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Background
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2022. It includesan overview of theapproach andnethods used (includingheir strengths and
weaknesseslong withquantitative and qualitative analysaf the data at institutional levelThe
accompanyingliscussiordocumentprovidesour interpretation ofthe data. Well over 800

responsesvere received t@an open call to fill inhe survey Whilst this providegey insights into our

research cultureit isimportant to notethat the responses receivedill not havecaptured
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The aim othe survey was tainderstand howesearchculture is viewed at Newcastle University

The findings capture perceptions and experiences of research culture at the Uniaersisg a
diversecrosssectionof our communitywho areinvolved in enabling and delivering research and

researchled education. Respondents were from different disoipd, career stages, backgrounds

and roles, including Postgraduate Research students, Academic and Professional Services colleagues.
The insightprovided byrespondentshaveilluminatedsome ofthe challengesve face as a
communityandimportantly, where we can improve

It is cleaffrom many other surveys and repoffit®m across the sectahat there isarange of
outstandingand pressingssues facing UK research cult@véellcome Trust: What researchers think
about the culture they work in (202AARMA Research Culture Survey (20R03tgraduate Research
Student Survey (PRER0) The Royal Society: The research and technical workforce in the UK
(2021) Research culturéd Techniciahens(2022). The survey aimedb find outif andhow these
issuegplay out in our own institutional contexto tackle them as effectively gossible Since we
asked people tecomment and suggest ideas fdnange iiisthot surprising that we receivediot of
negativecomments ancheard about various areas where people would like to see improvements.
These chime loudly with results from across the sector, as well as other feedbdtkvereceived
through iterative cosultation. We have heard thesmessages andiant to improve. We also want

to build on the positive reflections we received, and work with our community to develop their ideas
for change.

The findings in this report, along with the man@ I £ dz 6 f S W lpiidélibyth® 1 f a G S LA Q
respondents, have beemsed in the creation adur Research Culture Action Pldhe initial
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The insights and challenges recorded in this survey will continue to irgotioms,and we will

continue thedialogueand remain open to theessentiafeedback from ouresearch community.



Summary ofinitial Findings

Introduction

The survetatemens were structured around four key attributes identified by members of the
''YAGSNERAGE QA NBaSIHNOK O2 Y esegidiltire and whidghNateGiighel G2 RN
to and build on our University Valuaad Guiding Principles: collaboration and collegiality, freedom

to grow and explore, fairness and inclusion, and openness and integrity. More information about
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Ol'y 0S HeRedzyhFCulthry at Mewcastle University: The Road Ahealdddzo f A A KSR Ay hO
2021.An additionakurveyquestionasked abouthe impacts of the Covid9 pandemic on research

culture, and the responses to this question are analysgmhsately. Respondents weralso asked

for three words thathey thoughtcaptured the eisting research dture, and three words to

describe what they would want that research culture ta be

Methodology

The survey was live between"3®arch 2022 and 29April 2022, andvas hosted by the thirgharty
online survey platform Qualtrics. A link to participate in the survey was circulated widely across the
organisation, including via universityide mailing lists for colleagues and postgraduate students,
posting on internal whsites, and sharing through events. The survey consisted of-etu$ed

statemens with fixed answer options (on agoint Likert scale, with the option not to answer if the
statementRA Ry Qi FSSt I Hixiquesions whigh allowedypdrticigad S gbmment
further and expand on their answers, or suggest practical steps that the University could take to
have a positive impact oresearchculture. It took approximately 1:20 minutes to complete.

Respondents

In total, 841 respondents completed ¢hsurvey(only complete responses from the research

community were included in the analysis). These included: 132 postgraduate research (PGR)

students; 453 academic colleagues (140 on Reseamth(Ronly) contracts and are typically
ResearchAssociates anfellows, 285 on Teaching and ResedT&R)Academic contracts, and 28

on Teaching and Scholarship(T&9 Academic contracts); and 15¥ofessionalservices colleagues

(63 were in artAdministrative role, 17 hel@perational roles, and 77 werkechnical specialists and
Technicians). In addition, 10 respondents $@I§ 8 ONA 6 SR ' a GKS@& FSt G GKSANJI
preferred not to identify their role, and 60 did not respond.

Respondents came from a range oftaracross the institution. There was a fairly even split of

respondents across the three Facultied3 from FMS, 216 from HaSS, and 2661 SAglE with a

further 29 from Central S&FA OSa 0600 LINBEFSNNBR y20 (2 atheé = I yR »
University they were from

Asummary breakdown of respondents bymdegraphic datgincluding protected characteristics)
can be found in Appendik

Analysisand Presentation

Theresponsedrom the closeended Likert scalstatemens were counted and quantified awgere
analysed by job family using frequeranyd percentage analyses on Excel spreadshééts.open
ended (opertext) responses were thematically analysed by job family with consideration of how
responses coulglary by praected and other marginalised characteristics such as gender, race,
sexuality, age, disability, class and caring responsibi{ggsrought up by the participants)he


https://www.ncl.ac.uk/media/wwwnclacuk/nuacademictracknuactfellowshipprogramme/Research_Culture_Roadmap.pdf

opentext responsesvere analysed through a process of manual indexing (codinglifedahd
sorting) to form an overarching framework of themes and-Hukmes.

