Survey Report

/3
S,
d jl

2018




PhDnet Report 2018

PhDnet Survey Group

May 17, 2019



Contents

Page

1 Introduction 2
2 Demographics 7
2.1 Nationality . . . . . . . 7
2.2 Ageand Gender . . . . ... 8

3 Working Conditions and Satisfaction 10
3.1 Working Conditions . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 10
3.1.1 Contracts and Salaries . . . . . . . . . ... 10

3.1.2 External Support . .. . . ... ... 1

3.1.3 Working Hours and Holidays . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... . ...... 12

3.1.4 Social Activities . . . . . . . . 12

3.2 Satisfaction . . . . . . .. 14
3.2.1 Why MPI? . . . . 14

3.2.2 GIVINGUD . . . . o o 14

4 Scientific Practices and Supervision 17
4.1 Scientific Practices . . . . . . . . . 17
4.1.1 Researchoutput. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. e, 17

4.1.2 Good scientific practice . . . . . .. ... 17

4.1.3 Attitudes towards academia . . . . . . . ... 19

4.1.4 Career planning . . . . . . . . . L 20

4.2 SUDPEIVISION . . . . . . ot e e e e e 20
4.2.1 Direct and Formal Supervision . . .. ... ... ... . ... ... .. ..., 20

4.2.2 Thesis Advisory Committee . . . . . .. . . . ... . ... ... .. 21

4.2.3 Other Mentors . . . . . . . . o v i e 22

4.2.4 Supervision and Satisfaction . . ... ... ... ... ... ... L. 22

5 Family Planning 26
5.1 Thereisnorush,butwhy? . . .. . ... ... . ..., 26
5.2 Being a parent duringthePhD . . . . ... ... ... ... ..., 27
5.3 Parental leave and Equal Opportunities Officer . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... 28
Appendices 30
A Additional Figures 31
B Methods 35
C Acknowledgments 36
D About the authors of this survey 37

E The Survey 40



PhDnet Report 2018

Chapter 1

Introduction

The Max Planck Society (MPS) is one of
the leading non-university research institu-
tions for basic research in Germany. As of
2018, there are more than 5100 doctoral re-
searchers (DRs) working at 85 Max Planck
institutes. The work that the DRs contribute
is vital to furthering the research upon which
the MPS generates its scientific excellence
and its renowned international reputation.
The Max Planck PhDnet represents the in-
terests of DRs within and beyond the Max
Planck Society. It was founded in 2003 and is
a platform for lively exchange between DRs
across the three sections of the MPS: Biol-
ogy & Medicine (BM), Chemistry, Physics &
Technology (CPT), Humanities & Social Sci-
ences (HUM). It aims to improve the over-
all conditions of doctoral education, to foster
scientific exchange, and to strengthen aca-
demic solidarity.

To this end, a crucial step is a proper eval-
uation of the situation of DRs in the Max
Planck Society and an assessment of the pos-
itive and negative aspects related to their
work as DRs. This report is the result of a
large-scale survey, organized by the PhDnet
and conducted among DRs in 2018. It builds
on the successful completion of similar sur-
veys in 2009, 2012, and 2017 and gives DRs
from various backgrounds an opportunity to
voice their suggestions and concerns. In the
future, PhDnet seeks to conduct similar sur-
veys on a regular basis, in close cooperation
with the DRs’ networks of the Helmholtz and
Leibniz Associations, to provide a more com-
prehensive picture of DRs’ working condi-

tions in non-university research institutions
all over Germany. This will also enable com-
parisons over time and across institutions.

The PhDnet Survey 2018 put special em-
phasis on DRs’ overall working conditions,
good scientific practice, supervision, and on
family planning. 2522 out of 5037 DRs from
all three sections completed the survey, pro-
viding us with the valuable opportunity to of-
fer results which are statistically representa-
tive of the situation of DRs within the MPS.

The report starts with a description of key
demographic data in Chapter 2. 46% of all
DRs are German, with the highest share of
international DRs (60%) working in the BM
section. 52% of DRs identify as male but
there is a pronounced difference in gender
ratios across sections: Two thirds of DRs in
the CPT section are male while this is only
true for two fifths of DRs in the HUM section.

In Chapter 3, we take a closer look at DRs’
working conditions. 86% of DRs are now
on contracts rather than stipends, which is
a marked increase compared to 2012 (50%
on contracts) and compared to 2017 (79%
on contracts). From the outset, PhDnet
advocated funding by contracts rather than
stipends for all DRs. In 2012, for example,
PhDnet already pointed out that most DRs
preferred contracts over stipends if given the
choice!. The MPS reacted to these demands
in 2015 by aiming to give contracts to all new
DRs. We highly appreciate these changes and
hope to see the general trend towards con-
tracts continue.

!See PhDnet Survey 2012, page 26.
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However, we still observe that a larger pro-
portion of international DRs are on stipends
compared to German DRs (16% vs. 7%, re-
spectively). Additionally, contracts between
- and also within - institutes vary dramat-
ically, with large salary differences across
sections, thus also contributing to a signif-
icant gender pay gap. While we acknowl-
edge the difficulties in achieving absolute
convergence in salaries across sections, we
highly encourage institutes to provide their
DRs with equal working conditions across re-
search groups and independent of their sci-
entific background. Making decisions related
to salaries and contracts transparent and ac-
countable contributes to building equality
and trust for future DRs and should thus be a
prime objective for all MPIs.

On average, DRs work about 47.3 hours per
week which is 11.2 hours more than they are
paid for. Only 4% of DRs never work on
weekends or holidays. While for some, work-
ing on weekends or holidays is considered an
upside of flexible working hours, for the ma-
jority it is an unpleasant necessity due to a
high workload and immense time pressure.

Still, DRs are overall satisfied (71%) with
their working conditions. They are attracted
to the MPS based on its scientific reputa-
tion and the research being conducted, al-
though the pay and benefits are considered
unattractive. This is mirrored by the fact
that the highest satisfaction among DRs is
related to office equipment and work envi-
ronment, while the greatest dissatisfaction
is voiced concerning the number of holi-
days and the salary and benefits. On top of
that, one third of DRs at least occasionally
think about giving up their research com-
pletely. This number is even higher among
female DRs and among DRs closer to finish-
ing their PhD - both aspects resemble the re-
sults of last year’s survey. It is evident to us
that stress factors for DRs differ depending
on their age, gender, nationality, household
situation etc. Yet, with the recent decision
made by the MPS to increase the number of

holidays for all DRs on support contracts to
30 days, we are happy that a major source
of stress for DRs has been alleviated. Still,
we will continue advocating higher wages for
DRs that compensate and value their work
adequately.

Regular social activities for DRs are or-
ganized in the majority of institutes. 57%
of respondents report that social events are
offered at least monthly, if not weekly. A
similarly high number also attends these ac-
tivities frequently. 85% of DRs know their
PhD representatives while the PhDnet and the
Max Planck Alumni Association are less pop-
ular.

Chapter 4 focuses on supervision, career
planning and good scientific practice. First
of all, we observe a divergence between DRs
when it comes to their supervision. Some
DRs meet their supervisors to discuss their
projects weekly or even daily (about 60%)
and others are not in close communication
with their supervisors, meeting them less
than once a month (16%). There are also
marked differences between sections which,
to some extent, reflect the diversity in re-
search approaches and requirements. On av-
erage, female researchers meet their super-
visors less frequently than male researchers
which may partly be a result of the differ-
ences in gender ratios across sections. How-
ever, as the frequency of DRs’ supervisory
meetings and their overall satisfaction cor-
relate, there are good reasons to advocate
for more regular interaction and closer co-
operation between DRs and their supervisors
across sections.

Supervisors usually advise four to five DRs
at the same time and about one quarter
of DRs have to compete with six or more
DRs for their supervisors’ time. Compared
to 2017, supervisors assist fewer doctoral
projects which hopefully leads to a general
increase in the quality of supervision. Still,
there is room for improvement: DRs’ sat-
isfaction with their supervision and its fre-
quency show a strong correlation with DRS’
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likelihood of considering giving up their doc-
toral research. There are also pronounced
differences regarding DRs’ satisfaction with
their supervisors across sexes and across sec-
tions. Male researchers are, on average, more
satisfied with their supervision, as are DRs
working in the CPT section. Those least sat-
isfied with their supervision are DRs in the
BM section. Mandatory leadership train-
ing for supervisors, supervision contracts and
more open and frequent debates about the
potential pitfalls of supervision could be ex-
pedient and are advisable.

Furthermore, we found that more than two
thirds of DRs have a Thesis Advisory Com-
mittee (TAC) and a majority of those DRs be-
lieve their TAC significantly contributes to
the quality of their research.

We want to emphasize the importance of
Thesis Advisory Committees and therefore
encourage institutes and supervisors to uni-
versally adopt the practice and to support DRs
in the process of implementing them. Fi-
nally, we again advocate for supervisors to
receive mandatory training on leadership and
communication to help with creating a fruit-
ful and positive work environment for DRs.

