

• Indicator SLSE 4 - Citizen science activities in RPOs aims to capture information about 

citizen science projects performed in RPOs, within and across countries. 

 

A total set of 10 indicators was established for the Public Engagement dimension (PE). This is a high 

number of indicators, but as many as seven of these (PE1, PE2, PE3, PE7, PE8, PE9, PE10) also 

relate to the Governance dimension. Hence, the indicators may also be empirically useful for the 

governance component of RRI. 

• Indicator PE1 - Models of public involvement in S&T decision-making taps into (1) the 

degree of formalised structures/mechanisms at the national level for involving citizens in 

decisions around science and technology, and (2) the degree to which citizens are de facto 

involved in making decisions. 

 

• Indicator PE2 – Policy-oriented engagement with science evaluates the actual engagement 

practice among citizens. 

 

• Indicator PE3 – Citizen preferences for active participation in S&T decision-making 

reports the share of citizens at the national level expressing a preference for active 

participation. 

 

• Indicator PE4 – Active information search about controversial technology taps into 

degrees of active information search, or what could be considered horizontal engagement, 

around controversial technologies. 

 

• Indicator PE5 – Public engagement performance mechanisms at the level of research 

institutions reports the level of public engagement mechanisms implemented within 

universities and research institutions at the country level. 

 

• Indicator PE6 – Dedicated resources for PE reports the national average budget share 

reserved for PE activities within universities and research institutions at the country level. 

 

• Indicator PE7 – Embedment of public engagement activities in the funding structure of 

key public research funding agencies describes whether a country’s largest and most 

prominent research funding agencies (typically research councils) allocate competitive 

funding to activities (mechanisms, programs, projects) where public engagement elements are 

targeted explicitly. 

 

• Indicator PE8 – Public engagement elements as evaluative criteria in research proposal 

evaluations describes whether a country’s largest and most prominent research funding 
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agencies (typically research councils) take public engagement elements into account for the 

evaluation of research and innovation projects. 

 

• Indicator PE9 – R&I democratisation index evaluates and describes the role and 

responsibilities – or degrees of engagement – of citizens and societal actors in research and 

innovation processes. 

 

• Indicator PE10 – National infrastructure for involvement of citizens and societal actors 

in research and innovation summarises the degree of development of national infrastructure 

for involvement of citizens and societal actors in research and innovation. 

 

For the Open Access dimension (OA), a final set of six indicators was proposed. Together, this 

selection of indicators provides a combination of output, outcome and context, covering both global 

up to institutional analyses. 

• Indicator OA1 - Open Access Literature was constructed to provide information on the 

volume of freely accessible literature in Europe. 

 

• Indicator OA2 - Data publications and citations per country provides an overview of the 

volume of data made available across countries as well as the attribution in the use of 

published datasets. This indicator also informs the 'reputation' of a particular dataset (and by 

aggregation, those of a country). 

 

• Indicator OA3 - Social media outreach measures the use of social media tools in 

disseminating OA publications and Open Research data in Europe by combining data from 

Web of Science, Scopus, Mendeley and Altmetric. 

 

• Indicator OA4 - Public perception of Open Access provides information on how the 

European public perceives the issue of open access of research results. 

 

• Indicator OA5 - Funder Mandates covers an important aspect of OA, i.e., funder/institutional 

mandates and their numbers in the EU Member States. These mandates facilitate access to 

research results. 

 

• Indicator OA6 - RPO support structures for researchers as regards incentives and 

barriers for data sharing uses survey data collected as part of the MoRRI project to capture 

practices and perceptions of the incentives and barriers for and against data sharing in RPOs. 

 

A final set of three indicators was proposed for the dimension of Research and Innovation Ethics (E). 

The rationale underpinning this composition of indicators is the idea that every European country has 

its own ethics landscape, which is expressed in the existence and characteristics of the ethics 

infrastructure in RPOs, RFOs and ethics deliberation organisations. 

• Indicator E1 - Ethics at the level of Universities provides information on the level of 

mechanisms that should safeguard the observance of ethical standards in research ethics and 

research integrity implemented within universities at the country level. 

 

• Indicator E2 - National Ethics Committees captures cross-country variations in national 

ethics committee infrastructure. 

 

• Indicator E3 - Research Funding Organisations Ethics Index captures national variations 

in the input, output and context of mechanisms dealing with ethics and societal implications 

in public and private RFOs. 
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As mentioned earlier, the dimension of Research and Innovation Governance (GOV) represents a 

separate dimension and an overarching ‘umbrella’ concept for the remaining dimensions. A great 

number of indicators identified in the other five dimensions involve a governance aspect, implying 

that the monitoring of this dimension will not confine itself to the specific indicators discussed below. 

• Indicator GOV1 – Composite indicator brings together indicators13 on gender, public 

engagement, open access, and ethics in research and innovation to provide an evaluation of 

member state governance systems against a qualitative typology of governance approaches. 

 

• Indicator GOV2 – Existence of formal governance structures for RRI within research 

funding and performing organisations determines whether RRI is seen as a priority issue 

for organisations and is supported by a formalised governance structure. 

 

• Indicator GOV3 – Share of research funding and performing organisations promoting 

RRI assesses how widespread RRI governance is through national research and innovation 

systems. 

 

More information on the characteristics of each indicator with respect to general specifications and 

data collection can be found on MoRRI’s Progress report 3.2 Metrics and indicators of Responsible 

Research and Innovation. 

 

2. The 10 Key Priority Areas of the UNESCO 

Recommendations on Science and Scientific Researchers 

The UNESCO-led Recommendation on Science and Scientific Researchers (RSSR) sets out a number 

of globally agreed expectations for national systems of science to anticipate and address the needs for 

social and institutional change toward sustainable research structures and policies, practices and 

public engagement. 195 countries have formally agreed to this legal instrument, including long-term 

(4-yearly) monitoring reports regarding progress in its implementation. 

This document provides evidence for use in the country-level measurement of progress in 

implementing the Recommendation at the level of the general public. Here, we present results from 

(1) the existing high quality public science attitudes benchmark survey, called the Wellcome Global 

Monitor, (2) the Wellcome Trust-funded international study of research culture and (3) the RRING 

global survey of researchers’ attitudes, experiences and practices. 

The RRING Indicators Framework for the Recommendation on Science and Scientific Researchers 

includes five levels of measurement designed to gain complementary vantage points on the same key 

area. In this document, there is a focus on the general public and individual researchers level of 

measurement. 

General public and individual researchers level of measurement 

Numerous aspects of RRI that are enshrined in the RSSR have implications for public views on the 

role of science. Therefore, it is worth considering including an indicator dimension that focuses on the 

public aspect of the RSSR priority areas. The framework focuses on aligning the general public and 

 
13 GE1, GE3, GE9, PE1, PE2, PE3, PE7, PE8, PE9, PE10, OA4, OA5, OA6, E1, E2, and E3. 

http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-URL_ID=49455&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html
http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-URL_ID=49455&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html
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individual researchers level of measurement to benchmark global survey measures, where feasible, 

most notably the Wellcome Global Monitor (WGM).  

Indicators for 10 Key Areas relating to the Recommendation on Science and Scientific 

Researchers 

Ten priority areas have been identified as the initial focus for RSSR implementation: 

 

1. Responsibility of science towards the United Nations’ ideals of human 

dignity, progress, justice, peace, welfare of humankind and respect for the 

environment. 

 

 

2. Need for science to meaningfully interact with society and vice versa. 

 

 

3. Role of science in national policy and decision-making, international 

cooperation and development. 

 

 

4. Promotion of science as a common good. 

 

5. Inclusive and non-discriminatory work conditions and access to education and 

employment in science. 

 

 

6. Any scientific conduct is subject to universal human rights standards. 

 

 

7. Balancing the freedoms, rights, and responsibilities of researchers. 

 

 

8. Scientific integrity and ethical codes of conduct for science and research and 

their technical applications. 

 

 

9. Importance of human capital for a sound and responsible science system. 

 

 

10. Role of Member States in creating an enabling environment for science and 

research. 

 

 

https://wellcome.ac.uk/reports/wellcome-global-monitor
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Across these 10 priority areas, this document outlines measures that can be employed at different 

levels in national14 scientific systems to evaluate how far RRI principles embedded in the RSSR have 

been implemented. By applying indicators across these levels, it is possible to track progress as the 

RSSR implementation cascades from national policy through to research funding systems, research 

performing organisations and finally to individual researchers and the general public. This 

measurement approach also allows for the fact that many of the principles enshrined in the RSSR are 

already in evidence to some extent at different levels of national research systems. 

The checklist icon (left) in this document highlights questions linked directly to the formal national 

reporting for the UNESCO-led Recommendation on Science and Scientific Researchers (RSSR). 

Answers to these overarching questions guide the reader to parts of the 

document likely to be most relevant. This is designed to highlight relevant RRI 

measures and indicators that have clear links to the long-term monitoring of the 

RSSR’s implementation.  