The report is organised according to each blocktafemens included for the four attributes of a
positiveresearchculture. We provide summary quantitative data and highlight noteworthy
differencesacrossstatement andbetweenroles.Qualitative findings have been used to
supplement theselataand identify key areafor discussionRepresentative quoteseceived from
membeis of our research communithhave been used throughout the text rovide additional
context to the quantitative findings. Where given, the quostate the role, gender, ethnicity and
contract typeof the respondent, missing information indicates thepesdent chose not to provide
this information.Opentext response®n the impact of Covid9 onresearchculture were analysed
and presented separatelyWord clouds were made fromie three words provided by respondents
to describe current and future resezh culture

Graphs capture the Likert scale respongesthe fivepoint scale fronstrongly agree tostrongly
disagree)responses that were not applioke or were left blank were omitted from thanalysis
Across all graphs, percentages less than 5% are not reported (due to limitations on space), and
responsegrom groupswhere there wereewerthan 10 respondents have been omitted.

Differences in responses and experiences between differenstituent groups in our research
community were evident, and we explored those between people with different roles (Postgraduate
students, Academic and Professional Services colleagues) as part of our overall analysis to ensure
that these different voice are heard at this early stage.

Strengths andimitations

This was the first Universiyide survey focussed on research culture open to all colleagues and
postgraduate students. Whilst other internal surveys conducted over the last few years have had a

degree of overlap and have included some similar questions (e.g. NUM@idse Survey 2019,

Race Equality Survey 2022sRyraduateResearchExperiencelurvey2021, @reers inResearch
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research culture for the whole community. Therefore, this survey had value in capturing a diverse

range of perspectives on research culture that can be compared adiftes®nt groups, and can

also be used as a benchmark to measure future improvements.

The survey was completed B¢ 1 postgraduate students and colleagyeut of a total of ~2800
postgraduate research students and ~6500 colleagWés acknowledge that owtf these total
numbersnot everyonewould selfidentify asaY SY6 SNJ 2 F (G KS wWaBiassveNOK O2YYc
doesnoli O LJi dzZNB S @asdvdt avgrofewhdanipietad the survayted to complete

the open text boxes (range oéspondentschoosing to completepen text responsesd 23-493).

Also, he open call for the survey meant that the sample wassalictingg people could decide
themselves whether or not to complete Therefore,the sample is not an unbiased random sample

of the University community, which is important to bear in mind when interpreting the data.
Although the sample size is relatively small and not fully representative, issues raised strongly
resonated wih the initial consultation on the Research Culture Roadmap in 2021 (N>450 colleagues
and postgraduate students), and the degree of positive responses to sothe gfiestionsin this
surveymap on to that received to similar questions asked in the NU \Ridge Survey 2019

(N=2384 colleagues).

The survey specifically aimed to identify current challenges and gather suggestions for where we
could improve, as well as uncover best practice that could be shared more wiletlgfore, the



wayin which questions werframedwithin thissurvey may have led people to focus more on the
negative than the positive aspects of research culture in their free text respdmsasdingwritten
responsesn free text boxes habeen hugely valuable imdding richness andontextualising some of
the emerging themes and issues that would otherwise have remained hidden in the headline
guantitative dataThey will continue to frame and underpin future actions and conversations with
the community.

The aim of ts report at this point in time was to provide open and timely feedback to respondents

and the wider community about the headline findings and how they are informing the institutional

action plan that has been launched hilét there was an EDI leapplied tothe thematic analysis of
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protected characteristicsThis will be the next step in the analysis of survey daitn the aimof

providing a full repdrby early 2023.

Key Findings
1. Collaborationand Collegiality

A majority ofrespondents (76%Eeported that members of the research community share their
expertise when they are asked, suggestirggrangdegree ofcollaborationand collegialitybeing
experiencedoy many(Figure 1)

daly
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ethnic group not considered (including Arab/ midBkstern ethnicities/ Latino/ any otheBull-time]
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Technical, Man, Whitall UK based or international identitiggyll time]

Over half of respondent&4%)thought thatthe Universitypromotes a collaborativeculture,

althoughopentext responses reveatl that some participants were uncertain what was meant by

thetermsd dzy A GSNERA(G&¢ YR AGNBaSINOK O2YYdsfateinénts > y 2 (A
on collaboration andcollegiality are too broad andmbiguousOther participantsnoted that while

they were satisfied with the collaborative culture at a local leseth as with their research groups,

colleagues and line managetsey hadnot experience the sameat an institutional level

GCKSNBE Aa 3I22R Q25050 20MI0iSAIR yo AFGIK AS/NPIdKLS ManNR/Mm-adl = 6 dzi A
UK based or international identitiggjll-time]
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South East Asian/ Sduand South East Asian Britighl-time]

Thiscan help explain the difference averallpositive scores between these tvetatemens and

suggests that more can be darespecially at an institutional levéb promote wider collaboration
andcollegiality.