When it comes to DRs’ attitudes towards
academia, they place high value on the ser-
vice for the society which comes with their
work. They further like teaching and ap-
preciate the international mobility as part of
their job. On the other hand, the academic
job market and the lack of compatibility with
family planning are perceived as less attrac-
tive aspects of an academic career. As found
in last year’s survey, we see a high level of
intrinsic motivation among DRs but we also
see that the expectations and preferred fu-
ture career paths of DRs still differ. Many
do not expect to work in a research job even
though they would like to. However, the
number of DRs who want to work and who
see themselves working in a field other than
public scientific research has increased com-
pared to last year. This may be interpreted
as a result of DRs’ disillusionment with the

attractiveness of academic careers and with
the scarcity of available positions in particu-
lar. Consequently, we urge institutes to pro-
vide their DRs with information about job
perspectives outside academia and to openly
communicate the career challenges that may
be encountered in the respective academic
fields.

Fortunately, violations of good scientific
practice are not pervasive within the MPS,
but our survey results still indicate their ex-
istence. The most common violation of good
scientific practice is sloppy work, i.e., skip-
ping necessary steps in the research process.
In addition, authorship of research articles is
a main cause of conflicts and ‘honorary’ au-
thorships are still a problem. These prob-
lems could be reduced by more strongly em-
phasizing the importance of best practices
across sections. Many DRs are not well in-
formed about the ombudsperson system so
increasing its popularity can be a means to
avoiding scientific misconduct. At the same
time, it is essential that ombudspersons are
neutral, trustworthy and reliable which was
called into question by a notable number of
DRs in our survey.

The ombudsperson system needs to be
taken more seriously by all institutes as a
crucial and necessary guarantor of mutual
trust within the scientific community and
beyond. Indispensably, ombudspeople need
to be neutral and independent.

The last chapter, Chapter 5, deals with
parenthood and with DRs’ attitudes towards
having children. Only 8% of female DRs cur-
rently have or are expecting children which
is an intriguingly low number compared to
women with higher education in Germany
(15%). The majority of DRs want to have
children but only after completing their PhD.
The most-cited reasons for not having or
wanting children during the PhD are re-
lated to family-unfriendly working condi-
tions, including a lack of financial support
and time, high stress levels, and mobility re-
quirements.



PhDnet Report 2018

Chapter 1. Introduction

. Biology & Medicine (BM)

Germany

. Chemistry, Physics & Technology (CPT)

o™

¥

Netherlands

Luxembourg

ltaly

Humanities (HUM)

Figure 1.1: "Which Max Planck Institute are you associated with?" Distribution of responses from Max Planck
doctoral researchers in Germany, Netherlands, Luxembourg, and Italy color coded by section. Larger circles indicate

Imore respomnses.

Parents in the MPS are generally satisfied
but often don’t feel sufficiently supported by
their institutes. DRs with children and those
who would like to have children during their
PhD also report that they are not likely to take
full parental leave. To make matters worse,
this disproportionately disadvantages female

DRs compared to male DRs who, to this day,
more often face negative social consequences
not taking full parental leave. To the con-
trary, all DRs should be encouraged to exer-
cise their right to taking full parental leave
without having to fear any repercussions.
We encourage the MPS and every single in-
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stitute to share information about childcare
services more proactively. Furthermore, we
would like to promote more active discus-
sions about potential ways to improve the
compatibility of family and academic careers.
We acknowledge that there is a structural
facet to this problem in the academic world
which cannot be addressed by single insti-
tutions in its entirety. However, the MPS
maintains a powerful position as a potential
role model in the academic system due to its
good domestic and international reputation.
As a result, we believe that the MPS has the
tools as well as the institutional and symbolic
power to address these issues and to push for
changes on a larger scale.

On a final note, we would like to thank the
2018 Steering Group and the PhDnet work-
ing groups for their support, along with the
members of the 2017 Survey Group for valu-
able insights into their work. Last but not
least, we would like to thank all doctoral re-
searchers who participated in the 2018 PhD-
net Survey and who made this report possi-
ble. We wish you all the best for your projects
and for your life and career trajectories, how-
ever diverse they may be!

For any questions regarding the survey
or this report, please contact Benjamin Re-
gler (regler@fthi-berlin.mpg.de), Laura Ein-
horn (einhorn@mpifg.de), or the 2018 PhD-
net Steering Group (sg@PhDnet.de).


mailto:regler@fhi-berlin.mpg.de
mailto:einhorn@mpifg.de
mailto:sg@PhDnet.de
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Demographics

The Max Planck Society (MPS) is one of
Germany’s most successful non-university
research organizations. As such, it attracts
doctoral researchers (DRs) from all over the
world. Currently, over 5100 scientists are
working towards the PhD degree, distributed
across 85 institutes in Germany and 5 in-
stitutes abroad. The fields of research are
divided into three main sections: Humani-
ties (HUM), Biology and Medicine (BM), and
Chemistry, Physics and Technology (CPT).
This year, 48.8 % of all DRs across all insti-
tutions in Germany and four abroad (Fig. 1.1)
participated in the survey (41.7 % of those
belong to the CPT section, 38.4 % to the
BM section, and 14.5 % to the HUM section)
Fig. 2.1). 2392 DRs belong to the CPT, making
it the largest section of the MPS, followed by
BM (1921 DRs) and HUM (724 DRs). There-
fore, the data obtained in this survey repre-
sents the voices of approximately half of the
total doctoral staff currently employed at the
MPS.

47%

42%

38%

14%

<
&

Number of eligible participants
Total: 5037 (100%)

Figure 2.1: "Which Max Planck Institute are you asso-
ciated with?" Percentages grouped by section.

S
N Q‘o@ N & \b\)@ ¥

Number of responses
2522 (50%)

In the second chapter, we describe the gen-
eral demographics of these DRs and illustrate
that the MPS is a highly international re-
search environment, as only half of the DRs
hold German Citizenship. We furthermore
show that the gender distribution ratios vary
considerably by section, as well as the aver-
age age at which female and male researchers
start their PhD.

1200
1000
800
600
400

200

X
Qée
&
>

Figure 2.2: "What is your nationality? Should you
have multiple nationalities, please select the one you
feel best represents you." Responses of German and
non-German researchers grouped by continent. Y-axis
shows the number of answers.

2.1 Nationality

At £46%, the largest share of participants
in this survey report are German, followed
by 20% from the rest of Europe and 18%
from Asia (Fig. 2.2). Interestingly, analysis
by sections reveals that the nationalities are
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. Germany . North America Oceania
. Europe South America No answer
. Asia Africa
11% 10% 8% 9%
1% 1%

3% 4%

o

Figure 2.3: "What is your nationality? Should you
have multiple nationalities, please select the one you
feel best represents you." Relative response rates are
grouped by section. The total number of responses is
shown in brackets.

distributed differently across individual sec-
tions. While half of the DRs in the CPT and
HUM sections come from abroad, 60% of DRs
in the BM section identify as non-German,
making it by far the most international of the
three sections (Fig. 2.3). These results por-
tray the highly international working envi-
ronment for young researchers at the MPS.

2.2 Age and Gender

Of the total participants of this survey, 52%
identify as male, 41% as female, and 7%
as non-binary (Fig.2.4). We note that all
gender-related questions had a non-binary
response option. However, due to the rela-
tively low response rate from self-identified
non-binary respondents, this fraction does
not yield enough data to provide statistically
meaningful comparisons and thus is not con-
sidered in the following figures.

As seen in the analysis by section, the gen-
der ratio in the BM section is fairly balanced
(43 % men vs. 51 % women), whereas the

CPT section is dominated by male researchers
(67 % men vs. 27 % women), and the oppo-
site is true for the HUM section (38 % men vs.
57 % women). These results indicate wide
differences in the gender distribution ratio
across individual sections.

We further evaluated the age at which DRs
start their doctoral work at the MPS (Fig. 2.5),
as well as their year of birth (Figs. 2.6
and 2.7). The data shows that, on average,

. Female

. Male . Non-Binary

No answer

7% 5% 6% 5%
<1% <1% <1% <1%

Figure 2.4: "What was your assigned sex at birth¢"
Relative response rates are grouped by section. The to-
tal number of responses is shown in brackets.

0 1.04 Total
X 26 (2195)
o]

305

©

(&}

V0.0

0 1.07 Female
> 2@ (934)
e]

305

©

(v}

Y 0.0

0 1.0 Male
X 26 (1206)
e]

3 0.5

©

o

V0.0

/7’9 DA A2 AC A A D D A A D 4/’5“‘

Figure 2.5: "When did you start your doctoral re-
search?" & "What is your year of birth?" Approximate
age of PhD Researchers starting their research at the
Max Planck Society. Grouped by gender.
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Figure 2.6: "When did you start your doctoral re-
search?" Y-axis shows the number of answers.

female researchers start their doctoral work
at the age of 25, whereas male researchers,
on average, start their doctoral work at the
age of 26; one year later. This holds true
across all sections. A possible explanation for
this difference is the one year military service

which was mandatory for men in Germany
until 2011. We still see this in Figure 2.7,
where the majority of DRs was 29 years old
at the time this survey was evaluated.

400 q 15%

14%

300

200 +

100

Total: 2522

Figure 2.7: "What is your year of birth?" Y-axis shows
the number of answers.
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Working Conditions and Satisfaction

. TV6D contract (MPS)

Foérdervertrag (MPS)

2400
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34 . Stipend (Third party)
1200+ Stipend (Other)
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400 A

En S5 Ao
¢ N S
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Figure 3.1: "What kind of contract do you currently
have?" & "What kind of stipend do you currently hold?"
Y-axis show number of answers.