Direct quotations from the RSSR are included in grey font to help clarify the 

different aspects of the categories included in the 10 Key Priority Areas. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
14 The more commonly used term ‘nation’ or ‘national’ will be used in much of this document to refer to the 

UNESCO Member-State level of measurement. There are technical distinctions between these two concepts, but 

these are only relevant to a smaller number of the signatory countries for the RSSR. 

https://en.unesco.org/news/national-reporting-2017-unesco-recommendation-science-and-scientific-researchers
https://en.unesco.org/news/national-reporting-2017-unesco-recommendation-science-and-scientific-researchers
http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-URL_ID=49455&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html
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Recommendations on how to improve 

MORRI indicators 

New Benchmark Survey Indicators for 

Global RRI Monitoring and Evaluation 

 

General Public Level of Measurement 

 

Globally Relevant Responsible Research and 

Innovation Indicators organised into the 10 

Key Priority Areas from the UNESCO 

Recommendation on Science & Scientific 

Researchers 
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Data Sources for Benchmark Survey 

Indicators at the General Public Level 

This report documents indicators that can provide evidence relevant to the general public level of 

responsible research and innovation indicators. Here, these indicators are organised according to the 

10 Key Priority Areas for the UNESCO RSSR. This section of the report describes the sources of 

global survey data that have been used to provide these indicators, and that research stakeholders 

around the world can use to assess their current status with responsible research and innovation. 

 
Wellcome Global Monitor (WGM) 2018 

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

scale. The study involved 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 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 23 April 2018 

to 6 January 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). 

 

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-analysed by age, gender, education, 

and political preferences.  

 

The survey was conducted across 20 countries from 1 October 2019 to 15 March 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 through face-to-face interviews in 

Russia, Poland, the Czech Republic, India, and Brazil. In the remaining countries, the surveys were 

conducted by 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 of 290 questions and measured 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 included new topics such as 
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justice, moral principles, corruption, accountability and risk, migration, national security, and global 

governance. 

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

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

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

The master questionnaire was designed in English with translations into several major languages 

(Arabic, Spanish and Russian) offered by the WVSA Secretariat.  

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). 

 

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. A Special Eurobarometer survey was carried out by TNS Opinion & Social 

network between 14 and 26 June 2014 and provides insight on which areas European citizens would 

like scientific research to focus on.  

 

The survey first looks at the respondents’ own level of scientific education. Then respondents are 

asked which areas they would like science and innovation to prioritise over the next 15 years. The 

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

technological innovation, and 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. 

 

3M State of Science Index Survey 

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

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

to examine perceptions of science and its 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 14 June to 26 August 2017 with 

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

interviewed with an average sample size of 1,000 interviews per country. 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 two added (South Korea and Spain). The survey was conducted across 

14 countries from 13 July to 10 September 2018 with representative samples of national population 

adults ages 18 and older. Globally, 14,025 people were interviewed with an average sample size of 

1,000 interviews per country. 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 was conducted 
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in between August and October 2019 with representative samples of national population adults ages 

18 and older. Globally, 14,105 people were interviewed with an average sample size of 1,000 

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

 

SFI Science in Ireland Barometer Survey 

This survey was conducted in 2020 and 2021 in Ireland. It followed robust methodological procedures 

in the set-up, piloting/validation and implementation of the survey design, covering a wide range of 

RRI-related topics. Survey questions from this project are used where preceding surveys do not offer 

relevant metrics. 
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Global RRI Indicators Framework: 

General Public Level of Measurement 

About this section of the document: 

The next section of the document is devoted to documenting RRI indicators from the data sources that 

have been introduced above. These indicators have been organised according to the 10 Key Priority 

Areas for national monitoring of the implementation of the RSSR, a process which is organised by 

UNESCO. This framework for RRI indicators is indicative and intended to be developed further in the 

future.  

This document was originally designed to assist Member States and the Working Groups to deliver 

expert input into the RSSR monitoring process. In particular, Member State government 

representatives and Working Groups were encouraged to draw on the evidence that has been 

documented here to prepare a comprehensive, evidence-based report based on relevant indicators.  
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The Recommendation underlines the 

responsibility of science towards the United 

Nations’ ideals of human dignity, progress, 

justice, peace, welfare of humankind and respect 

for the environment.15 

Science is part of Member States’ efforts to develop more humane, just and inclusive societies and 

serves to further the United Nations ideals of peace and welfare of humankind. 

Dimensions of key priority area 1 

Dimensions of responsibility of science 

towards UN ideals 

 

1.1 Promote science’s efforts to 

develop more humane, just, and 

inclusive societies, furthering the 

United Nations ideals of peace 

and welfare of humankind. 

1.1.1 Promote science’s efforts to develop societies that 

are: 

a) More humane  

b) More just  

c) More inclusive 

d) More environmentally sustainable 

1.1.2 Further the UN ideals for humankind of: 

a) Peace  

b) Welfare 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to encourage that 

STI is geared to help achieve the Sustainable Development Goals 

(SDGs)? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 1.1.1 and 1.1.2] to describe measures and supporting 

indicators/evidence in as much detail as possible. 

 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to encourage 

gender equality in STI systems? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please use the detailed categories provided [see 1.1.1(c)] below to 

describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as much detail 

as possible. 

 

 

 
15 Consider any evidence available at the levels of national and regional scientific systems to evaluate how far 

the RSSR have been implemented. Is there evidence of the extent of RSSR implementation in national and 

regional research policy through to research funding systems, research performing organisations and finally to 

individual researchers and the general public (and changes reverberate around these different levels)? 
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Evidence Available for Public Perspectives on Science and Scientific Researchers 

1.1 Promote science’s efforts to develop more humane, just, inclusive and environmentally sustainable 

societies, furthering the United Nations ideals of peace and welfare of humankind 

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

section, assesses 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. 

Figure 3: Question #2 from the Eurobarometer 2014 survey 
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The Recommendation emphasises the need for 

science to meaningfully interact with society and 

vice versa. 

Member States’ governments and the general public alike recognise the value and use of science 

and technology for tackling global challenges. Society is engaged in science and research through 

the identification of knowledge needs, the conduct of scientific research, and the use of results. 

 

Dimensions of key priority area 2 

Dimensions of meaningful science-

society interaction 

 

• Member States’ governments 

and the general public alike 

recognise value and use of 

science and technology for 

tackling global challenges. 

2.1.1 Member States’ governments’ recognition of 

the value and use of science and technology for 

tackling global challenges. 

2.1.2 General public’s recognition of the value and 

use of science and technology for tackling 

global challenges. 

• Engagement of society in 

science and research through 

the identification of 

knowledge needs, the 

conduct of scientific 

research, and the use of 

results. 

2.2.1 Engage society in science through identification 

of knowledge needs. 

2.2.2 Engage society in science through conduct of 

scientific research. 

2.2.3 Engage society in science through use of results. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to enable a 

knowledge society? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 2.1] for elaborated categories for measures and supporting 

indicators/evidence relevant to efforts aimed at creating and applying 

knowledge for the benefit of human development across society. 

 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to encourage 

peaceful applications of S&T? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 2.2.2] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence 

relevant to peaceful applications of science and technology in as much 

detail as possible. 

 

http://www.ibe.unesco.org/en/glossary-curriculum-terminology/k/knowledge-society
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Icon_2_blue.svg
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
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(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to ensure a 

scientific culture? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 2.2.1 and 2.2.3] to describe measures and supporting 

indicators/evidence related to developing scientific culture in as much 

detail as possible. 
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Evidence Available for Public Perspectives on Science and Scientific Researchers  

2.1 Member States’ governments and the general public alike recognise value and use of science and 

technology for tackling global challenges 

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

section, assess whether the general public “recognise value and use” science and technology offer to 

society.  

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 to obtain this type of information. 

Figure 4: Question #6 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

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. 

Figure 5: Question #8 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

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. 

Figure 6: Question #14 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

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. 
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Figure 7: Question #15 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

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. 

Figure 8: Question #5 from the International Science Survey (Pew ISSQ) 

 

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 them healthier, and making 

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

(“Completely agree”). 

Figure 9: Question #158 from the World Values Survey (WVS-7) 

 

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”). 
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Figure 10: Question #162 from the World Values Survey (WVS-7) 

 

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

that science and technology 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”). 

Figure 11: Question #163 from the World Values Survey (WVS-7) 
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2.2 Engagement of society in science and research through the identification of knowledge needs, the 

conduct of scientific research, and the use of results 

2.2.1 Engage society in science through identification of knowledge needs 

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 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. 

Figure 12: Question #2 from the International Science Survey (Pew ISSQ) 

 

 

2.2.2 Engage society in science through conduct of scientific research16 

Figure 13: Relevant questions from the SFI Science in Ireland Barometer 

To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? 
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The general public should have a say in how science 

develops. 
      