Figure 1Responses to the block of clesadedstatemensin the section onCollaboration and
Collegiality

The University promotes a collaborative Research Culture

0, 0, 0, 0,
(N=831) 14.8% 39.6% 20.7% 18.7% 6.3%
Members of the research community share their expertise o " o
when | ask them (N=818) S0.6% 45.7% 13.2%
| feel supported in my career development (N=808) 15.8% 31.1% 15.1% 23.0% 15.0%

My contributions to research are valued by the University

0, 0, 0, 0,
(N=811) 12.8% 29.0% 22.2% 21.9% 14.1%

| understand how people with different roles and expertise

0, 0, 0y
contribute to research (N=816) 34.4% 38.6% R 10.7%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Strongly agree  ® Agree Neither agree nor disagree ~ M Disagree B Strongly disagree

Perceptions variedacross job rolesAcademic colleagues dreaching and Resear(h&R)and

Teaching and Scholarship&S contractsdisagreed the most that theniversity promotesa
collaborativeresearchculture (Figure 2)Qualitative findings provide some context, wiibth

groupsciting a heavy workload coupled with a significant adetiative burden limiingthe time

available to engage in collaborations and collegial activities. Time is a recurring theme in the survey
andfurther examinedbelow.

Figure 2Responses to thetatemenE W¢ KS | yAGSNEAGE LINRYRIUENB Q> O@& f
role

Post Graduate Research (N=132) 15.9%

Research only (N=139) 18.0%

Teaching and Research (N=284) 23.2%
Teaching and Scholarship (N=28) 25.0% 32.1% 7.1%

Administrative (N=59) 10.2%
Operational (N=13) 15.4%

Specialist / Technical (N=77) 23.4%

Prefer not to say (N=29) [} 34.5% 17.2% 31.0% 10.3%
Did not mention (N=60) 31.7%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MW Strongly agree W Agree Neither agree nor disagree ~ M Disagree B Strongly disagree
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Universityare two areas that need improveme(88% and 36%otal disagreementespectively;

Figurel). T&Sacademic colleagueare particularlyconcerred abouthow their contributions to

researcharevalued (Figure 3)
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Figure3. Responses to thetatemenE Wa & O2y i NAodziAzya (G2 NBASEFNOK |
role

Post Graduate Research (N=129) 28.7%
Research only (N=140) 19.3%
Teaching and Research (N=283) 18.7%
Teaching and Scholarship (N=28) 25.0%
Administrative (N=50) [JFEXEA 44.0% 18.0%
Operational (N=11) 18.2%
Specialist / Technical (N=75) 25.3%
Prefer not to say (N=29) 44.8%

Did not mention (N=57) 22.8% 22.8% 21.1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

W Strongly agree M Agree Neither agree nor disagree B Disagree M Strongly disagree

Qualitative analysis of thepentext responseprovides more context tothe quantitative responses
around ollaboration andcollegiality, particularly in relation to the challenges felt and exipaced
by some members of the research communikfany of these responsdsghlightedthat the lackof
time, insufficientvalue and recognitionf work,andlimited space and opportunities faharirg of
expertiseare negatively impacting orollaboration and collegiality.

Time for collaboration and collegiality

A key challengenentioned byT&R and T&&cademic colleaguesere their heavy workloads which
gave then little to no time and/orHead spac&o engage in collaborative and collegial activiti&s.
recurringtheme forT&R and T&E8olleaguess how teachingrelatedand administrative duties,
coupled with rigid bureacratic processesook time away from resg@rchand opportunities to

interact and network with colleagues and prospective collaboratfigh limited time in their fixed
term contracts, many early career researchers expressed frustration and disappointment over the
lack or absence of protected timie develop collaborationto support future career progression
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essential administrative work and the proliferation of meetings, etc. No onehleaspare time for developing
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duties invariably mean that one ends up having to adopt a rather more insular approach in an attempt to make
RSIRf Ay Sak{ SSLI Whief ol IKibabed ordnteenatianal adéntitigsill-time]
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their workload for collaboration and collegiality would enable them to develop and stremgftie kinds of

relationships needed to sustain this kind of working, enable them to engage with, e.g. NUCORES, and other
yStig2Nl a ' yR NBaSH NDOK WhikPatizlkigsadodiiternational 2dgntit@ayl-time Y I y =

In contrast,a more significant barriefor PScolleaguedo collaboration and collegialitig the lack of
recognition of their roles and contributiorte research, discussedn more detail in the following
sectionbelow.