3.1 Working Conditions

Doctoral researchers (DRs) significantly con-
tribute to the quantity and quality of research
in the MPS. It is crucial that their work is
compensated fairly and that their working
conditions meet demands. In this chapter,
we take a look at DRs’ funding situation,
their working hours and work environments
as well as at the social events offered for and
attended by them.

3.1.1 Contracts and Salaries

The majority of DRs (86%) are now on con-
tracts, marking a noticeable and welcome
shift from stipends compared to previous

10

years. Figure 3.1 shows the distribution and
types of contracts and stipends among DRs.
However, we still find substantial variations
in monthly salary (netto) which can be seen
in Figure 3.2. There is a statistically reliable
gender gap, with female DRs earning sub-
stantially less than male colleagues'. This

'Two sample t-test: #(2225) = 5.85, p < .001, d = .25,
BF > 100. Because income was given as a range, we

X 1.0 Total
3 18 (2522)
205
©
? 0.0
o BM
X 1.0
% S (968)
2 0.5
©
&% 0.0- —
£1.04 CPT
> 1. 650 (1052)
2 0.5
©
% 0.0- ‘ —
X 1.0 '
£ 9550
205 1
© 1
3 0.0 '
*1.04 Female
3 14'50) (1040)
20.51
©
? 0.0 —
o Male
®1
> 1.0 48 (1307)
205
800
[9p]
S S LS PSS N

S P W DS N O

P L N S I L

AR M SR ARSI

NS ENCN RN N G A () F

Figure 3.2: "How much money (net amount in eu-
ros) do you receive for your doctoral research work per
month?" Y-axis shows the scaled number of responses
relative to each section and gender.
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| do not get external Parents Partners Other relatives | took up a loan for
financial support my time as a doctoral
researcher
. Total (2515) Male (1309) . Germany (1144)

. Female (1033)

. Europe (481)

Outside Europe (609)

Figure 3.3: "Do you get external financial support to cover your living expenses? If yes, who is assisting you
financially (multiple answers possible)?' Relative response rates grouped by section and nationality.

gender pay gap is partially mediated by the
even larger variation in salary across sec-
tions. The Chemistry, Physics and Technol-
ogy (CPT) section earns more than both the
Biomedical (BM) section? and the Humanities
(HUM) section3. There are no reliable differ-
ences between the BM and HUM sections#.
This inequality across sections may play a
role in the gender pay gap because there is
a higher ratio of females in the HUM (60%
female) and BM (54% female) sections com-
pared with the CPT section (28% female),
which is predominantly male. Thus, as long
as both a salary variation and a gender in-
equality exist across sections, we will con-
tinue to see a gender gap in PhD salaries.

3.1.2 External Support

Almost one in five DRs (18%) rely on exter-
nal financial support (Fig. 3.3). One in ten

use the median value of each range (e.g., 1350.5 for
the range [1301,1400]) and use the conservative as-
sumption that the last bin has a short tail using 2450.5
for the range “2401 or more”. The Bayes Factor (BF)
quantifies the relative evidence the data provide in fa-
vor of the alternative hypothesis (H4) over the null
(Ho). We report a two-sided Bayesian t-test for inde-
pendent samples using a Jeffreys-Zellner-Siow prior
with the scale set to v/2/2.

24(1981) = 9.43, p < .001, d = 0.42, BF > 100

3t(1392) = 6.91, p < .001, d = 0.42, BF > 100

44(1319) = 1.17, p = .24, d = 0.07, BF = .14

11

DRs borrow money from parents (10%) while
about one in twenty rely on their partner for
financial support (6%).

Total

X1
S 0 (2204)
205
©
» 0.0
X 1.0, BM
° (866)
2 0.5
©
% 0.0
£1.0 CPT
5 48 (911)
205
©
3 0.0
X1.0
> 145}
205
S
wn 0.0
£1.0 Female
> (914)
205
©
% 0.0
°\° 1.0 Male
> (1145)
205
19}
wn 0.0
. CHNS S S O - N C
5 ,,)Q' D‘U (96' Q’Q’ ,\0' v

Figure 3.4: ""How many hours per week do you usu-
ally work for your doctoral research, the institute or the
university (courses, teaching, etc. included)?" Y-axis
shows number of responses relative to each section and
gender and the dashed line the median of each class.
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month month
. Total (2522) - BM (968) . CPT (1052) HUM (369)

Figure 3.5: ""How often have you worked during weekends or public holidays in the past year?" Relative response
rates grouped by section. The total number of responses is shown in brackets.

3.1.3 Working Hours and Holidays

On average, DRs work 47.3 hours per week,
with a standard deviation of +14.6 hours
(Fig. 3.4). Comparing the different sections,
students in the BM section work more hours
than both CPT (49.6 to 45.5 hours) and HUM
(49.6 to 45.8 hours), while there were no dif-
ferences between the BM and HUM sections.
We found no differences between genders.

Overall, DRs are working far more than
they are being paid (11.2 hours per week more
on average)®. This reflects the strong discon-
nect between the hours a DR is paid for and
the hours actually put in.

Figure 3.5 shows the rate that DRs report
working on weekends or public holidays with
the most common response being twice per
month (26%), although 10% report working
every weekend and 29% report working at
least three times per month. In contrast, only
4% report never working during weekends or
holidays. While some DRs consider the flex-
ibility of working times an asset of the aca-
demic work environment, most DRs work on
weekends or holidays by necessity; as a result
of time pressure and a high workload.

>One sample t-test: ¢(1142) = 22.78, p < .001, d = 0.67,
BF > 100

12

3.1.4 Social Activities

An open atmosphere at work and regular
exchanges with colleagues are vital for a
healthy research environment. The majority
of DRs (57%) report that their institute of-
fers social activities like sports events, movie
nights or drinks out either monthly or weekly

34%
800

600 -
400

2001

Total: 2371

Figure 3.6: "Are there regular social activities in your
group or at your institute (e.g., sports events, going out
for dinner/drinks, discussion forums, movie nights,
etc.)?" Y-axis show number of answers.
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800
31%
600 -
400 {

2001

Total: 2068

Figure 3.7: "How often do you attend these activities?"
Y-axis show number of answers.

(Fig. 3.6). For a quarter of DRs, these of-
fers are either only available once or twice per
year or they report having no social activities
at their institute at all.

If DRs are offered social activities, they
participate in them to a great extent. 85%
of DRs attend at least from time to time and
about one third of DRs do so every time they
can make it (Fig. 3.7). The popularity of so-
cial gatherings among DRs shows that ex-
tracurricular events are very much welcome.
We found a correlation between DRs’ overall
level of satisfaction and the amount of social
activities offered to them (data not shown).
Although cause and effect might be entan-
gled, we still want to emphasize the impor-
tance of these events for fostering social in-
teraction and bonding.

On a more formal level, doctoral
spokespersons are the link between DRs
and their respective administrations and
directorate and the PhDnet is the link to the
MPS. While 85% of DRs know their current
representatives (Fig. 3.8), only 20% of DRs
have a good grasp of the activities of PhDnet
(Fig. 3.9) which represents DRsS’ interests
and perspectives mainly through the insti-
tutes’ doctoral spokespeople. It would be
valuable to make the PhDnet’s activities and
events more popular among DRs so that as
many of them as possible can make their
voices heard by engaging with PhDnet.

. Yes . No
Yes, but not if they are internal or I don't know
external
3% 2% 4% 2% 4% 3% 2%
I
\ S O \ S
S &£ & @“ &
Y RN @« PN
& & D I R
2 & <
N ) i)
v
Figure 3.8: ""Do you know your current internal and

external PhD representatives at your institute?" Rela-
tive response rates grouped by section and PhD dura-
tion. The total number of responses is shown in brack-

ets.
. . Yes, | have heard
;ﬁSD'nleatm involved in something about PhDnet
before
Yes, | know about their
local and national events . No, not at all
30%
64%
e 64% 64% 66% ’
60%
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S ) N > )
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Figure 3.9: "Do you know PhDnet?" Relative response
rates grouped by section and PhD duration. The total
number of responses is shown in brackets.

The Max Planck Alumni Association is fa-
miliar to 30% of DRs overall (Fig. 3.10), with
some differences across sections. Addition-
ally, the MPS and PhDnet organize activities
and events for DRs (Fig. 3.11), with the most
popular being soft-skills seminars or work-
shops (18% attendance).
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. Yes . No
60%
70% 7% 71%
0
40%
30% 23% 29%
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Q \ N \
6\ 9 $ \BV\
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Figure 3.10: '"Do you know about the Max Planck
Alumni Association (MPAA)?" Relative response rates
grouped by section. The total number of responses is
shown in brackets.

Soft-skills seminars or
workshops organized by 18%
the MPS or by PhDnet

PhDnet General Meeting 7%

Visions in Science/Career 6%
Fair

Regional PhDnet hub event I 5%

N2 Science Communication o
2%
Conference

Total: 2522

Figure 3.11: '"Have you participated in any of the fol-
lowing events in the past (multiple answers possible)?"
Relative response rates.

3.2 Satisfaction

Overall, 71% of DRs report either being “very
satisfied” or “satisfied” with their PhD (see
Fig. 3.12). The top aspects for which satis-
faction is high are office equipment (83%)
and work environment (75%). The aspects in
which satisfaction is lowest are the amount
of holidays (39% reporting either “very un-
satisfied” or “unsatisfied”) and salaries and
benefits (27%).