People who will be directly affected by scientific research 

should have a say in how it develops. 
      

Scientists have a professional responsibility to talk about 

research findings with the public. 
      

 

 
16 This could include citizen science and participatory methods of conducting scientific research, such as the 

practice of patient and public involvement (PPI) in medical research initiatives. 
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2.2.3 Engage society in science through use of results17 

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

section, assess whether the results of scientific research are available to the general public and 

whether the level of the society's engagement with science is sufficient. 

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 towards scientific research and its results. 

Figure 14: Question #6 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

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. 

Figure 15: Question #39 from the International Science Survey (Pew ISSQ) 

 

  

 
17 Example of an indicator for these public perspectives level (from Wellcome Global Monitor): Have you, 

personally, tried to get any information about science in the past 30 days? (yes, no, don’t know). 
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The Recommendation recognises the role of 

science in national policy and decision-making, 

international cooperation and development. 

 

Member States should use scientific knowledge in an inclusive and accountable manner to inform 

national policy and decision-making, and to advance international cooperation and development. 

Dimensions of key priority area 3 

Dimensions of science policy and 

diplomacy  

 

3.1 Using scientific knowledge to 

inform national policy and 

decision-making. 

3.1.1 Using scientific knowledge to inform national 

policy and decision-making in an inclusive 

manner. 

3.1.2 Using scientific knowledge to inform national 

policy and decision-making in an accountable 

manner. 

3.2 Using scientific knowledge to 

advance international 

cooperation and development. 

 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to encourage 

science diplomacy? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 3.2] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence 

relating to enhancing science diplomacy in as much detail as possible. 

 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to enable the uses 

of S&T knowledge for decision-making and policy? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 3.1.1 and 3.1.2] to describe measures and supporting 

indicators/evidence in as much detail as possible. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to ensure that 

scientists advise the government and its officials? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 3.1.1 and 3.1.2] to describe measures and supporting 

indicators/evidence in as much detail as possible. 

 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Icon_3_red.svg
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
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Evidence Available for Public Perspectives on Science and Scientific Researchers 

3.1 Using scientific knowledge to inform national policy and decision-making 

 

Figure 16: Scientific advice questions from the SFI Science in Ireland Barometer 

To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? 
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The government should look for scientific evidence when 

deciding how to solve problems. 
      

Scientific evidence should guide government policy.       

 

3.2 Using scientific knowledge to advance international cooperation and development 

 

Figure 17: Scientific knowledge benefitting international development and cooperation questions 

from the SFI Science in Ireland Barometer 

To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? 
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Science is making the world a better place.       

Science is failing to help with the real problems of 

ordinary people. 
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The Recommendation promotes science as a 

common good. 

 

Member States are urged to treat public funding of research and development as a form of public 

investment, the returns on which are long term and serve public interest. Open science, including 

the sharing of data, methods, results and the knowledge derived from science, intensifies the public 

role of science and should be facilitated and encouraged. 

Dimensions of key priority area 4 

Dimensions of science as a common 

good 

 

4.1 Treating public funding of 

research and development as a 

form of public investment to 

serve the long-term public 

interest. 

 

 

- 

4.2 Emphasis on the public role of 

science through the 

encouragement of open science, 

including the sharing of data, 

methods, results, and the 

knowledge derived from science. 

4.2.1 Emphasise public role of science 

4.2.2 Encourage sharing of scientific data 

4.2.3 Encourage sharing of scientific research 

methods 

4.2.4 Encourage sharing of scientific research results 

4.2.5 Encourage sharing of scientific knowledge 

derived from research 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to ensure 

openness in STI systems? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 4.2 and its subdimensions] to describe measures and supporting 

indicators/evidence in as much detail as possible. 

 

 

  

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:NYCS-bull-trans-4-red.svg
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
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Evidence Available for Public Perspectives on Science and Scientific Researchers 

4.1 Treating public funding of research and development as a form of public investment to serve the 

long-term public interest 

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

section, 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 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. 

Figure 18: Question #9A from the International Science Survey (Pew ISSQ) 

 

Figure 19: Science funding views questions from the SFI Science in Ireland Barometer 

To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? 
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Public money spent on science is well worth spending.       

The government should spend more money on scientific 

research. 
      

The general public should have a say in how science 

develops. 
      

This country is spending too much money on science.       

 

4.2 Emphasis on the public role of science through the encouragement of open science, including the 

sharing of data, methods, results, and the knowledge derived from science 

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

section, assess whether the general public understand what science and scientists are, as well as the 

level of trust 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.  
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Figure 20: Question #2 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

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

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

asks about transparency relating to funding and whether this information affects the level of trust or 

not. 

Figure 21: Question #14 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 
 

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 transparency relating to funding and whether this information affects the level of 

trust or not. 

Figure 22: Question #15 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 
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The Recommendation calls for inclusive and non-

discriminatory work conditions and access to 

education and employment in science. 

 

All citizens enjoy equal opportunities for the initial education and training needed for, and equal 

access to employment in scientific research. Scientific researchers enjoy equitable conditions of 

work. The participation of women and other under-represented groups should be actively 

encouraged in order to remediate inequalities. 

 

Dimensions of key priority area 5  

Dimensions of inclusiveness  

5.1 Assurance of equal opportunities 

for the initial education and 

training needed for, and equal 

access to employment in scientific 

research to all citizens. 

5.1.1 Assure equal opportunity for initial education 

and training required for scientific research 

careers. 

5.1.2 Assure equal access to employment in scientific 

research. 

5.2 Equitable conditions of work for 

all scientific researchers. 
- 

5.3 Encouragement of participation 

of women and other under-

represented groups to remediate 

inequalities. 

5.3.1 Encourage women’s participation in scientific 

research. 

5.3.2 Encourage other under-represented groups’ 

participation in scientific research. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to ensure that 

there is an environment of diversity and non-discrimination in the 

STI system? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3] to describe measures and supporting 

indicators/evidence in as much detail as possible. 

  

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:5_green.svg
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
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Evidence Available for Public Perspectives on Science and Scientific Researchers 

5.1 Assurance of equal opportunities  

 

5.1.1 Assure equal opportunity for initial education and training required for scientific research 

careers 

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

section, assess whether the general public had access to scientific knowledge at different types and 

levels of school(s). 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 and secondary school and/or college/university. This question is vital 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. 

Figure 23: Question #5 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 
 

5.1.2 Assure equal access to employment in scientific research18 

No indicators available from the data sources covered in this report. 

 
18 Examples of indicators for this level of public perspectives:  

1) Academic and research staff by grade and gender: Look at the career pipeline across the whole 

institution, and between STEMM and AHSSBL subjects. What are differences between women and 

men, and STEMM and AHSSBL subjects? Can you identify any issues in the pipeline at particular 

grades/levels? 

2) Academic and research staff on fixed-term, open-ended/permanent and zero-hour contracts by gender: 

What is the proportion of men and women on these contracts? What is being done to ensure continuity 

of employment, and to address any other issues, including redeployment schemes? 

3) Academic staff by contract function, grade and gender (research-only, research and teaching, and 

teaching only): What is the proportion of men and women on these contracts and at different job 

grades? 

4) Professional and support staff by grade and gender: Look at the career pipeline across the whole 

institution, between STEMM and AHSSBL subjects, and between academic and non-academic 

departments. What are differences between women and men, and academic and non-academic 

departments? Can you identify any issues at particular grades/levels? 

5) Professional and support staff on fixed-term, open-ended/permanent and zero-hour contracts by 

gender: What are the proportions of men and women on these contracts? What is being done to ensure 

continuity of employment, and to address any other issues, including redeployment schemes? 

6) Representation of men and women on the senior management team: Based on data by gender, staff type 

and grade, what is the institution doing to address any gender imbalance? 
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5.2 Equitable conditions of work for all scientific researchers19 

Figure 24: Relevant questions from the SFI Science in Ireland Barometer 

To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? 
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With hard work, anyone can be a scientist.       

Nearly everyone is capable of doing science, if they work 

at it. 
      

Scientists have poor working conditions in my country 

(reverse coded)20 
      

Only people from wealthy families can become scientists 

(reverse coded)21 
      

Some types of people will always struggle with science. 

(reverse coded) 
      

 

5.3 Encouragement of participation of women and other under-represented groups to remediate 

inequalities 

 

Figure 25: Relevant questions from the SFI Science in Ireland Barometer 

To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? 
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We need more gender diversity in science.       

We need more ethnic diversity in science.       

 
7) Proportion of heads of department by gender: What are the main concerns and achievements across the 

whole institution, and any differences between STEMM and AHSSBL departments? 

8) Proportion of heads of non-academic departments by gender: Based on data on non-academic 

departments (e.g., human resources, estates, finance, library services), what issues can you identify? 
19 Examples of indicators for this level of public perspectives: 

1) Academic leavers by grade and gender: What are reasons academic staff leave the institution? Are 

there differences between men and women, and differences in schools or departments? 