Overall PGRs were satisfied witheir day-to-dayexperiences ofesearchculture, andthe support
providedby their supervisors and other academiewever there was dissatisfaction with thack
of active encouragement to collaborate with othensd PGRs also spoke abdahe difficulty in
findingassistancend supportfor their researctwhich they foundime-consumingdue to
bureaucratic processes amdack of knowledge of who to approach.

GL R2y QG &SS YdzOK LINPFSaaAz2ylf &dzZJIR2NI 6AGKAY GKS O2Y
LINEFSaarzylf O2YYSyida vyeasStToé wtDwI 22YFyX 9Fad ! &Al
Asian,Full-time]
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2oy ®¢e wt DWiite- &ll UK hased or international identitidgyll-time]
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Inadequate recognition and valuingf roles and contributions

Some espondents from lgroupsexpressed concern that their contributions were soifficiently

recognised or valued his concernvasclear amongsProfessionaService colleagueas open text
responseswhere participantsfelt less valued tharand by academicsThere was a sengbat

Professional Serviceslleaguesvere seen adinferiorQ >~  Ygds imiortan® O 2 y (I NaRdd dzli A 2 YV &
whose ideasindroles inresearchwere downplayeddismissear overlooked.
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to the smooth running of many research practices yet are unheard of by many research groups both staff and

& (i dzR Syeiiahist/ Technical, Mamhite- all UK based or international identitigll-time]
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UK based or international identitiggyll-time]
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troublesome and to be challenged and disregarded at all points. The university may value these skills, but the
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For BRand Ronly participants, contributios perceived to benot valuedor recognisedy the
Universityincluded: hidden work indirect contributions to outputsefforts to reduceEDIbarriers
mentoring andresearchbeyond team project In addition,some raised the pensions gdiste as a
contributing factor tofeeling undervaluedSomealsomentioned tre Harrownes$bf what is valued
in research, such amlyresearch tlat attractslarge grantsor contributionsmade byPrincipal
Investigatos in tean projects which leaves people feeling that they are not making valuable



contributions.T&Scolleaguedalked aboutbeingseen as teachers rather than researchevbose

works suchas inpedagog and practicebased learningarried littleresearch value.

GCKSNB FINBE 3INBe 12ySa ¢gKSy &2dz O2yGNRoO6dziS G2 | O2ftf S
capacity, based on seniority) seems to claim the entire project's credit in the name of the organiser. This could

lead to 'falsfication’ or 'misinformation’ where those academic experts who actually did offer real expertise or

did the work are NOT properly creditetthe 'event' organiser seems to increase his/her own profile on this

topic/research area and put the works underin@ A Rdzl £ NXB a JR-oNE) Wonial2ANyetRricigrbup & @ €
not consideredincluding Arab/ middid=astern ethnicities/ Latino/ any othefull-time]

aL GKAYy1l GKS -digipidziy redgarchiis/giest bt tedeinéeds to be greater reboguif the

fact that this is not as easy in every discipline and disciplinary excellence (an essential for good interdisciplinary

work) also needs to be celebrated. It's also not easy for ECRs to publish interdisciplinary work (at a stage when

they mightOF N Y2NB F062dzi 6SAy3a NBO23IyAaSR Ay (GKSANI 28y TA
[T&R, Womankull-time]
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Woman,White- all UK based or international identitiggyll-time]
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contributions are hidden or silent in work planning. The only real thing that appears important at the moment

is grant income. If you have lots you gieen plenty of support. If you have none the support is absent. It is not
a particularly collegiate environmegfT&R, ManWhite- all UK based or international identitiggll-time]

SomePGRaoted not feeing asvalued agolleaguesand that their cantributionsto researchwere
underappreciatedConsistent with th& &R, T&S and-&ly groups, thee is abelief that

contributionswhich do not fitwith the Research Excellence Framework (REF) priositidshe

Ay a i A pushifdr dtgrdisgiplinary work withircertaincoreresearch themegcarried little value
Whererespondents feltcontributions were valuedesearch groups and line managersre

specifically highlighted

G¢KSNBE Aa adatt || FTHAFNIFRAKDNB RYDUBSNAaS2FSEPNDEA ISR
Full-time]
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@It dzSR A YPGRWoenang/\fhikedalt UK based or international identitieyll-time]
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compatible contributions might be just as worthwhile, but have a different (i.e., plinsarcietal) impact that

Aa y20 Ff gl & awohkQ&hie/al BkDRséd ocintebnatdnal identitiedyll-time]
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White- all UK based or international identitiegyll-time]

Sharing of expertisand information gathering

The quantitative datdandicates 76%o0f respondentexperiencedsharing of expertise among
members of the research communityjth positive experiences shared in the opext comments.