3.2.1 Why MPI?

There are many reasons why DRs choose to
undertake a PhD degree at the MPS (Fig.
3.13). The primary reasons are scientific:
76% responded that the scientific excellence
of the MPS or the research group plays a role,
while 59% report interest in the specific re-
search being undertaken at the institute. The
least common reason cited is the attractive-
ness of pay and benefits, with only 16% re-
porting this as one of the reasons for choos-
ing the MPS.

3.2.2 Giving up

Giving up a PhD is a difficult decision that
33% of DRs at the MPS have considered (ei-
ther “often” or “occasionally”; Fig. 3.14).
More female researchers have considered
giving up than males®. The same is true
for those DRs closer to finishing their PhD7.
There were only marginal differences across
sections®.

Summary

- 86% of DRs are now on contracts.

- There is a reliable gender gap, with fe-
male DRs earning less than male col-
leagues.

- The gender gap may be partly due to a
large difference in salaries across sec-
tions, where the CPT section is systemat-
ically paid more than other sections, and
is also the most male dominated section
(28% female).

x%(1) = 35.1, p < .001, BF > 100. We report the default
Gunel and Dickey (1974) Bayes factors for contingency
tables using a Poisson sampling plan.

"Logistic regression of PhD year on giving up either
“often” or “occasionally” vs. “never” or “rarely”;
B = 0.23, p < .001, BF > 100. We approximate the
Bayes Factor using bridge sampling to compare our
model against an intercept only null model.

8%%(2) = 6.3, p = .043, BF = 0.26
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Overall satisfaction

Office equipment (e.g., computer,
software, own desk etc.)

Work environment/ atmosphere

Administrative support

Laboratory equipment

Scientific support

Workload

Social life at the institute/
campus

Salary/benefits

Amount of holidays

71% - (2524) 22% I 7%
83% _ (2520) 11% I 6%
75% _ (2520) LA | 8%
74% - (2515) 16% I 10%
75% _ (2485 5% 2%
64% - (25517) 21% I 15%
58% . (2514) 30% I 12%
59% - (2505) 25% I 15%
44% - 28% . 27%
39% - (2505) 20% - 39%
Total: 2522 . Very satisfied Undecided . Very unsatisfied
Satisfied Unsatisfied

Figure 3.12: "Please rate your overall satisfaction with the following aspects of your PhD" The black dashed line
indicates a reference point of the neutral position; the ratio of responses stating ''Never/Rarely" and "Occasion-
ally/Often" is given by the percentages on either side of the bar. The total number of responses is also shown in

brackets.

Scientific excellence of the
Max Planck Institute or my
specific group

Interest in the research being
carried out at the institute

Equipment and working
facilities

Interest in working with a
specific scientist

Continuing previous scientific
project (internship, Master’s
thesis, etc.)

Interest in joining a
structured PhD program such as
IMPRS

Attractiveness of pay and . 16%

benefits

26%

24%

76%

59%

45%

35%

Total: 2522

Figure 3.13: "Why did you start your work on your doc-
toral thesis at the Max Planck Society (multiple an-
swers possible)?" Relative response rates.
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Results (e.g.,
expectations not
met)

44%

High pressure 42%

Future career

. 39%
options

Supervision 33%

Personal reasons 33%

Research topic 27%

26%

Salary

Working conditions 24%

Total: 1498
Figure 3.14: "Why did you think about giving up your
PhD (multiple answers possible)?" Relative response
rates. The total number of responses is shown in
brackets.
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- On average, DRs work 47.3 hours per
week, which is 11.2 hours more than they
are paid for. Only 4% of DRs never work
on weekends or holidays.

- Social activities for DRs are offered in
most institutes and are welcomed by the
majority of DRs.

- DRs are overall quite satisfied (71%).

- The highest satisfaction is related to of-
fice equipment and work environment,
while the greatest dissatisfaction is re-

16

lated to the amount of holidays and the
salary and benefits.

- DRs are attracted to the MPI based on

the scientific reputation and the research
being conducted, although the pay and
benefits are the least attractive aspects.

* 33% of DRs consider giving up, with the

rate higher for female researchers and
increasing with each additional year of
the PhD.
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Scientific Practices and Supervision

The credibility of scientific results largely
depends on the framework in which they are
generated. This includes compliance with
best practices and is tightly coupled to the
attitude and intentions of the researchers. A
large part of scientific output is generated
by doctoral researchers (DRs). It is therefore
crucial to evaluate their experiences and to
understand their relationship with the aca-
demic system and in particular with their di-
rect supervisors.

In this chapter, we present the results of
the survey related to the role of DRs in the
academic system. The current PhDnet survey
is the first that addresses the experience of
DRs with good scientific practice. We also
put a special focus on supervision which
has been shown in previous sections to be
an important determinant of overall DR
satisfaction.

69%
78%

X
—
©

Scientific talks at
a conference

. 1st year (830)

Posters at a
conference

. Total (2522)

Articles in peer
reviewed journals

. 2nd year (577)

4.1 Scientific Practices

4.1.1

The most common contribution to aca-
demic science are conference posters, fol-
lowed by conference talks and research ar-
ticles (Fig. 4.1). While DRs start very early
with posters, most do not publish their first
article before the third year. Book chapters
are less common as they are mostly written
by more senior researchers. Patent applica-
tions are also less frequent as the focus of the
MPS is basic research.

Research output

4.1.2  Good scientific practice

The most commonly observed violation of
good scientific practice is sloppy work. As
the term itself is subject to interpretation,
we defined it as intentionally skipping neces-
sary checks or steps in a study, e.g., for time

X
~

<
N
(o]

o
>
—

|3%
<1%

chapters Patent aplplications

= 3rd year (957)

Figure 4.1: '"Which of the following types of scientific output have you published so far during your doctoral
research (multiple answers possible)?'" Relative response rates grouped by types of scientific output.
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...duplicate publication

67%m2% |17%
59%ml7% le%
60% 3% I 23%

Yes, observed without direct
consequences for my work

...plagiarism

...data manipulation,

()
fabrication, or theft 4%

...problems with
ambiguous data ownership

...'honorary’ authorship

...other conflicts on
authorship

...sloppy work

-

Yes, I've been told by

Yes, involved (e.g., as a
colleagues

victim) with direct
consequences for my work
Total: 2522

Figure 4.2: "Have you been involved in or observed
sloppy work (multiple answers possible)?" The black
dashed line indicates a reference point of the neutral
position; the ratio of responses stating ''No", and "Yes,
observed without direct consequences for my work",
"Yes, involved (e.g., as a victim) with direct conse-
quences for my work" is given by the percentages on
either side of the bar. The total number of responses is
also shown in brackets.

reasons or to not endanger results that sup-
port one’s hypothesis. 23% of DRs reported
that they were either involved in or had ob-
served this behavior (Fig. 4.2). We did not ask
for reasons for specific behaviors, so we can
only speculate based on other investigations,
e.g., in the context of the ongoing “replica-
tion crisis” in parts of biomedical research
and the social sciences. One reason to skip
necessary checks could be a high workload
within limited time and funding. Another
one might be the desire (or pressure) to de-
liver exciting results that can be published in
high-impact journals, which is tightly con-
nected to career success.

Conflicts about authorship are similarly
widespread (20%) and honorary authorship
(17%) seems to be a major problem. Since
authorship is a defining feature in the evalu-
ation of academic success, the assignment of
authorship, especially in highly collaborative,
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interdisciplinary and international projects,
is prone to conflicts. These conflicts might
also be amplified in collaborative projects
when different traditions of assigning au-
thorship and the order of authors in a pub-
lication collide. In contrast, duplicate pub-
lication is the least common observed vio-
lation (3%). This is likely due to the ease
of detection, especially given modern pla-
giarism detection software. Similarly, pla-
giarism and data manipulation were not ob-
served frequently (4% each). Slightly more
DRs (7%) encountered data ownership prob-
lems.

Results on the awareness of best prac-
tices and knowledge of the relevant reporting
mechanisms can help tackling problems with
best-practices violations. We find that about
half (49%) of DRs feel confident about their

Yes, and | know them quite
well

-

Yes, but | don't really know No Answer
what they say
49% 39% Y8 3%
(1228) (991) Pxk1) (64)

Figure 4.3: "Are you aware of the regulations on good
scientific practice by the Max Planck Society?" The bar
chart shows the total number of responses and its per-
centages.

| don't know No Answer

5%
(136

2%
(50)

Figure 4.4: "Is there a neutral person to turn to in case
you observe severe misconduct (ombudsperson)?" The
bar chart shows the total number of responses and its
percentages.

. Yes, but it's not obligatory I don't know

. Yes, and it's obligatory

N

20%
(495)

No Answer

20%
(492)

23%
(568)

2%
(46)

Figure 4.5: "Do you have a workshop on good scien-
tific practice at your institute?" The bar chart shows
the total number of responses and its percentages.
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knowledge of the regulations on good scien-
tific practice (Figs. 4.3 to 4.5), even though
88% know about them. To resolve arising
conflicts, it became mandatory for every in-
stitute to have an ombudsperson. About a
third of DRs (29%), however, do not know
whether there is an ombudsperson at their
institute. Many DRs also raised doubts about
their ombudsperson’s neutrality. These re-
sults suggest that the present system of reg-
ulations and ombudspersons is not suffi-
ciently implemented and communicated.