2) Equal pay audits/reviews: What are findings from the most recent equal pay audit? What are the 

institution’s top three priorities for addressing any disparities and enabling equality in pay that can be 

identified? 

3) Professional and support staff leavers by grade and gender: What are reasons staff leave the 

institution? Are there any differences between men and women, and differences in departments? 
20 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
21 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
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The Recommendation emphasises that any 

scientific conduct is subject to universal human 

rights standards. 

 

Research should be conducted in a responsible manner that respects the human rights of scientific 

researchers and human research subjects alike. Open access to research results and the knowledge 

derived from them promotes the human right to share in scientific advancement and its benefits. 

 

Dimensions of key priority area 6  

Dimensions of aligning science with 

human rights 

 

6.1 Responsible scientific conduct 6.1.1 Responsible scientific conduct respecting human 

rights of scientific researchers. 

6.1.2 Responsible scientific conduct respecting human 

rights of human research subjects. 

6.2 Promoting the human right to 

share scientific advancement 

and its benefits through open 

access to research results and 

the knowledge derived from 

them. 

6.2.1 Promote the human right to share scientific 

advancement and its benefits. 

6.2.2 Promote open access to research results. 

6.2.3 Promote open access to the knowledge derived 

from research results. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to ensure the 

human right to science? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 6.2] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to enable and 

secure the human right to health? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 6.2] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 

 

 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:NYCS-bull-trans-6-red.svg
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
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(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to ensure other 

human rights? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 6.1] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 
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Evidence Available for Public Perspectives on Science and Scientific Researchers 

6.1 Responsible scientific conduct  

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

section, assess the level of trust of the public in science and scientists. These results are an indicator of 

progress in the perception of 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 scientists. 

Figure 26: Question #11 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 
 

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

Figure 27: Question #12 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

 

6.2 Promoting the human right to share scientific advancement and its benefits through open access 

to research results and the knowledge derived from them 

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

section, 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 shared in a country. 

Figure 28: Question #1 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

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

work. 

Figure 29: Question #16 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 
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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 benefits society. 

Figure 30: Question #17 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

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 

indicator of scientific advancement benefiting society). 

Figure 31: Question #18 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

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). 

Figure 32: Question #19 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

Like 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”). 

Figure 33: Question #159 from the World Values Survey (WVS-7) 
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Figure 34: Trust in scientists questions from the SFI Science in Ireland Barometer 

How much do you distrust or trust scientists at research institutions in your country (such as 

universities) to: 
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Publicly communicate accurate 

information about their research. 
      

Create knowledge that is useful.       

Do their work with the intention of 

benefiting the public. 
      

Be open and honest about who is paying 

for their work. 
      

 

 

 

  



52 

 

 

The Recommendation balances the freedoms, rights, 

and responsibilities of researchers. 

 

Scientific researchers respect public accountability and carry out their work in a humanely, 

scientifically, socially, and ecologically responsible manner, while at the same time they enjoy the 

degree of autonomy and intellectual and academic freedom appropriate to their task and 

indispensable to the advancement of science and technology. 

 

Dimensions of key priority area 7 

Dimensions of balancing the freedom, 

rights, and responsibilities of 

researchers 

 

7.1 Respect for public accountability 

and execution of work in a 

humanely, scientifically, socially, 

and ecologically responsible 

manner. 

7.1.1 Respect for public accountability. 

7.1.2 Execution of scientific work in a humanely 

responsible manner. 

7.1.3 Execution of scientific work in a scientifically 

responsible manner. 

7.1.4 Execution of scientific work in a socially 

responsible manner. 

7.1.5 Execution of scientific work in an ecologically 

responsible manner. 

7.2 Autonomy and intellectual and 

academic freedom appropriate to 

researchers’ tasks. 

 

7.2.1 Ensuring autonomy appropriate to researchers’ 

tasks. 

7.2.2 Ensuring intellectual and academic freedom 

appropriate to researchers’ tasks. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to enable 

scientific freedom and scientific responsibility? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

7.1 and 7.2] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 

 

 

  

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:7_icon.svg
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
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Evidence Available for Public Perspectives on Science and Scientific Researchers 

7.1 Respect for public accountability and execution of work in a humanely, scientifically, socially, and 

ecologically responsible manner  

 

Figure 35: Perceptions of scientists questions from the SFI Science in Ireland Barometer 

For each pair of words below, please select the point between them that you think best describes 

SCIENTISTS. 

I think SCIENTISTS are... 

 3 2 1 0 1 2 3  

Essential        Unnecessary 

Fascinating        Uninteresting 

Inspiring        Depressing 

Stimulating        Dull 

Important        Unimportant 

Useful        Useless 

Beneficial        Harmful 

Honest        Dishonest 

 

7.2 Autonomy and intellectual and academic freedom appropriate to researchers’ tasks 

Figure 36: Questions aimed at measuring public perceptions of autonomy and academic freedom of 

researchers 

To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? 
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Scientists in my country are free to choose which topics 

they wish to research22 
      

The government in my country controls what scientists 

can say and do 

(reverse coded)23 

      

Scientists’ research and findings are independent from 

government control in my country24 
      

 
22 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
23 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
24 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
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Research organizations should keep a strong control over 

what their scientists say and do 

(reverse coded)25 

      

 

  

 
25 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
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The Recommendation calls for scientific 

integrity and ethical codes of conduct for 

science and research and their technical 

applications. 

Member States should establish suitable means to address the ethics of science and research 

integrity, through developing education and training regarding the ethical dimensions of science, 

establishing and supporting science ethics policies and committees, and stimulating the 

professional ethics of researchers including their intellectual integrity, sensitivity to conflicts of 

interest and vigilance regarding the potential consequences of their research and development 

activities, including their technical applications. 

 
Dimensions of key priority area 8 

Dimensions of scientific integrity  

8.1 Establishing means to address 

the ethics of science and research 

integrity. 

8.1.1 Establish means to address ethics of science. 

8.1.2 Establish means to address research integrity. 

8.2 Developing education and 

training regarding the ethical 

dimensions of science. 

 

- 

8.3 Establishing and supporting 

science ethics policies and 

committees. 

8.3.1 Establish and support science ethics policies. 

8.3.2 Establish and support science ethics committees. 

8.4 Stimulation of researchers’ 

professional ethics, intellectual 

integrity, sensitivity to conflicts 

of interest, and vigilance 

regarding the potential 

consequences of research and 

development activities and their 

technical applications. 

8.4.1 Stimulate researchers’ professional ethics. 

8.4.2 Stimulate researchers’ intellectual integrity. 

8.4.3 Stimulate researchers’ sensitivity to conflicts of 

interest. 

8.4.4 Stimulate researchers’ vigilance over potential 

consequences of R&D activities. 

8.4.5 Stimulate researcher’s vigilance regarding the 

potential consequences of technical 

applications. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to ensure that 

there are regulations impacting on research integrity and ethics? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 8.1 and 8.3] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence 

in as much detail as possible. 

 

 

https://commons.m.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:8_icon.svg
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
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(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to build 

and/support ethics infrastructure in STI systems? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 8.2 and 8.4] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence 

in as much detail as possible. 
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Evidence Available for Public Perspectives on Science and Scientific Researchers 

8.1-3 Research integrity and ethics 

Figure 37: Perceptions of scientists’ ethics and research integrity questions  

To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? 
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Scientists in my country are generally honest with the 

public26 
      

Scientists in my country are often unethical in how they 

do their work 

(reverse coded)27 

      

Scientists generally treat their human research 

participants with respect28 
      

I trust scientists in my country to tell the truth about their 

work29 
      

 

8.4 Stimulation of researchers’ professional ethics, intellectual integrity, sensitivity to conflict of 

interest, and vigilance over potential consequences of research and development activities and their 

technical applications 

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

section, assess the public perception of the ethical side of science and scientists. Responses indicate 

public perceptions of progress in establishing professional integrity by scientists and their work. 

Question #13 from the WGM survey 2018 evaluates how much the public trusts scientists to find 

accurate information about the world. This question not only indicates a level of trust in scientists, but 

also in their methods. 

Figure 38 Question #13 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

 

 
26 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
27 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
28 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
29 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
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Figure 39: Perceptions of infrastructure for ethics and research integrity questions 

To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? 
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There are strong systems in my country to ensure that 

scientists are being ethical in how they do their work30 
      

Scientists in my country can be as unethical as they want 

to be, and nobody will stop them 

(reverse coded)31 

      

Universities in my country have a good reputation for 

ensuring that scientific research does not cause any harm 

to citizens32 

      

 

 

 

 

  

 
30 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
31 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
32 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
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The Recommendation recognises the vital 

importance of human capital for a sound and 

responsible science system. 