L KFE@S KIR FYFTAy3 O2y@SNAIFGA2ya 6AGK NBASINODKSNE | C
conversations have been sarely opeaminded and generous in terms of advice, discussions, feedbacks and

O2f t I 62 Nahlyj Wa&narp Any ebhmic group not considered (including Arab/ migiaitern ethnicities/

Latino/ any other)Full-time]

GwSaSk NOKSNAE bperityniy®ihértSaiandwillingly plowit their expertise to enhance their
NBASIENDK YR GKS NBASHNDK 2F (K248 -alNRmmeRor i KSYDE  of LIS
international identities, Fulime]



However, the qualitative datalsohighlightssome barriers and challengés sharing expertiseTime

and an already heavy worklodidchited ollaborative and collegial sharinBarriers were particularly
significantfor those onshort-term contractswithin the Ronly group.Thesecolleaguegaced

intensivepressure to coplete researchlfwhere they played supportive roles) tight deadlines

leaving little roonto share or seek expertise beyond thenmediate researciproject.

Disouragement from sharing expertise with close colE8 dzS& o6 Ay 2 NsBWhNighé 2 o0dzA f R
area), research cliquesiloed research ground colleagueseingprotective of their ideasvere

reported asfurther complicatng sharingexpertiseamongthe R-only community.

G!' t 0K2dZAK L R2 ram@&demic ¢olleag8es, thardzk AtilRaNdiituréF of not sharing knowledge as

it may disadvantage career progression. This remains an issue across acade®®dh an ever increasing
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international identitiesFull-time]
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experience a lot of people who are not only unwilling to share expertise, but actively obstructive to the idea of
20KSNER dza Ay 3 YS {RoyRManWHitSall UK baisgdRor inteindtidral identitied)ll-time]
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based or international identitiegull-time]

Across all groupspérticularly prevalent in comments froPGRs, ®nly, T&R and Professional
Servicezolleague} it was felt that there was a lack of communication in th@versityabout
opportunities fa collaboration. This includedlack of information about relevametworking events
and ways to find outhe interests and skills gdeople across the research communiggpecially
across groups, siteand disciplinesA lack of opportunities wasighightedacross job families in the
terms of not having or knowing about seminars, workshopggrson and informal meetingsshere
two-way sharing of expertise could occllihese factors placed additional time burdenforing
relevantexpertise andoutes for collaboratiorand were deterrents to collaboration and collegiality.

G¢2 AYONBlFIaAS G(KS @GraroAirtraite 2F O2ftftF 02Ny (A BBreey Sii 62 NJ 3
NB & S I NIdalg, MBardas Whitewall UK based or international identitie&yll-time]
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[T&R, WomanWhite- all UK based or international identitiggll-time]

In addition whilst not universalalack of recognition led to individua¢speciallyfrom T&S,

Operational and Specialist and Technical groups to commentitagitwere not gien sufficient

opportunities to shardgheir expertise.

a!'a I GSOKYyAOAlYysS 46KSYS@OSNIL KIFE@S |y 2LILRNIdzyAde G2 F

NB&aSHNDK LINE2SOiG vYeéeasStFs SEFYAYS | tK5 (KSara Xood L |
myconNA 6dziAz2ya FNBE y2i NBO23IyArAaSR: 020K Ay GSNk¥a 2F Sai
White- all UK based or international identities, Pgirhe]
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students are producing some excellent dissertations, we are supporting them to get their work published and

we are doing some really innovativelime teaching. However, I've been told that our research activities will

Y20 KIF @S adzZFFAOASYd AYLI Ol |y White-4INUK babeidl ar @terhadiona® A & O 2 dzNJ =
identities, Partime]



2. Freedom to Grow and Explore

Aroundtwo-thirds of respondents reported that creativity was welcomed in the research
environment (66%however,time to do so is clearly a barriewith only aroundone-third (34%)
agreengthat they had quality time to be creative and develop their ideas (Figure 4).

Figue 4.Responses to the block of clesadedstatemens inthe section onFreedom to Grow and

Explore

Creativity is welcomed in the research environment where |
work (N=804)

I have quality time to think creatively and develop my ideas
(N=807)

| have opportunities to exchange ideas and knowledge with
people that stimulate my work (N=816)

| am supported to be open when things go wrong and learn
from my mistakes (N=809)

I am encouraged to develop my skills and expertise (N=824)

Development opportunities offered by the University will
enhance my career progression (N=809)

0%

W Strongly agree M Agree

Neither agree nor disagree

25.9% 40.4% 18.5% ERLEEY
9.9% 24.3% 14.7% 27.5% 23.5%
14.5% 40.7% 19.0% 18.6% 7.2%

27.8%

16.4% 34.7% 11.6% 9.4%

21.6% 37.1% 20.0% 13.6% 7.6%
13.1% 25.2% 28.6% 19.0% 14.1%
10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MW Disagree M Strongly disagree

When explored by role, academic colleagues on T&R and particularly on T&S catisagteed
more strongly than other groups that they had quality time to be creative (Figuiighg)only group
which showedsubstantiallygreaterpositivethan negativeresponsesvas PGRwith 66% agreeing
to some degre¢hat they have quality time to tink creatively and develop their ideas.