It is therefore no surprise that only 5% have
reported scientific misconduct, despite many
more claiming to have observed it (Figs. 4.6
and 4.7). From this low number of reports,
more than half of the cases could be resolved
with about a quarter (13% of 53%) entailing
negative consequences for the reporter. In

Have you ever reported scientific misconduct? (1358)
5% 93% 2%
Yes \[e)

No answer

What was the outcome of your report? (53)

40% %8%
S ! ' \
&
9 S &
\ @ e e O 2 Q§
0("0@(\ \(\Q b\x L & broz &
CEL @ S IR
P XL L R R 2
LLX £ KO RS
& T S oS SN
S S
© ‘(}4 0\ ‘f\ $0 s \QQ/
QR RS S S
¢ & N F
L e & &
S \ QJ‘ b(\
&8 &8
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Figure 4.6: '"Have you ever reported scientific miscon-
duct?" & "What was the outcome of your report?" The
bar chart shows the total number of responses and its
percentages.

No, not even if it was
by my supervisor or a
senior colleague

. Yes, in any case

25%
(315)

Not if it was by a peer
or junior colleague No Answer
28%
(350)

27%
(336)

Figure 4.7: ''Do you think you would face negative con-
sequences for reporting misconduct in your group?"
The bar chart shows the total number of responses and
its percentages.
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30% of the cases no action was taken. For
18% of the reports the outcome is unknown.

4.1.3 Attitudes towards academia

DRs clearly distinguish between what they
consider to be the most and the least attrac-
tive aspects of an academic research career.
(Fig. 4.8). The most attractive aspect is to
bring a service to society, followed by teach-
ing and international mobility. The least
attractive aspects are issues related to the
academic job market; salaries and availabil -
ity of permanent positions are rated as very
unattractive, similar to applying for funding.
The other group of negative aspects is defined
by a lack of compatibility of an academic ca-
reer with family aspects (children and career
plans of partner). Only the workload is seen
as neutral by a relative majority (49%).

36%

Service to society 57%@
o [
10%.

12%

IG%

Teaching 44% 15%

Mobility (i.e., work in

0
different countries or cities) 38

Workload 49% 41%

Compatibility of own career
plans with career plans of
partner

27% EPLi:3)] 54%

Compatibility of own career
plans with having children

10% 29% 53%

Applying for and obtaining

()
funding 6%

37%

(2498) 54%

Salaries in academia 6%

Availability of permanent
positions

Total: 2522 . Attractive

Figure 4.8: "In general, how do you judge the follow-
ing aspects of an academic research career?" The black
dashed line indicates a reference point of the neutral
position; the ratio of responses stating "Attractive' and
"Unattractive" is given by the percentages on either
side of the bar. The total number of responses is also
shown in brackets.
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59%

X
)
n

Public Private Public science- Private Public non- Private non- | don’t know
scientific scientific related job science-related scientific job scientific job yet
research research job

- Wish (2522)

. Expect (2522)

Figure 4.9: "Which field would you like to work in after completing your PhD (multiple answers possible)?" &
"Which field do you expect to work in after your PhD (multiple answers possible)?" Relative response rates. The

total number of responses is shown in brackets.

4.1.4 Career planning

Similar to last year’s survey, we noticed a
discrepancy between career wishes and ca-
reer expectations of DRs. For all fields, the
number of people who wish to pursue an aca-
demic career is greater than the number of
people who expect to really stay in academia
(Fig. 4.9). The gap has slightly decreased
compared to the previous survey. This shows
that DRs in the year 2018 are more informed
about their career perspectives than previ-
ously and is probably a result of the increas-
ing access to career planning and soft-skills
workshops in the MPS. Still, most DRs pur-
sue their PhD with the wish to work in pub-

1000 38% 36%
800 1
600 1
4001

200

Total: 2522

Figure 4.10: "Where do you see yourself living after
your time as a doctoral researcher?" Y-axis shows the
number of answers.

lic (59%) or private (50%) scientific research.
However, much less expect to work in these
fields (45% and 36%, respectively).

DRs are very flexible concerning their geo-
graphic preferences (Fig. 4.10). More than a
third (36%) have not yet decided where they
want to live after their PhD. Most of them
(38%) want to stay in Germany, mostly those
that originally are from Germany.

4.2 Supervision

4.2.1  Direct and Formal Supervision

To obtain a clearer picture of the supervision
situation, we asked DRs about their direct and
their formal supervisors as well as about the
frequency of meetings in which the project
is discussed. We defined the direct supervi-
sor as the person who is in closest contact
with the PhD project while the formal super-
visor refers to a second person who is affili-
ated with the PhD project but supervises less
extensively. Both positions could be held by
the same person.

61% of DRs report that their formal super-
visor is also their direct supervisor (Fig. 4.11).
About half of direct supervisors are group
leaders, about one third are directors or pro-
fessors and only a minority occupy a different
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position (Fig. 4.12). About one third of DRs
have a formal supervisor and a direct super-
visor, most of whom did not have the option
to choose their direct supervisor. About one
eighth of DRs report not having the option
to change their supervisor if they wanted to.
The majority of DRs are satisfied with their
supervisors - more than two thirds of them
never consider personal changes in supervi-
sion and only five percent say they often con-
sider changing their supervisors (Figs. 4.13
and 4.14). The majority (60%) of DRs meet
their direct supervisors weekly or even daily
to talk about their projects, but a significant

. Yes

. No (without choice)

61%
(1545)

19%
(490)

13%
(318)

7%
(169)

Figure 4.11: ""Is your formal supervisor your direct su-
pervisor?" The bar chart shows the total number of re-
sponses and its percentages.

. Group leader

. Director/Professor

Other

No answer

. Research scientist

2%
2%

2% 1%

2%

6%

Figure 4.12: "What’s your direct supervisor’s posi-
tion?" Relative response rates are grouped by section.
The total number of responses is shown in brackets.

21

. Often Rarely No answer
Occasionally . Never
12% 5 68% 5%
(312) D) (1715) (137)

Figure 4.13: "Did you ever consider changing any of
your supervisors?' The bar chart shows the total num-
ber of responses and its percentages.

. Yes

No, | cannot change
my supervisor(s)

Yes, but only the

i ; | don’t know
direct supervisor
Yes, but only the
formal supervisor No answer
200 v 28% SE 2%
(60) (1275) (702) (321)(12 (39)

Figure 4.14: "If necessary, are you able to change your
supervisor(s)?" The bar chart shows the total number
of responses and its percentages.

proportion (16%) of them meet their direct
supervisors less than once a month. There is
a clear gender difference: Female DRs meet
their supervisors less frequently than their
male counterparts which can partly be ac-
counted for by a higher share of females in
the HUM section and a lower share in the CPT
section, the latter one being characterized by
more frequent supervision patterns in gen-
eral (Fig. 4.15).

We also asked about the number of other
DRs supervised by one’s own supervisor. Di-
rect supervisors advise four to five other DRs
on average while about one fifth of DRs has to
compete with more than six others for their
direct supervisor’s time (Fig. 4.16). Formal
Supervisors supervise even more projects —
ten on average (Fig. 4.17).

4.2.2 Thesis Advisory Committee

More than two thirds of DRs have a The-
sis Advisory Committee (TAC); 8% of those
meet their TAC only once during their PhD
while 67% meet once a year and 13% once
per semester. 58% of DRs agree that their
TAC significantly contributes to the scien-
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48%
50%
52%

N
o
™

Daily

. Total (2522)

Weekly

. BM (968)

Monthly

. CPT (1052)

Less than once No answer

a month
HUM (369)

Figure 4.15: "On average, how often do you meet your direct supervisor to talk about your project?" Relative

response rates grouped by section.
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Figure 4.16: "How many other doctoral researchers (yourself not included) does your direct supervisor have?"
Y-axis shows the number of answers and the dashed line the median of each class.

tific quality of their projects. 49% think that
their TAC helps them in planning their re-
search and 42% think that their TAC will help
them completing their dissertation on time
(Fig. 4.19).

4.2.3 Other Mentors

Informal exchanges with other people are an
important resource for many DRs (Fig. 4.18).
While more than 80% of them discuss their
research with other colleagues in their re-
search group and almost 70% discuss their
research with other colleagues at their insti-
tute, more than one third of DRs report that
talking to their friends and family about their
work contributes to it as well. In fact, only
1.3% and 1.7% respectively report that they
don’t talk to others about their research or
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that informal exchanges are not important
for their work.

4.2.4 Supervision and Satisfaction

Good supervision is the key to a success-
ful research project. In addition, and maybe
more importantly, the quality of supervision
significantly contributes to a positive work
atmosphere, to personal confidence in one’s
abilities and to overall job satisfaction for
DRs. While more than three quarters of DRs
think that their supervisor is open to their
ideas, informed about the current state of
their research and that she or he has excellent
knowledge of their field of research, there
is still a considerable number of DRs who
think otherwise (Fig. 4.19). Male DRs and
those working in the CPT section are gener-



PhDnet Report 2018

Chapter 4. Scientific Practices

and Supervision

150+

27% 40
100{ 20% 19%
N 119, 12% N
4%
0! 200 emBd
P \/@f’ @”Q %Q:f’ ’f):'? B

Total: 445

Figure 4.17: "How many other doctoral researchers
does your formal supervisor have?" Y-axis shows the
number of answers and the dashed line the median of
each class.

ally more satisfied with their supervision sit-
uation. The HUM section occupies an inter-
mediary position while DRs in the biomedical
section are least satisfied with their supervi-
sion.