 

Human capital is the principal pillar of a sound science system. Member States should develop 

policies with respect to the training, employment, career prospects, and work conditions of 

scientific researchers. These policies should address, inter alia, adequate career development 

prospects; lifelong learning opportunities; the facilitation of mobility and international travel; the 

protection of health and social security; and inclusive and transparent performance appraisal 

systems for scientific researchers. 

 
Dimensions of key priority area 9 

Dimensions of developing human 

capital in science 

 

9.1 Developing policies with respect 

to the training, employment, 

career prospects, and work 

conditions of scientific 

researchers. 

9.1.1 Develop policies with respect to scientific 

researchers’ training. 

9.1.2 Develop policies with respect to scientific 

researchers’ employment. 

9.1.3 Develop policies with respect to scientific 

researchers’ career prospects. 

9.1.4 Develop policies with respect to scientific 

researchers’ work conditions. 

9.2 Developing policies that address 

adequate career development 

prospects, lifelong learning 

opportunities, the facilitation of 

mobility and international travel, 

the protection of health and 

social security, and inclusive and 

transparent performance 

appraisal systems for scientific 

researchers. 

9.2.1 Develop policies that address career development 

prospects. 

9.2.2 Develop policies that address life-long learning 

opportunities. 

9.2.3 Develop policies that address mobility and 

international travel. 

9.2.4 Develop policies that address the protection of 

health and social security. 

9.2.5 Develop policies that address inclusive and 

transparent performance appraisal systems. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to ensure that the 

STI system contributes to target 9.533 of UNESCO’s Agenda 2030? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 9.1] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 

 

 

 
33 Target 9.5: Enhance scientific research, upgrade the technological capabilities of industrial sectors in all 

countries, in particular developing countries, including, by 2030, encouraging innovation and substantially 

increasing the number of research and development workers per 1 million people and public and private 

research and development spending (UNESCO). 
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(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to strengthen the 

human capital for research by ensuring career prospects and mobility 

for scientific researchers? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 9.2.1] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to strengthen the 

human capital for research by enabling learning opportunities for 

scientific researchers? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 9.2.2] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to strengthen the 

human capital for research by encouraging international travel for 

scientific researchers? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 9.2.3] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to strengthen the 

human capital for research by ensuring social security for scientific 

researchers? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 9.2.4] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to strengthen the 

human capital for research by encouraging an appraisal system for 

scientific researchers? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 9.2.5] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 
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Evidence Available for Public Perspectives on Science and Scientific Researchers 

9.1 Developing policies with respect to the training, employment, career prospects, and work 

conditions of scientific researchers 

Figure 40: Questions relating to the enabling environment for scientific researchers 

To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? 
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Scientific research is a well-regarded career pathway in 

my country 34 
      

Scientists are often mistreated by their employers in my 

country 

(reverse coded)35 

      

Scientists generally have good working conditions in my 

country36 
      

 

9.2 Developing policies that address adequate career development prospects, lifelong learning 

opportunities, the facilitation of mobility and international travel, the protection of health and social 

security, and inclusive and transparent performance appraisal systems for scientific researchers 

 

Figure 41: Questions relating to the enabling environment for scientific researchers 

To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? 
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Scientists in my country are well-connected to other 

scientists around the world37 
      

Scientists in my country have stressful working 

conditions 

(reverse coded)38 

      

 
34 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
35 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
36 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
37 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
38 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
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Scientists in my country are given a lot of support by 

their employers39 
      

 

  

  

 
39 This question has been prepared specifically for this report, following a similar structure to existing SFI 

Science in Ireland Barometer survey items. 
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The Recommendation stresses the role of Member 

States in creating an enabling environment for 

science and research. 

 

Member States – government and non-government stakeholders alike – should create a stimulating 

environment for a sound science system with adequate human and institutional capacities, by 

facilitating satisfactory work conditions, moral support, and public recognition of successful 

performance of scientific researchers; by supporting education in science and technology; by 

promoting publishing and sharing data and results that meet adequate quality standards; and by 

monitoring the implementation and impact of such efforts. 

 

Dimensions of key priority area 10 

Dimensions of creating an 

enabling environment 

 

10.1 Creating a stimulating 

environment for a sound 

science system with adequate 

human and institutional 

capacities. 

10.1.1 Create stimulating environment for science and 

research. 

10.1.2 Create a sound science system. 

10.1.3 Develop adequate human and institutional 

capacities in science system. 

10.2 Facilitating satisfactory work 

conditions, moral support, and 

public recognition of successful 

performance of scientific 

researchers. 

10.2.1 Facilitate satisfactory work conditions. 

10.2.2 Facilitate moral support. 

10.2.3 Recognise researchers’ successful performance. 

10.3 Supporting education in science 

and technology. 

10.3.1 Support science education. 

10.3.2 Support technology education. 

10.4 Promoting publishing and 

sharing data and results that 

meet adequate quality 

standards. 

10.4.1 Promote quality research publishing. 

10.4.2 Promote sharing research data in a way that meets 

adequate quality standards. 

10.4.3 Promote sharing research results in a way that 

meets adequate quality standards. 

10.5 Monitoring the implementation 

and impact of efforts to create 

an enabling environment for 

science and research. 

 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to enable an 

environment for science and research by providing infrastructure 

and S&T services? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 10.1, 10.2, 10.3 and 10.4] to describe measures and supporting 

indicators/evidence in as much detail as possible. 
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Evidence Available for Public Perspectives on Science and Scientific Researchers 

10.1-2 Creating a stimulating environment for a sound science system with adequate human and 

institutional capacities with public recognition of the performance of scientists 

Figure 42: Perceptions of science questions from the SFI Science in Ireland Barometer 

For each pair of words below, please select the point between them that you think best describes 

SCIENCE. 

I think SCIENCE is... 

 3 2 1 0 1 2 3  

Essential        Unnecessary 

Important        Unimportant 

Useful        Useless 

Beneficial        Harmful 

Honest        Dishonest 

 

10.3 Supporting education in science and technology 

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

section, assess whether the general public 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 – in supporting and stimulating an environment 

in which science and technology can flourish. 

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

primary or secondary school and/or college/university. This question is of vital importance to 

understand potential gaps in science curricula within a country’s education system. 

Figure 43 Question #5 from the Wellcome Global Monitor Survey 2018 

 

 

10.4-5 Promoting publishing and sharing data and results that meet adequate quality standards and 

monitoring the implementation and impact of efforts to create an enabling environment for science 

and research 

Not appropriate for measurement at the general public level. 
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Recommendations on how to improve 

MORRI indicators 

New Benchmark Survey Indicators for 

Global RRI Monitoring and Evaluation  

 

Individual Researchers Level of 

Measurement 

 

Globally Relevant Responsible Research and 

Innovation Indicators organised into the 10 

Key Priority Areas from the UNESCO 

Recommendation on Science & Scientific 

Researchers 
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Data Sources for Benchmark Survey 

Indicators at the Individual Researchers Level 

This report documents indicators that can provide evidence relevant to the individual researchers level 

of responsible research and innovation indicators. Here, these indicators are organised according to 

the 10 Key Priority Areas for the UNESCO RSSR. This section of the report describes the sources of 

global survey data that have been used to provide these indicators, and that research stakeholders 

around the world can use to assess their current status with responsible research and innovation. 

 
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. 

 

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. 

 

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 
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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. 
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Global RRI Indicators Framework: 

Individual Researchers Level of Measurement 

 

About this section of the document: 

The next section of the document is devoted to documenting RRI indicators from the data sources that 

have been introduced above. These indicators have been organised according to the 10 Key Priority 

Areas for national monitoring of the implementation of the RSSR, a process which is organised by 

UNESCO. This framework for RRI indicators at the level of individual researchers is indicative and 

intended to be developed further in the future. 

This document was originally designed to assist Member States and the Working Groups to deliver 

expert input into the RSSR monitoring process. In particular, Member State government 

representatives and Working Groups were encouraged to draw on the evidence that has been 

documented here to prepare a comprehensive, evidence-based report based on relevant indicators.  
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The Recommendation underlines the 

responsibility of science towards the United 

Nations’ ideals of human dignity, progress, 

justice, peace, welfare of humankind and respect 

for the environment.40 

Science is part of Member States’ efforts to develop more humane, just and inclusive societies and 

serves to further the United Nations ideals of peace and welfare of humankind. 

Dimensions of key priority area 1 

Dimensions of responsibility of science 

towards UN ideals 

 

1.2 Promote science’s efforts to 

develop more humane, just, and 

inclusive societies, furthering the 

United Nations ideals of peace 

and welfare of humankind. 

1.1.1 Promote science’s efforts to develop societies that 

are: 

e) More humane  

f) More just  

g) More inclusive 

h) More environmentally sustainable 

1.1.2 Further the UN ideals for humankind of: 

c) Peace  

d) Welfare 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to encourage that 

STI is geared to help achieve the Sustainable Development Goals 

(SDGs)? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 1.1.1 and 1.1.2] to describe measures and supporting 

indicators/evidence in as much detail as possible. 