Figure 5Responses to thetatemenE WL KI @S ljdz- t Ade GAYS G2 GKAYyl
by role
Post Graduate Research (N=132) 15.9%
Research only (N=139) 14.4% 30.9% 13.7%
Teaching and Research (N=285) 10.9% 31.6% 40.0%
Teaching and Scholarship (N=28)
Administrative (N=50) 18.0% 32.0% 14.0%
Operational (N=11) 18.2%
Specialist / Technical (N=70) [|EX3 31.4% 30.0%
Prefer not to say (N=29) 13.8% 34.5% 17.2%
Did not mention (N=53) 17.0% 28.3% 18.9%
0% 10%  20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100%
W Strongly agree W Agree Neither agree nor disagree W Disagree  H Strongly disagree
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Whilst the majority ofparticipants received encouragement to develop their skills and expertise
(59%) only 38%agreed thatthe developmentopportunitiesoffered by theUniversitywill enhance
their career progressiofFigure 4)It should also be noted that9®6 of allFespondents neither
agreed nor disagreed that such opportunities will help them to progress their carBeissuggess
a sense of uncertainty ovénow marketable skills and expertise could be develoged a need to
focus on training and career developnt opportunities associated with research.

Acrossroles, it is notable thaT &S and T&Rcademics had fewer positivend more negative

responses than other groubout the development opportunitiesn offer (Figure 6)This pattern,

of fewer positiveresponseswasrepeatedacross many survestatement from these two groups
(particularly T&S colleagueseeAppendix2 for a full breakdown), andsuggests thaadditional

attention shouldbe paid to their workload, suppagrand career development needsor colleagues

in the Operational group, the percentages of combined positive and combined negative responses
was almost equal, suggesting highly divided opinions on the benefits of development opportunities
offered by theUniversity.

Figure 6Responses to thetatemenE W5 S @St 2 LIYSyYy (i 2 LI NI dzyA GASE 2FF¢
SYyKIFIyOS Y& OFNBSN LINPINB&aaAzyQ o6& NRfS

Post Graduate Research (N=126) 28.6%

Research only (N=139) 15.1% 28.8% 31.7%

Teaching and Research (N=280) 29.6%

Teaching and Scholarship (N=28) 25.0%

Administrative (N=56) 17.9%
Operational (N=12) 25.0% 33.3% 33.3% 8.3%

Specialist / Technical (N=76) 25.0%

Prefer not to say (N=29) - 48.3%

Did not mention (N=53) [JEXEQ 18.9% 30.2%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Strongly agree M Agree Neither agree nor disagree B Disagree B Strongly disagree

In almost evergtatementfrom i K S W C NE&vREJFE Lif 28ebtiBrQthehighest level of
agreement came from PGRompared to colleaguesor example81%of PGRstrongly agreed or
agreedthat they were encouraged to develop their skilsd expertisecompared to46% of T&R
and 25% of T&S colleagues. SimilatBoof PGRstrongly agreed oagreed that they were
supported when things go wrong and learn from their mistakes (see Appghidixontrastto 33%
of T&R and #% T&S academic colleagu€soups inProfessionalservicesand Ronly colleagues
reported intermediate levels adgreementfor thesestatemens.
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Again,severalthemes emerged from the qualitative analysigivé opentext comments that help
better understand the quantitative results and differences among groOp&ntext comments
provide catext for these findingsievealing time and support for creativity as well as oppoities
for career development and progression as crucial aspecigrémth.

Timeand support for creativity

Time emerged again as a key therparticularlyA y  LJF NI AOA LI yiaQ O@WsYySy da I o6
some people recognised that creativity was valued and felt they had freedom to grow,anenss
groups(particularlyPGR, Bnly, T&R and&Scolleaguesgmphasised the lack of time to think

creatively ad to develop their idegglue tothe time-intensive demands of their immediateork

tasks.