In our survey data, we also observe signifi-
cant positive correlations between DRs’ over-
all satisfaction and the frequency of their su-
pervisory meetings (Fig. 4.20). The same is
true for the relationship between DRs’ over-
all satisfaction and their assessment of every
aspect of supervision (e.g., openness, avail-
ability, provision of helpful feedback). Sim-
ilarly, a more negative assessment of su-

Yes, talking to
colleagues in my group

I 2%
| 1%

Figure 4.18: '"Do you feel informal exchanges with
other people contribute to your work? If yes, what
kind of exchanges (multiple answers possible)?" Rela-
tive response rates.

Yes, talking to
colleagues at my
institute

Yes, talking to other
researchers

Yes, talking to friends
and/or family

No, informal exchanges
are not important for my
work

| don’t talk to others
about my research

Total: 2522
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...improving the scientific 58%. 68)) | 24%

0,
quality of my research project IlSA

...ensuring the completion of
my doctoral research in case
one supervisor cannot continue
supervising me

40% 17%

I26%
42%. (1475 Izz%
34%'» 2 /0)) I31%

. Strongly disagree

Total: 2522

...planning my doctoral

49%
research

£E)) . 25%

43%. (1a22)

...completing my PhD on time 36%

...improving the quality of
communication with my
supervisor

. Strongly agree

Agree

35%

Undecided

Disagree

Figure 4.19: "How much do you agree with the fol-
lowing statements: My Thesis Committee significantly
contributes to..." The black dashed line indicates a
reference point of the neutral position; the ratio of re-
sponses stating "Strongly agree', "Agree", and "Dis-
agree', "Strongly disagree" is given by the percentages
on either side of the bar. The total number of responses
is also shown in brackets.

pervision is strongly related to a higher fre-
quency of thinking about giving up one’s PhD
(Fig. 4.21). Almost 40% of DRs who report
having thought about giving up their PhD at
some point mention supervision as a reason.

Finally, we asked DRs who they think is
mainly in control of different aspects of their
PhD (Fig. 4.22). While almost all DRs feel like
being in control of their daily routine and of
their daily work hours, a considerably smaller
share of them feel like being in control of
their research topic or of having a say in de-
ciding when and where their work is going to
be published. Intriguingly, almost half of all
DRs think that others - such as: supervisors,
institute directors or their Thesis Committee
members - are in control of the total duration
of their research. Drawing on these findings,
we would like to disentangle these aspects in
future surveys and assess what are the rea-
sons behind these statements.
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Figure 4.20: "On average, how often do you meet your
direct supervisor to talk about your project?" & "Please
rate your overall satisfaction with the following aspects
of your PhD: [Overall satisfaction]." Relative response
rates.
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Figure 4.21: '"Have you ever thought about giving up
your PhD?" & "Please rate how much the following ap-
plies to your direct supervisor.' Averaged relative cu-
mulative response rates of all questions as being asked
for supervision. Stronger agreement indicates a more
positive view on supervision.
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My research topic
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be published 2%
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The duration of my total
doctoral research work

-

Me and my supervisor(s)
in agreement

(2363)

30% |16%

54%.

My institute's
director(s)

My Thesis Committee

. Other

Figure 4.22: "Who is, in your opinion, mainly in con-
trol of the following aspects?" The black dashed line
indicates a reference point of the neutral position; the
ratio of responses stating ''Me'", '"Me and my supervi-
sor(s) in agreement", and "My institute’s director(s)",
"My Thesis Committee", "Other" is given by the per-
centages on either side of the bar. The total number of
responses is also shown in brackets.

. Total: 2522
My supervisor(s)

Summary

- The most common violation of best sci-
entific practice is sloppy work, i.e., skip-
ping necessary steps or checks in the re-
search process.

- Authorship of research articles is a main
cause of conflicts and honorary author-
ship is still a problem.

- Knowledge about best practices and es-
pecially about the ombudsperson system
has not reached all DRs yet.

- DRs value the service of society their
work comes with. They also like teaching
and international mobility while the aca-
demic job market and the lack of compat-
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ibility with family planning are perceived
as less attractive.

- Job wishes and expectations of DRs dif-
fer. Many do not expect to work in a re-
search job even though they wish to.

- About 60 % of DRs meet their direct su-
pervisors weekly or daily while 16% of
them meet their direct supervisors less
than once a month.

- Female DRs meet their supervisors less
frequently than male DRs which is partly
a result of different gender ratios across
section.

- On average, supervisors advise four to
five DRs at the same time.
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- More than two thirds of DRs have a The-

sis Advisory Committee (TAC) and a ma-
jority of them thinks that their TAC sig-
nificantly contributes to the quality of
their research.

- There are pronounced differences re-

garding DRs’ satisfaction with their su-
pervisors across sexes and across sec-
tions.

- DRs’ satisfaction with their supervision

and the frequency of supervision show a
strong correlation with DRs’ likelihood to
consider giving up their doctoral research
as well as with their level of overall sat-
isfaction.
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Family Planning

Mastering the early challenges of being an
academic scholar is tough, even when devot-
ing the majority of time to the task. Arguably
the same statement can be made for being a
parent. Hence, the question stands how those
two worlds can be combined sensibly, a chal-
lenge itself which is proactively faced by the
Max Planck Society!.

The current survey specifically queried the
family planning situation of doctoral re-
searchers (DRs). What obstacles in their
work environment are commonly faced by
DRs when considering to start a family? How
many DRs are parents and are they satisfied
with their family support? Is the support of-
fered by the MPS considered an asset?

Do you have or are you currently expecting
children? (2522)

8% 89% 2%
Yes \[e} No answer

W@dd you like to have children? (22&2)

6% 64% 9% 4%

N & S &M
) @Ao &\ NS \{5\ c,$
\,0 q 3 b Q X ’b(\
AR ] 0‘" ((\* 0(\ (8]
9‘\QZ?}\ AS)
_\Q/ (;(\\\b _\@

Figure 5.1: ""Do you have or are you currently expecting
children?" & "Would you like to have children?" Rel-
ative response rates. The total number of responses is
shown in brackets.

thttps://www.mpg.de/11723196/family-and- career

5.1 There is no rush, but why?

Currently, 8% of female DRs have or are ex-
pecting children (Fig. 5.1); in comparison to
15% of women with higher education be-
tween 25-29 in Germany.? Parents are dra-
matically underrepresented in the MPS. Why
are DRs reluctant to have children?

Of the childless DRs roughly 70% (1434
DRs) actually want to have children, but the
majority of those prefer to have kids after
their doctoral research. The most quoted
reason not to have children during the doc-
toral research is a lack of money to support
children (819 DRs), followed by unfriendly
working conditions (770 DRs). In total, more
than 80% (1149 DRs) name reasons related to
their work environment for not wanting chil-
dren (Fig. 5.2). The wish for a child is pushed
to the time after the PhD, which paints a dire
picture for the compatibility of parenthood
and a PhD.

Comments often include the frequent trav-
eling as scientists or high stress as reasons
that we did not ask for specifically. Com-
ments such as:

"I feel often so stressed out, that I cannot
imagine to take care for children in the
near future."

or

"The high demand on mobility when
pursuing a scientific career during the

*Daten zu Geburten, Kinderlosigkeit und Familien
- Ergebnisse des Mikrozensus 2012 - Tabellen zur
Pressekonferenz am 7. November 2013 in Berlin
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| don't have the money to

0,
support children 7%

My working conditions are

0
not family-friendly 4%

46%

Personal reasons

| fear jeopardizing my
career

39%

Total: 1434

Figure 5.2: ""What are the reasons that you don’t want
to have children during your PhD (multiple answers
possible)?" Relative response rates.

time when most people would like to
have kids (age 25-35) is very detrimen-
tal to the founding of a family."

are representative comments for the major-
ity of responses. Other reasons mentioned in
the comment box include a feeling of insecu-
rity for the time after the PhD or being afraid
of not getting an extension after the parental
leave.

5.2 Being a parent during the PhD

Even though parents or expecting DRs are
more optimistic than non-parents by some
accounts, the general situation for parents
is difficult. As an example for the apparent
optimism: the overall satisfaction of parents
is either on equal levels or else higher than
that of other DRs (data not shown). Further-
more, the support received from the insti-
tute is more often perceived as being suffi-
cient by parents than it is expected to be by
non-parents. Yet, still 76% (153 DRs) of par-
ents feel that there is not enough support; ei-
ther financially, organizationally or both: a
daunting number.