 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to encourage 

gender equality in STI systems? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please use the detailed categories provided [see 1.1.1(c)] below to 

describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as much detail 

as possible. 

 

 

 
40 Consider any evidence available at the levels of national and regional scientific systems to evaluate how far 

the RSSR have been implemented. Is there evidence of the extent of RSSR implementation in national and 

regional research policy through to research funding systems, research performing organisations and finally to 

individual researchers and the general public (and changes reverberate around these different levels)? 
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Measures Available for Researchers’ Perspectives  

1.1 Promote science’s efforts to develop more humane, just, inclusive and environmentally sustainable 

societies, furthering the United Nations ideals of peace and welfare of humankind 

 

Example for this subdimension on environmental sustainability: How familiar are you (the 

respondent) with the UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)? (e.g. not at all familiar, slightly 

familiar, somewhat familiar, moderately familiar, extremely familiar, unsure) [Note: This example 

applies to the subdimensions on environmental sustainability for all levels of this key area on the 

responsibility of science towards the UN ideals.]  
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The Recommendation emphasises the need for 

science to meaningfully interact with society and 

vice versa. 

Member States’ governments and the general public alike recognise the value and use of science 

and technology for tackling global challenges. Society is engaged in science and research through 

the identification of knowledge needs, the conduct of scientific research, and the use of results. 

 

Dimensions of key priority area 2 

Dimensions of meaningful science-

society interaction 

 

• Member States’ governments 

and the general public alike 

recognise value and use of 

science and technology for 

tackling global challenges. 

2.1.1 Member States’ governments’ recognition of 

the value and use of science and technology for 

tackling global challenges. 

2.1.2 General public’s recognition of the value and 

use of science and technology for tackling 

global challenges. 

• Engagement of society in 

science and research through 

the identification of 

knowledge needs, the 

conduct of scientific 

research, and the use of 

results. 

2.2.1 Engage society in science through identification 

of knowledge needs. 

2.2.2 Engage society in science through conduct of 

scientific research. 

2.2.3 Engage society in science through use of results. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to enable a 

knowledge society? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 2.1] for elaborated categories for measures and supporting 

indicators/evidence relevant to efforts aimed at creating and applying 

knowledge for the benefit of human development across society. 

 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to encourage 

peaceful applications of S&T? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 2.2.2] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence 

relevant to peaceful applications of science and technology in as much 

detail as possible. 

 

http://www.ibe.unesco.org/en/glossary-curriculum-terminology/k/knowledge-society
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Icon_2_blue.svg
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
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(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to ensure a 

scientific culture? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 2.2.1 and 2.2.3] to describe measures and supporting 

indicators/evidence related to developing scientific culture in as much 

detail as possible. 
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Measures Available for Researchers’ Perspectives  

2.1 Member States’ governments and the general public alike recognise value and use of science and 

technology for tackling global challenges 

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

section, assesses 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 as wide a public as possible. 

The responses range from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. 

Figure 44: Question 11.1 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 
 
Following the same line, question #11.2 and #11.3 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. 

 
Figure 45: Question #11.2 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 
 
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,  

 

Figure 46: Question #11.3 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 
 

2.2 Engagement of society in science and research through the identification of knowledge needs, the 

conduct of scientific research, and the use of results 

 

2.2.1 Engage society in science through identification of knowledge needs 

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

section, addresses 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. 

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 

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? 
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Figure 47: Question 5.1 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 

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. 

Figure 48: Question 13.1 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 

Question #13.2 and #13.3 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. 

Figure 49: Question #13.2 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 
 

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, 

 

Figure 50: Question #13.3 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 
 

2.2.2 Engage society in science through conduct of scientific research 

No indicators available from the data sources covered in this report. 

 

2.2.3 Engage society in science through use of results 

No indicators available from the data sources covered in this report. 

  

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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The Recommendation recognises the role of 

science in national policy and decision-making, 

international cooperation and development. 

 

Member States should use scientific knowledge in an inclusive and accountable manner to inform 

national policy and decision-making, and to advance international cooperation and development. 

Dimensions of key priority area 3 

Dimensions of science policy and 

diplomacy  

 

3.1 Using scientific knowledge to 

inform national policy and 

decision-making. 

3.1.1 Using scientific knowledge to inform national 

policy and decision-making in an inclusive 

manner. 

3.1.2 Using scientific knowledge to inform national 

policy and decision-making in an accountable 

manner. 

3.2 Using scientific knowledge to 

advance international 

cooperation and development. 

 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to encourage 

science diplomacy? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 3.2] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence 

relating to enhancing science diplomacy in as much detail as possible. 

 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to enable the uses 

of S&T knowledge for decision-making and policy? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 3.1.1 and 3.1.2] to describe measures and supporting 

indicators/evidence in as much detail as possible. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to ensure that 

scientists advise the government and its officials? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 3.1.1 and 3.1.2] to describe measures and supporting 

indicators/evidence in as much detail as possible. 

 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Icon_3_red.svg
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
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Measures Available for Researchers’ Perspectives  

3.1 Using scientific knowledge to inform national policy and decision-making 

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

section, 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. 

Figure 51: Question from the Frontiers’ Academic response to COVID-19 survey 

  

 

3.2 Using scientific knowledge to advance international cooperation and development 

No indicators available from the data sources covered in this report. 

 

  

Q: How much would you agree with the following statement?  

• Policy makers have taken scientific advice into account sufficiently during COVID-19 
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The Recommendation promotes science as a 

common good. 

 

Member States are urged to treat public funding of research and development as a form of public 

investment, the returns on which are long term and serve public interest. Open science, including 

the sharing of data, methods, results and the knowledge derived from science, intensifies the public 

role of science and should be facilitated and encouraged. 

Dimensions of key priority area 4 

Dimensions of science as a common 

good 

 

4.1 Treating public funding of 

research and development as a 

form of public investment to 

serve the long-term public 

interest. 

 

 

- 

4.2 Emphasis on the public role of 

science through the 

encouragement of open science, 

including the sharing of data, 

methods, results, and the 

knowledge derived from science. 

4.2.1 Emphasise public role of science 

4.2.2 Encourage sharing of scientific data 

4.2.3 Encourage sharing of scientific research 

methods 

4.2.4 Encourage sharing of scientific research results 

4.2.5 Encourage sharing of scientific knowledge 

derived from research 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to ensure 

openness in STI systems? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 4.2 and its subdimensions] to describe measures and supporting 

indicators/evidence in as much detail as possible. 

 

 

  

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:NYCS-bull-trans-4-red.svg
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
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Evidence Available for Public Perspectives on Science and Scientific Researchers 

4.1-2 Emphasis on the public role of science through the encouragement of open science, including the 

sharing of data, methods, results, and the knowledge derived from science 

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

section, 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. 

Figure 52: Question 12.1 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 
 
Question #12.2 and #12.3 from the RRING survey continues with the same issue and asks what steps 

have the researchers´ taken to make data from their research and innovation activities freely available. 

 
Figure 53: Question #12.2 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 

Figure 54: Question #12.3 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 

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. 

Figure 55: Question from the Frontiers’ Academic response to COVID-19 survey 

 

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. 

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 

In the last 12 months, have you taken steps to make data from your research and innovation 

activities freely available? 

If yes: What steps, if any, have you taken 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?  

• I am more likely to publish my work in open access journals 

• I am more likely to share my data 

• I am more likely to deposit my work on a preprint server 
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Figure 56: Question #11 from the OECD International Survey of Scientific Authors 

 

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.  

Figure 57 Question #12 from the OECD International Survey of Scientific Authors 

 

 

4.2.3 Encourage sharing of scientific research methods 

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

section, 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. 

Figure 58: Question 10.1 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 

Question #10.2 and #10.3 from the RRING survey continues with the same issue and asks what steps 

have the researchers´ taken to make their research and innovation methods/processes open and 

transparent. 

Figure 59: Question #10.2 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 

In the last 12 months, have you taken steps to ensure your research and innovation 
methods/processes are open and transparent? 
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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,  

 

Figure 60: Question #10.3 from the RRING survey on socially responsible research/innovation 

 
 

4.2.4-5 Encourage sharing of scientific research results and scientific knowledge derived from 

research 

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

section, assesses 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. 

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. 

Figure 61: Question from the Frontiers’ Academic response to COVID-19 survey 

 

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. 

Figure 62: Question #6 from the OECD International Survey of Scientific Authors 

 

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. 

If yes: What steps, if any, have you taken to ensure your research and innovation 
methods/processes are open and transparent? 

Q: How has the COVID-19 pandemic changed the way you will publish and share your work in the 

future?  