ONXE | (i AatbUlKibasediodinteatiormzSdertitidgildimey~Z al y X 2 KA
G¢CKSNB A& y?2
LRaaAirot S oRdzS
identities, Partime]

L GKAY]l NBaSI ND
uA
u

K
iAYS G ikdllheeds B bd ddréEn yzir odrNiBi¢ whithdsShot RIREGS a @ ¢
02 NB & S IRNdyKWomghR/hite- GIUR Sasedl @ inteiNdBonal dzNB a 0 ¢ o

G, 2dz I NB T dzyAhB despiiekiwihg that mds$ pedfle go over this time, mainly because life gets
AY GKS gleddd [ 2dz FNB y2G IAGSY lye GAYS (G2 GKAYy] |02
Woman, White all UK based or international identitiggll time]

There was a general consenghat time for creativity should berotected andincluded within
working hoursbut that not all line managersvere supportive ofime taken duringwork or studiesto
explorecreative opportunitiesespecially if the ideas ey developedvere deemed too bold and
risky. The belielamongsomeparticipantsis that creativity is only encouraged in their spare tiamel
that engagementvith it requiredtakingpersonal initiative This makes itespeciallydifficult for early
career researchersn shortterm contractswho lackedaccess tdundingto develop their own
interests beyond institutional priority areaand the time todo sowithin contracted hours.

GAny time to think creatively is time that is ewith my research contract. It's unpaid work, and only possible
because lamnotafdi A YS S Y |RBbrdy@WbBamEast Asian (including China)/ East Asian British/ any
other Asian, Partime]

G2S 1101 GKS Y280 AYLRNIIFYG NB&2dzNOSY ljdzr t Adeé GAYSE
take on roles like directors of X in the school, the time spend on these roles are not properly accounted with
teaching and research and most aitéhe research is done when there are spare times after work and during

(KS &S ErarSriktimdg
G{ K2NIi GSNXY FdzyRAYy3 FyR O2yidNIOGa YIS A0 RAFFAOdzZ O 7
white- all UK based or international idenés, Full-time]

GThere needs to be a new approach to thinking about the academic calendar and how to make real space in the
year for academics to have time to properly engage with their resebrfimy Facultythe teaching and

administrative loads are now so high progortately that there is very little time in the academic calendar

which is not taken up with that[T&R,Woman,White- all UK based or international identitie&ll-time]

Careerdevelopment opportunities angbrogression

Across all groupgeoplefelt that their freedom to grow and explore was hampered by the lack of
usefuldevelopment opportunitieshat would help withtheir career progressioniVhilst there was
notable exception,lte opinionexpressedy many washat the developmenttraining provided by

the University wagoo generic andot sufficiently relevanto their specifiaccareerneeds
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GL GKAY]l GKS RS@St2LIYSYyid 2LILRNIdzyAGASa 2FFSNBR o0& (KS
programme andf dzy RAy 3 F2NJ G NI Ay Ay 3d QRUNEsSIDOIterndibnlwdEntitks? Y I Yy I 2 K
Full-time]

GL GKAY]l GKS RS@GSt2LIYSYy(d 2LILRNIdzyAGASa 2FFSNBR o0& (KS
Ol NBSNJ LINE 3 NEB & a A 2ayUKdased breinteBhatiankl yelentititBil-tinde 5

dGae fAYS YFYyF3aISNI YR O2ftftSI3dzSa NS OSNE adzZll2 NI A D 2
dzy AGSNEAGE 2NJ GKS AyadaAldang, Wamah, SMKiEall $ybasdebKintdationaf 2 NE R & d
identities,Part-time]

For some it was felt that andatory attendance igenerictrainingtook precious time away from
work and thisespeciallyaffectedtime-pressedstaff with teachingresponsibilities (T&8olleaguey
T&Scolleagues alstelt that their development was not a priority for tHédniversity whichgeems to
pay more attention taother academicolleaguesith more researchfocussedolesQThe feeling of
being sidelined was also prevalent among Administrativpe@tionaland Technical staff who
commented that available development training within the University often felt redundant for their
job roles.For those thatecognised development opportunities were availglileey highlighted that
the opportunities werenot well @mmunicatd and difficult to find.

GL Y ONBFGAY3 Y& 26y RS@GSt2LIYSy( dfehdrnddl tagse arardia 4 |
possible within the day job of a lecturer inmydosi f S &ado 2y | ¢3{ O23NWKI Ol dé¢ ¢
based or international identitiegull time]

G5S@St 2LIYSyld 2LIRNIdzyAiASa FNB 2F0Sy NBRA#RIKY G F2NJI t {
based or international identitiegull-time]

GL R2 y20G NBOSAGS Fye dzaSTdzZ AYyF2N¥YFGA2Y | o2dzi (KS 2L
to search and find out everything on my awrE [PGR, Woman, Whitall UK based or international identities,
Full time]

Inaddition, a number of respondent®ientionedthe ability to participate in training and events was
dependent on how supportive line managers and supervisors veare the funding available to
access fegaying opportunities beyond theniversity.