Most parents (57%; 117 DRs) agree that
they have family-friendly working condi-
tions at their institute, while the number
of parents who feel like they have enough
money to support children equals the num-
ber of parents who do not (39% and 37% re-
spectively, Fig. 5.4). 64% (130 DRs) of par-
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Yes financially, but
not enough organi-

. Yes, both

zational support
Yes organizationally,
but not enough

. No, neither
financial support

Parents PN 30%

Total: 157

Not Parents AR 28%

Total: 995

Figure 5.3: ""Do you feel that there is sufficient support
(financial and organizational) from your institute for
raising a child?" The bar chart shows the total number
of responses and its percentages.

ents have worries about their academic ca-
reer because of having children and only 16%
disagree. A looming fear of not being able
to combine a future career and their children
accompanies being a parent as a DR at the
MPS and the concerns are voiced in the sur-
vey:

"Having a child is a big commitment,
which absorbs a lot of your time and en-
ergy. This comes back to the lack of clear
rules of the competitive game within sci-
ence operates: I am better able to out-
match my competitors if I do not have a
child than if I do have one."

Parents and DRs who wish to have chil-
dren during their PhD were also asked if their

16%| 21% ((Z0)=)) -64%
57%. (2405 20% I23%
I37%

. Strongly disagree

Total: 203-206

...worries about my
academic career because
of having children

...family-friendly
working conditions

...enough money to
support my children

. Strongly agree

Agree

39%' (PLI5) 24%

Undecided
Disagree

Figure 5.4: "How much do you agree with the follow-
ing statements? I have..." The black dashed line indi-
cates a reference point of the neutral position; the ra-
tio of responses stating "Strongly agree'", "Agree", and
"Disagree", "Strongly disagree" is given by the per-
centages on either side of the bar. The total number of
responses is also shown in brackets.
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| don't know No Answer

. Yes . No

59% 9%

(31)

2%
(6)

(204)

Figure 5.5: "Does your institute offer support in child-
care services (e.g., access/financial support for day-
cares, child-friendly environment, reimbursements for
daycares during business travel, etc.)?" The bar chart
shows the total number of responses and its percent-
ages.

institute offers support in childcare services
(Fig. 5.5). Only 9% reply with “No”, showing
a widespread availability of such facilities.
However, 30% did not know about the sit-
uation at their institute. This indicates that
access to information on childcare services is
problematic for those who want to directly
benefit from such services. Beyond individual
institutes the comment section reveals that
the child support in the MPS overall is diffi-
cult to deal with:

"The MPG childcare fund is appreci-
ated, although the first year was com-
plete chaos in regards for applying, as it
seemed no-one knew what the criteria
were or who was eligible."

5.3 Parental leave and Equal Op-
portunities Officer

In Germany, employees — and with that DRs
on a contract - are allowed to go on paid
parental leave after childbirth?. The al-
lowance and the total duration vary, but it is
encouraged that both parents stay with the
child for some time. Furthermore, the al-
lowances encourage an easy transition pe-
riod between the parental leave and full-time
work by supplementing a part-time employ-
ment with extra funding.

3https://www.bmfsfj.de/bmfsfj/service/publikationen/...

elterngeld-elterngeldplus-und-

partnerschaftsbonus/133568 or

http://www.bamf.de/EN/Willkommen/KinderFamilie/...

Elterngeld/elterngeld-node.html
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Total 81%
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| don’t know Total: 2522

. Yes, in full

Yes, partially No, | wouldn’t take

parental leave

Figure 5.6: "If you are or were to have children during
your doctoral research, would you take parental leave?"
The black dashed line indicates a reference point of
the neutral position; the ratio of responses stating
"Strongly agree", "Agree'", and "Disagree", "Strongly
disagree" is given by the percentages on either side of
the bar. The total number of responses is also shown
in brackets.

Most of the DRs who are parents and those
who plan to have children during their PhD
would opt for a parental leave period (80%,
see Fig. 5.6). Yet, the majority would not
want to take full parental leave but would
rather go back to work earlier (Fig. 5.7). The
most quoted reason not to take full parental
leave (74%) is finishing up the PhD, but also
the workload (45%) is an often cited rea-
son. Only 17% of people do not feel like it
is necessary to take full parental leave, indi-
cating that most DRs would prefer to take a
longer parental leave than they feel comfort-
able with taking.

Even though the gender differences are not
large, female DRs are more likely to take
parental leave compared to men. The in-
equality is mentioned frequently in the com-
ments section, often with a frustrated con-
notation:

"I noticed that at our institute, many
male PhD candidates and post-docs


https://www.bmfsfj.de/bmfsfj/service/publikationen/elterngeld--elterngeldplus-und-partnerschaftsbonus/133568
https://www.bmfsfj.de/bmfsfj/service/publikationen/elterngeld--elterngeldplus-und-partnerschaftsbonus/133568
https://www.bmfsfj.de/bmfsfj/service/publikationen/elterngeld--elterngeldplus-und-partnerschaftsbonus/133568
http://www.bamf.de/EN/Willkommen/KinderFamilie/Elterngeld/elterngeld-node.html
http://www.bamf.de/EN/Willkommen/KinderFamilie/Elterngeld/elterngeld-node.html

PhDnet Report 2018

Chapter 5. Family Planning

. Yes, he/she was elected

. | don't know

. Yes, he/she was appointed No Answer

24% 280 39%

Figure 5.8: "Is there an Equal Opportunities office/r at
your Institute?" The bar chart shows the total number
of responses and its percentages.

Workload

Figure 5.7: "Why would you not take (or have not
taken) the full parental leave (multiple answers pos-
sible)?"" Relative response rates.

No

33%
(843)

1%
(35)

| want to
finish my PhD

| don't feel
it's necessary

Pressure from
supervisor

Total: 832

have had children during their time at
the institute but no female PhD candi-
dates. Having to take a leave from the
institute because of pregnancy or child
care is not encouraged by our directors."

The gender difference in taking parental
leave still epitomizes traditional gender
roles. While attitudes towards gender and
family norms have become increasingly pro-
gressive overall, various factors (e.g., gen-
der pay gap, employers’ expectations, lack of
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male role models) exacerbate change in prac-
tice. The negative effects of inequality are
evident in our comments and we hope to see
the MPS encourage a fair and equal treatment
for expecting parents.

Furthermore, we asked DRs about the Equal
Opportunities (EO) office at their institute
(Fig. 5.8). More than half of the DRs know
about their respective EO officer and only 2%
say there is no EO office at their institute. The
fact that EO officers can only be women and
can only be elected by women was frequently
mentioned and criticized by DRs in the com-
ment section.

Summary

- Most DRs want to have children, but not
during their PhD time.

- DRs mostly named work-related reasons
for why they do not want to become par-
ents during their PhD time.

- With 8% parents among the DRs, they are
underrepresented to comparable groups
in Germany.

- While in general satisfied, DR parents do
not feel fully supported by the MPS.

- Parents and DRs with a wish for a child
would rather opt against full parental
leave to finish their PhDs.

- The widespread notion that mothers
should rather take time off for their chil-
dren is also prevalent for DRs in the MPS.
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Additional Figures

Not all available data was used and explained in the respective chapters.

For the sake of

completeness, remaining figures without explicit reference are listed in the following.

46%
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2% <1%
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Figure A.1: "What is the percentage of payment in your
contract according to TVSD level 13 (if applicable)?" Y
axis show number of answers.
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Figure A.2: "When did you start your doctoral re-
search?" & "What kind of contract do you currently
have?" Responses grouped by start year of PhD. Re-
sponses stating "I don’t want to answer that question"
were excluded for analysis.
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. Contract . Stipend Unpaid
1% <1% 2% 3% 0% 2% <1%
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Figure A.3: "What kind of contract do you currently
have?" Responses grouped by section and nationality.
Responses stating "I don’t want to answer that ques-
tion" were excluded for analysis.

E;;?P:c'?gt?;gﬁgre“t . External funding Other
Other Max Planck . No funding No answer
Society contract
81% 7% [ 5% <1%
(1720) (156) (96) (88E ¥}

Figure A.4: "Should you exceed the initially allotted
time for your contract or your stipend, how do you ex-
pect your doctoral research to be funded?" Responses
shown in relative and absolute numbers of doctoral re-
searchers.
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Figure A.5: ""How long was the original duration of your contract or stipend?" Relative response rates grouped by
section.

0.507 449,

18%
12% 170, 12% 1206 107 14%

0.00-

Total: 407
Figure A.6: '"Do you get external financial support to cover your living expenses? If yes, who is assisting you
financially (multiple answers possible)?" & "How much money (net amount in euros) do you receive for your

doctoral research work per month?" Y-axis shows the scaled number of responses relative to financial support
conditioned on income.

70%
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Figure A.7: ""Did you spend parts of your salary on items you exclusively used for work in the past year? If yes,

how much money in euros did you spend?" Relative response rates. The total number of responses is shown in
brackets.
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Figure A.8: ""How much do you pay for your rent and
associated living costs per month in euros (e.g., heat-
ing, gas, water, and electricity)?" Y-axis show number
of answers.
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Figure A.9: '""Have you ever thought about giving up
your PhD?" Responses grouped by frequency of super-
visor meetings, existence of a thesis committee, gen-
der, stage of PhD, and section.
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Figure A.10: "How many holidays per year can you take
according to your contract or stipend?" & "How many
days of your entitled holidays did you take in the past
year?" Y-axis show number of answers.
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Figure A.11: ""How many holidays per year can you take
according to your contract or stipend?" Y-axis show
number of answers.
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Figure A.12: ""How many holidays per year can you take
according to your contract or stipend?" & '""How many
days of your entitled holidays did you take in the past
year?" Relative response rates grouped by section and
nationality. The total number of responses is shown in
brackets.
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Figure A.13: "If you did not take all of the holidays
available to you last year, what was the reason to only
take part of it (multiple answers possible)?" Relative
response rates. The total number of responses is shown

in brackets.
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For the PhDnet Survey 2018, we collected email addresses of all doctoral researchers affili-
ated to a Max Planck Institute (MPI). Although we requested email addresses, the survey was
anonymous; email addresses were needed to generate one-time tokens such that no link be-
tween the response and the survey participant could be established. The survey was conducted
using LimeSurvey (https://www.limesurvey.org/), hosted by the Max Planck Society (MPS) at
https://umfragen.vw.mpg.de/. It was available online from June 11ith to July 21st, 2018. We
neither tracked IP addresses nor did the MPS administration have access to the raw survey
data.