• I am more likely to publish my work in open access journals 

• I am more likely to share my data 

• I am more likely to deposit my work on a preprint server 
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Figure 63: Question #13 from the OECD International Survey of Scientific Authors 
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The Recommendation calls for inclusive and non-

discriminatory work conditions and access to 

education and employment in science. 

 

All citizens enjoy equal opportunities for the initial education and training needed for, and equal 

access to employment in scientific research. Scientific researchers enjoy equitable conditions of 

work. The participation of women and other under-represented groups should be actively 

encouraged in order to remediate inequalities. 

 

Dimensions of key priority area 5  

Dimensions of inclusiveness  

5.1 Assurance of equal opportunities 

for the initial education and 

training needed for, and equal 

access to employment in scientific 

research to all citizens. 

5.1.1 Assure equal opportunity for initial education 

and training required for scientific research 

careers. 

5.1.2 Assure equal access to employment in scientific 

research. 

5.2 Equitable conditions of work for 

all scientific researchers. 
- 

5.3 Encouragement of participation 

of women and other under-

represented groups to remediate 

inequalities. 

5.3.1 Encourage women’s participation in scientific 

research. 

5.3.2 Encourage other under-represented groups’ 

participation in scientific research. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to ensure that 

there is an environment of diversity and non-discrimination in the 

STI system? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3] to describe measures and supporting 

indicators/evidence in as much detail as possible. 

  

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:5_green.svg
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
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Measures Available for Researchers’ Perspectives 

5.1 Assurance of equal opportunities  

Examples of indicators for this level of public perspectives:  

1) Academic and research staff by grade and gender: Look at the career pipeline across the whole 

institution, and between STEMM and AHSSBL subjects. What are differences between women and 

men, and STEMM and AHSSBL subjects? Can you identify any issues in the pipeline at particular 

grades/levels? 

2) Academic and research staff on fixed-term, open-ended/permanent and zero-hour contracts by gender: 

What is the proportion of men and women on these contracts? What is being done to ensure continuity 

of employment, and to address any other issues, including redeployment schemes? 

3) Academic staff by contract function, grade and gender (research-only, research and teaching, and 

teaching only): What is the proportion of men and women on these contracts and at different job 

grades? 

4) Professional and support staff by grade and gender: Look at the career pipeline across the whole 

institution, between STEMM and AHSSBL subjects, and between academic and non-academic 

departments. What are differences between women and men, and academic and non-academic 

departments? Can you identify any issues at particular grades/levels? 

5) Professional and support staff on fixed-term, open-ended/permanent and zero-hour contracts by 

gender: What are the proportions of men and women on these contracts? What is being done to ensure 

continuity of employment, and to address any other issues, including redeployment schemes? 

6) Representation of men and women on the senior management team: Based on data by gender, staff type 

and grade, what is the institution doing to address any gender imbalance? 

7) Proportion of heads of department by gender: What are the main concerns and achievements across the 

whole institution, and any differences between STEMM and AHSSBL departments? 

8) Proportion of heads of non-academic departments by gender: Based on data on non-academic 

departments (e.g., human resources, estates, finance, library services), what issues can you identify? 

5.2 Equitable conditions of work for all scientific researchers41 

Examples of indicators for this level of public perspectives: 

1) Academic leavers by grade and gender: What are reasons academic staff leave the institution? Are 

there differences between men and women, and differences in schools or departments? 

2) Equal pay audits/reviews: What are findings from the most recent equal pay audit? What are the 

institution’s top three priorities for addressing any disparities and enabling equality in pay that can be 

identified? 

Professional and support staff leavers by grade and gender: What are reasons staff leave the 

institution? Are there any differences between men and women, and differences in departments? 

5.3 Encouragement of participation of women and other under-represented groups to remediate 

inequalities 

Representation of men and women on influential institutional committees, including the board: Based on data by 

committee, gender, internal/external membership, staff type and grade, how are committee members identified, 

is any consideration given to gender equality in the selection of representatives, and what is the institution doing 

to address any gender imbalances? 
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The Recommendation emphasises that any 

scientific conduct is subject to universal human 

rights standards. 

 

Research should be conducted in a responsible manner that respects the human rights of scientific 

researchers and human research subjects alike. Open access to research results and the knowledge 

derived from them promotes the human right to share in scientific advancement and its benefits. 

 

Dimensions of key priority area 6  

Dimensions of aligning science with 

human rights 

 

6.1 Responsible scientific conduct 6.1.1 Responsible scientific conduct respecting human 

rights of scientific researchers. 

6.1.2 Responsible scientific conduct respecting human 

rights of human research subjects. 

6.2 Promoting the human right to 

share scientific advancement 

and its benefits through open 

access to research results and 

the knowledge derived from 

them. 

6.2.1 Promote the human right to share scientific 

advancement and its benefits. 

6.2.2 Promote open access to research results. 

6.2.3 Promote open access to the knowledge derived 

from research results. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to ensure the 

human right to science? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 6.2] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to enable and 

secure the human right to health? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 6.2] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 

 

 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:NYCS-bull-trans-6-red.svg
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
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(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to ensure other 

human rights? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 6.1] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 
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Measures Available for Researchers’ Perspectives 

6.1-2 Responsible scientific conduct  

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

section, 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. 

Figure 64: Question from the Frontiers’ Academic response to COVID-19 survey 

 

  

Q: How has the COVID-19 pandemic changed the way you will publish and share your work in the 

future?  

• I am more likely to publish my work in open access journals 

• I am more likely to share my data 

• I am more likely to deposit my work on a preprint server 
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The Recommendation balances the freedoms, rights, 

and responsibilities of researchers. 

 

Scientific researchers respect public accountability and carry out their work in a humanely, 

scientifically, socially, and ecologically responsible manner, while at the same time they enjoy the 

degree of autonomy and intellectual and academic freedom appropriate to their task and 

indispensable to the advancement of science and technology. 

 

Dimensions of key priority area 7 

Dimensions of balancing the freedom, 

rights, and responsibilities of 

researchers 

 

7.1 Respect for public accountability 

and execution of work in a 

humanely, scientifically, socially, 

and ecologically responsible 

manner. 

7.1.1 Respect for public accountability. 

7.1.2 Execution of scientific work in a humanely 

responsible manner. 

7.1.3 Execution of scientific work in a scientifically 

responsible manner. 

7.1.4 Execution of scientific work in a socially 

responsible manner. 

7.1.5 Execution of scientific work in an ecologically 

responsible manner. 

7.2 Autonomy and intellectual and 

academic freedom appropriate to 

researchers’ tasks. 

 

7.2.1 Ensuring autonomy appropriate to researchers’ 

tasks. 

7.2.2 Ensuring intellectual and academic freedom 

appropriate to researchers’ tasks. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to enable 

scientific freedom and scientific responsibility? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

7.1 and 7.2] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 

 

 

  

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:7_icon.svg
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
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Measures Available for Researchers’ Perspectives  

7.1-2 Respect for public accountability and execution of work in a humanely, scientifically, socially, and 

ecologically responsible manner  

 

Question set from Wellcome Research Culture survey  

How far do you agree or disagree with the following statements relating to research culture? 
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In terms of indicators linked to this dimension of the RSSR, it would be relevant to understand 

researchers’ perspectives on whether they are being included in the definition process of the aims and 

objectives of the programmes in which they are engaged and to the determination of the methods to be 

adopted which should be scientifically responsible. {paragraph 16(a-ii)} 

It would also be relevant to understand researchers’ perspectives on the existing mechanisms to 

promote access to research results and engage in the sharing of their scientific data between their 

peers, and to policymakers and the public. {paragraph 16(a-v)} 
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The Recommendation calls for scientific 

integrity and ethical codes of conduct for 

science and research and their technical 

applications. 

Member States should establish suitable means to address the ethics of science and research 

integrity, through developing education and training regarding the ethical dimensions of science, 

establishing and supporting science ethics policies and committees, and stimulating the 

professional ethics of researchers including their intellectual integrity, sensitivity to conflicts of 

interest and vigilance regarding the potential consequences of their research and development 

activities, including their technical applications. 

 
Dimensions of key priority area 8 

Dimensions of scientific integrity  

8.1 Establishing means to address 

the ethics of science and research 

integrity. 

8.1.1 Establish means to address ethics of science. 

8.1.2 Establish means to address research integrity. 

8.2 Developing education and 

training regarding the ethical 

dimensions of science. 

 

- 

8.3 Establishing and supporting 

science ethics policies and 

committees. 

8.3.1 Establish and support science ethics policies. 

8.3.2 Establish and support science ethics committees. 

8.4 Stimulation of researchers’ 

professional ethics, intellectual 

integrity, sensitivity to conflicts 

of interest, and vigilance 

regarding the potential 

consequences of research and 

development activities and their 

technical applications. 

8.4.1 Stimulate researchers’ professional ethics. 

8.4.2 Stimulate researchers’ intellectual integrity. 

8.4.3 Stimulate researchers’ sensitivity to conflicts of 

interest. 