& ¢ K Sdom teJBréw and explore is very much dependent upon the line manager lottery. If you have a good
line manager, then they should encourage these types of behaviour. However, | have seen many times where
line managers (both PS and nB®) have stifled thedtaff, not been innovative in their thinking and not

Sy 02 dzNy 3SR LINE T S aAdmigistrative WBnSad] \#hit@ allVIS yaseddr intérnational

identities, Full-time]

GhTiSy @2dz NB F&aA3ySR I YFyF3ISNI&RR KFa y2ktAddt S 3

G2 KAfald GKSNB INB 2LILRNIdzyAlGASa G2 RS@St2L3 GKS& I+ NB
[Administrative, Woman, Whitall UK based or international identitidgjll-time]

lf GK2dAK LIS2LX S4Q SELISNASYyOSa O NAtBeopentexy R a2YS 3
responseseflecteda perceived lack of institutional interest @olleagueareer progression

G¢KS LINRPFSaarzylf RSOSt 2 LIFSWI KHYER 65Sd2tghly2SNaioedl WHigHy'di Sb ¢ NRIINS
all UK based or international identitidgjll-time]

69y O2dzN} 3SYSYy (s adzZlILR NI +FyR RSOStE2LISyd aid2L) 2dziairRs$
[Faculty/Academic Unit] are not particularly proactive in supipor2 NJ NS £ £ @ | RANBOG F2NJ t{
[Specialist/Technical, Woman, Whitdl UK based or international identitidgll-time]
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GLY Y& NRfS GKSNB Aa y2 NRB2Y 2NJ GAYS F2N RS@OSt2LIVSyid
2dzi KSf LI FNRY 20KSNJ O2fftSF3dzSa ¢gK2 Ffaz2 aSSYy (2 aidNYzs
[Administrative]

Many Ronly and T&RolleagizS & Q  NJIighlightgddh8difficultiesof holding shortterm and
casualised contracts such as having to change research projects and subjeci éeags the
University whencontractsend. The precarity of their jobsinderminedany sense of contindy and
certainty in career progressigandconfidence that thdJniversity is invested in helping thegnow.

GwSY2@Ay3 LINBOIFNAR2dza O2y GNF OGa F2NJ NBaSIkNOKSNAR® hTdSy
have no time for personal career dedlJ]Y Sy (12 (G KSe& 0 dzNYy ZRiidly, WhitRall UKS I+ S | O RS
based or international identitiegull-time]

G2S FStG GKIFIG 2dzNJ €t SFRSNBR gAftf y20 0SS adzlll2 NI Ay 3 | al
[T&S Full-time]

G/ dZNNByGfe (GKS 2yfte 2LIR2NIdzyAGASaE F2NJ OF NEBSNJ RS@St 2 LIy
North-East wih caring commitments, this means | could well end up leaving academia to have options to
LINE 3 NBoaly WaimanWinite- all UK based or international identitie&ll time]

Professional Services colleagues believe that there are lirogedrtunities for promotion unless a
staff member leaveswith development and progression opportunitiperceived of beingcarce for
thosewho have reached the highest salary point scale.

&...Unless jobs come up/people leave then there is no oppoytfmitpromotion. This distinct difference

between PS and Academic colleagues is somewhat degrading in that it fails to recognise our contributions to

the University and its research environment. It would help to encourage staff to stay at the instibutiba f

RdzN} GA2y 2F (GKSANI OF NB SWhité all Ok aded & @tardatoyfd identifieS, R@A OS = 2 2 Y
time]

Fairness and Inclusion

An overwhelming majority of respondentsA®) strongly agree or agree that diversity is important
to research and innovatio(Figure 7) Thisextremelypositive sentiment was evident across all
groups(see Appendi®). However,only half 60%)of participantsfully agreed b feelingincluded as

a member of the research community at Newcastle Unive(§ityure 7)This shows a gap between
the value ascribed to diversity and inclusion in research at the individual level, and the ability of
institutional policies, practices and cultui@ deliver an inclusive experience for colleagues and
students.

The lowest scoring statement in this section came fiamty 46%0f participants agreeingp some

extent that they were confident that any discriminatory or inappropriate behaviour in thegasch
environment would be dealt with effectivelylhere was some variation across the job groups, with
academic T&R and T&S colleagues giving the least positive and most negative answers (Figure 8).
Open tex responses provided a lot of context to thefsedings, revealingidsatisfaction and distrust
over the handling of complaints within a perceived slow, inefficient and biased system (see detailed
discussion below).
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Figure7. Responses to the block of clesadedstatemens inthe section onFairness and Inclusion

Figure 8Responses to thetatement. WL Y O2y FARSyYyd GKIFG Fyeé R
behaviour in my research environment would be dealt vitF T SOU A O3St 8 Q> o6& NP

Statemens around psychological safety revealed tima&iarly twothirds of respondent$64%)
thought that their views are valued by people they work witlit just under half (4%) felt safe
challenginghe ways things are done to impve researchReduced psychological safety negatively
impacts how people work together and penfio, and links to some of the themes from the opent
comments around tackling inappropriate behaviour and having safe regoniechaniss.
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