8.4.4 Stimulate researchers’ vigilance over potential 

consequences of R&D activities. 

8.4.5 Stimulate researcher’s vigilance regarding the 

potential consequences of technical 

applications. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to ensure that 

there are regulations impacting on research integrity and ethics? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 8.1 and 8.3] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence 

in as much detail as possible. 

 

 

https://commons.m.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:8_icon.svg
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/
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(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to build 

and/support ethics infrastructure in STI systems? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 8.2 and 8.4] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence 

in as much detail as possible. 
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Measures Available for Researchers’ Perspectives 

8.1-4 Establishing means to address the ethics of science and research integrity 

Question from Wellcome Research Culture survey  
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The Recommendation recognises the vital 

importance of human capital for a sound and 

responsible science system. 

 

Human capital is the principal pillar of a sound science system. Member States should develop 

policies with respect to the training, employment, career prospects, and work conditions of 

scientific researchers. These policies should address, inter alia, adequate career development 

prospects; lifelong learning opportunities; the facilitation of mobility and international travel; the 

protection of health and social security; and inclusive and transparent performance appraisal 

systems for scientific researchers. 

 
Dimensions of key priority area 9 

Dimensions of developing human 

capital in science 

 

9.1 Developing policies with respect 

to the training, employment, 

career prospects, and work 

conditions of scientific 

researchers. 

9.1.1 Develop policies with respect to scientific 

researchers’ training. 

9.1.2 Develop policies with respect to scientific 

researchers’ employment. 

9.1.3 Develop policies with respect to scientific 

researchers’ career prospects. 

9.1.4 Develop policies with respect to scientific 

researchers’ work conditions. 

9.2 Developing policies that address 

adequate career development 

prospects, lifelong learning 

opportunities, the facilitation of 

mobility and international travel, 

the protection of health and 

social security, and inclusive and 

transparent performance 

appraisal systems for scientific 

researchers. 

9.2.1 Develop policies that address career development 

prospects. 

9.2.2 Develop policies that address life-long learning 

opportunities. 

9.2.3 Develop policies that address mobility and 

international travel. 

9.2.4 Develop policies that address the protection of 

health and social security. 

9.2.5 Develop policies that address inclusive and 

transparent performance appraisal systems. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to ensure that the 

STI system contributes to target 9.542 of UNESCO’s Agenda 2030? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 9.1] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 

 

 

 
42 Target 9.5: Enhance scientific research, upgrade the technological capabilities of industrial sectors in all 

countries, in particular developing countries, including, by 2030, encouraging innovation and substantially 

increasing the number of research and development workers per 1 million people and public and private 

research and development spending (UNESCO). 
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(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to strengthen the 

human capital for research by ensuring career prospects and mobility 

for scientific researchers? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 9.2.1] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to strengthen the 

human capital for research by enabling learning opportunities for 

scientific researchers? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 9.2.2] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to strengthen the 

human capital for research by encouraging international travel for 

scientific researchers? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 9.2.3] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to strengthen the 

human capital for research by ensuring social security for scientific 

researchers? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 9.2.4] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to strengthen the 

human capital for research by encouraging an appraisal system for 

scientific researchers? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 9.2.5] to describe measures and supporting indicators/evidence in as 

much detail as possible. 
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Measures Available for Researchers 

9.1-2 Developing policies with respect to the training, employment, career prospects, and work 

conditions of scientific researchers 

Question from Wellcome Research Culture survey  

What would you consider to be the markers of a successful career in the research community? 
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The Recommendation stresses the role of Member 

States in creating an enabling environment for 

science and research. 

 

Member States – government and non-government stakeholders alike – should create a stimulating 

environment for a sound science system with adequate human and institutional capacities, by 

facilitating satisfactory work conditions, moral support, and public recognition of successful 

performance of scientific researchers; by supporting education in science and technology; by 

promoting publishing and sharing data and results that meet adequate quality standards; and by 

monitoring the implementation and impact of such efforts. 

 

Dimensions of key priority area 10 

Dimensions of creating an 

enabling environment 

 

10.1 Creating a stimulating 

environment for a sound 

science system with adequate 

human and institutional 

capacities. 

10.1.1 Create stimulating environment for science and 

research. 

10.1.2 Create a sound science system. 

10.1.3 Develop adequate human and institutional 

capacities in science system. 

10.2 Facilitating satisfactory work 

conditions, moral support, and 

public recognition of successful 

performance of scientific 

researchers. 

10.2.1 Facilitate satisfactory work conditions. 

10.2.2 Facilitate moral support. 

10.2.3 Recognise researchers’ successful performance. 

10.3 Supporting education in science 

and technology. 

10.3.1 Support science education. 

10.3.2 Support technology education. 

10.4 Promoting publishing and 

sharing data and results that 

meet adequate quality 

standards. 

10.4.1 Promote quality research publishing. 

10.4.2 Promote sharing research data in a way that meets 

adequate quality standards. 

10.4.3 Promote sharing research results in a way that 

meets adequate quality standards. 

10.5 Monitoring the implementation 

and impact of efforts to create 

an enabling environment for 

science and research. 

 

 

(a) In the period 2017-2020, were measures in place to enable an 

environment for science and research by providing infrastructure 

and S&T services? 

Yes / No  

If Yes, please consider using the detailed categories provided below [see 

all of 10.1, 10.2, 10.3 and 10.4] to describe measures and supporting 

indicators/evidence in as much detail as possible. 
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Measures Available for Researchers 

10.1-5 Creating a stimulating environment for a sound science system with adequate human and 

institutional capacities 

Question set from Wellcome Research Culture survey  

Do you face any barriers in achieving a successful career in the research community?   

 

Question set from Wellcome Research Culture survey  

How far do you agree or disagree with the following statements relating to your current 

working environment? 
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Conclusion: Recommendations for improving MoRRI 

indicators on a global scale 

As previously mentioned, relying on just one set of indicators from just one world region’s 

perspective, such as the MoRRI indicator set, can limit evaluation of progress and result in significant 

information gaps when scaled up to a global level. Furthermore, the need for more methodologically 

robust measurement approaches is clear in the context of RRI. Appropriate methods of monitoring 

and evaluation are achievable through the application of relevant social research principles: 

Evaluation is just one type of research framework, which focuses on whether a set of 

objectives have, in fact, been achieved. There is every reason to expect both 

knowledge and practical guidance to emerge from the same well-designed impact 

evaluation. (Jensen 2014: C04) 

Beyond the social research aspect of indicators, however, there must be a consideration of the 

practicalities of implementing an indicators framework. Who will ensure that indicator data are 

collected? How will the quality of that data be assured? What will motivate nations or organisations to 

collect, collate, analyse and report such data? This report has aimed to keep such practical 

considerations in scope as we explored the current landscape of RRI indicators and made 

recommendations for the development of a global framework. 

While the search for an appropriate, methodologically robust and globally relevant evaluation method 

is important, RRI concepts may resist measurement with a single instrument, method or an immutable 

set of indicators. This is the reason why the use of diverse data sources provides an opportunity to 

gather information to enable methodological triangulation between sources and different global 

conceptualisations of RRI. These benchmark survey data sources (and others) can be used to contrast 

and compare results between countries and/or localities, and to identify good practices that could be 

replicated in different parts of the world. 

The use of independent international surveys also allows the conceptualisation of RRI itself and its 

indicators to evolve on a global level. If the type of surveys mentioned in this report are used, then the 

opportunities for useful empirical insights to emerge that can reflect back on RRI’s conceptualisation 

itself. For example, what level of public buy-in is there for different aspects of RRI that have been 

promulgated in their name? What are the true concerns of the public about the future direction of 

research and innovation? Sources of data on these questions will be many and varied, and often bound 

to particular national research contexts and reported in local languages. To effectively mobilise 

evidence-based practice in the context of RRI, a wider community of international research policy, 

practice and evaluation must emerge to bring diverse perspectives into dialogue (e.g. see Jensen & 

Gerber, 2020). Such efforts can greatly enrich the RRI monitoring and evaluation process by taking 

into account the different socio-historical and cultural characteristics of each country.  

The mentioned surveys in this report are just examples and are clearly not the only source of relevant 

global RRI indicators. Using international benchmark surveys, ideally supplemented by relevant 

national data sources, to measure the evolution of RRI throughout various levels of national and 

international research ecosystems is itself an ongoing research process. Each survey must be analysed 

in term of its methodological quality, replicability and validity in order to be considered a reliable 

source of information. It must then be conceptually mapped to a globally relevant conceptualisation of 

RRI. This report aims to offer an exploratory first step in this direction, with the hope of sparking 

further work to develop the valuable role of monitoring and evaluation in the future of socially 

responsible research and innovation. 
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Learn more about the RRING project’s work relating to the UNESCO Recommendation in this LSE 

Impact Blog article. 
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