Doctoral researchers eligible for participation in the survey were: those who started a doctoral
research project or who have stayed at an MPI for at least six months, who are/were affiliated
with an MPI (through MPS or graduate school programs, scholarships, etc.), who are/were
mainly working at an MPI at the time the survey was conducted, and whose defense did not
take place before the last PhDnet Survey (June 2017).

For some questions, participants could choose to select multiple answers or to skip the ques-
tion by providing no information. This resulted in varying response rates per question. Unless
otherwise specified, each figure and percentage linked to a survey question was generated
exclusively from the sample of respondents that consented to answering that question. All
percentage points were rounded to nearest integer, whenever increased precision was not re-
quired.

Statistical analysis was performed with R, Python (NumPy, Pandas, SciPy), and Excel. The
focus of our analysis was merely of a descriptive nature, resulting in histograms and grouped
charts to illustrate correlations with up to three variables. For some results, statistical tests
were employed to explore associations in the data. Methods we used are:

- Pearson and Spearman’s rank-order correlation coefficients to find linear and monotonic
relationships between groups of numerical data

- Wilcoxon signed-rank test to compare two related groups of numerical data

- Chi-squared test on two-way contingency tables to find dependencies between discrete or
categorical variables

- Student’s t-test to determine if two sets of data are significantly different from each other

- Kruskal-Wallis test and ANOVA to compare two or more independent variables of equal or
different sample sizes
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About the authors of this survey

The PhDnet Survey Group aims to uncover what motivates doctoral researchers, and what are
the most important topics for them. For us, it was meant to be a collaborative effort, led by
the coordinators Benjamin Regler and Laura Einhorn. All members of the survey group were
responsible for the questionnaire design, for implementing and conducting the survey, for
analyzing the data, for generating the figures, and for writing the report. While some members
were more specialized in certain tasks than others, we constantly cooperated, shared our
skills and expertise and mutually improved our work. It is thus impossible to assign specific
contributions. In other words, all members contributed to the survey and to the report equally.

Benjamin Regler

I am theoretical physicists. I received my BA and MA at the Technical
University Berlin, moved to Tiibingen for a PhD, and then moved back to
Berlin to start a PhD at Fritz-Haber-Institute in materials science. Cur-
rently, I’'m in my third year working on materials discovery algorithms
and materials property predictions. Outside work, I play guitar, sing in a
choir, and sometimes draw pictures. More frequently, I love hiking in the
midst of nature and am always fascinated about the forces and richness
of nature.

Laura Einhorn

Hey there! Tam a sociologist by training and I received my BA from Hum-
boldt University and my MA from Free University in Berlin. I moved to
Cologne for my PhD and am currently in my third year of research some-
where in between cultural sociology, economic sociology and food studies.
I am further interested in political and environmental sociology as well
as in studies of social stratification and inequality. Aside from that, I find
balance in music and in exercise, in thoughtful conversations, in travel-
ing and in enjoying the mesmerizing details of life. I hope the survey can
contribute to making PhDs’ voices heard.
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Jana Lasser

I recently finished my PhD in Physics on geophysical pattern formation at
the MPI for Dynamics and Self-Organization and the University of Got-
tingen, where I also did my undergraduate studies. Throughout my PhD,
I was involved in the representation of doctoral researchers and became
spokesperson of the PhDnet in 2018. In my work I try to combine my
diverse interests and skills, ranging from my background in theoretical
modelling and quantitative analysis to political activity and science com-
munication.

Martin Vogele

After studying physics at the Universities of Konstanz and Stuttgart, I re-
cently finished my PhD work at the MPI of Biophysics in Frankfurt and
now continue my scientific career at Stanford University. In my research,
I use statistical physics and supercomputers to understand complex bi-
ological phenomena. Most of my work is dedicated to lipid membranes
and membrane proteins. In Frankfurt, I served as the PhD representative
at our MPI for three years and founded the regional student chapter of the
German Physical Society. Besides science, I find joy in reading, running,
and photography.

Sofia Elizarova

I was born in the beautiful city of St. Petersburg and moved to Germany
in early childhood. After my studies of biology in Hanover and Gottingen,
I found that nothing is more fascinating than the brain, which builds the
basis for every experience in our lives. In my doctoral research at the MPI
of Experimental Medicine I therefore focus on the molecular mechanisms
that regulate the secretion of dopamine from neurons. Being involved
in PhDnet as representative and survey group member was an exciting
experience and I hope the results are going to help new PhD students as
much as they helped us!

Felix Bauerle

Hello to you avid reader! I am Felix Bauerle and did my PhD in Physics
at the MPI for Dynamics and Self-Organisation in Gottingen. While try-
ing myself at the challenges of becoming a scientist I got engaged as a
representative locally. Over time I learned to love the PhDnet commu-
nity and applied my data oriented and collaborative scientific background
in the Survey Group. Besides work I enjoy making music, hiking in the
mountains or writing down whatever comes to my mind. I truly hope this
Survey can help you personally where ever you might stand right now.
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Charley Wu

identify further areas for improvement.

Stefanie Forste

Hi, I am Stefanie. I am a final year PhD student at the Max Planck In-
stitute of Colloids and Interfaces in Potsdam. While my diploma thesis
was concerned with experimental work I switched to the theoretical side
of biophysics for the PhD. In my research, I am building a theoretical
model to analyze the complex formation of proteins. In my free time, I
enjoy learning more about martial arts and the food culture of different
countries.

Justin Shenolikar

Hello! ’'m a PhD student in Berlin, working on the intersection between
human and machine learning. My research uses computational models
and interactive experiments to uncover the principles behind human in-
telligence. Everyone involved in this report has sacrificed an incredible
amount of time and effort, and I’m very proud of the team for what we
have accomplished. PhDnet has been instrumental in creating positive
change for students in the MPG and I hope that this report can be used to

Greetings! My name is Justin Shenolikar, and I am currently a Doctoral
Researcher from Glasgow, Scotland. I study atmospheric chemistry at the
MPI-Chemistry in Mainz. It was here I became involved with the PhDnet,
being elected by my colleagues. My research is focused mainly on under-
standing pollution molecules, their effects on, and fates within various
locations around the world through a series of fieldwork campaigns. My
work has given me a deep appreciation for the importance of accurate
data analysis for attempting to solve complicated, trans-national prob-

lems. Outside of my work, I enjoy football, cooking, travelling to new

places as well as being involved in news and politics.
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Appendix E

The Survey

In the following, the complete PhDnet Survey 2018 is listed, including all its questions, instructions,
and possible answers in exact wording as well as the number of responses N for every question.

A. Contracts, salaries, and employ-
ment

In this first section, we will ask you about your
current employment situation, about contracts,
salaries, financial issues, and holiday allowance.
All information is needed to draw a conclusive
picture of the PhDs’ financial situation at the Max
Planck Society, to find and target deficits across
research fields, and to discuss solutions together
with the Max Planck Society administration.

1. "How is your doctoral research currently
financed (multiple answers possible)?"
(N = 2580)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:

- Contract (N = 2165)

- Stipend (N = 320)

- Unpaid (N = 36)

- I don’t know (N =17)

- 1T don’t want to answer this question
(N =4)

- Other (IV = 48)

2. "What kind of contract do you currently
have?" (N = 2165)

Description: There are several ways to know
what kind of contract you have, in case you
are not sure:

- Check which kind of payment you receive
under the header ’Basisbeziige’ of your pay-
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roll (Entgeltabrechnung). ’TV6D Tab. Ent-
gelt’ indicates a TVOD contract; ’Verg. Dok-
torand’ indicates a Fordervertrag.

- Check on your payroll whether you can find
the point 'VBL-Umlage’ under the header
’Bruttoentgelt’. If yes, this indicates a TVOD
contract. If not, this indicates a Forderver-
trag.

- Check the amount of your yearly vacation
days at the end of your payroll, stated in
the table ’Urlaubsdaten’ under ’Tarifurlaub’
+ ’Anspruch’. 30 days indicates a TV6D con-
tract; 20 days indicates a Fordervertrag.

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Fordervertrag from the Max Planck So-
ciety (N = 872)

- TVOD contract from the Max Planck So-
ciety (N =1037)

- I don’t know (N = 112)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =17)

- Other (IV = 127)

. "What kind of stipend do you currently

hold?" (N = 320)

Type: Single choice
Answers:
- Stipend from the Max Planck Society
(N = 163)
- Third party funding stipend (N = 127)
- I don’t know (N =9)
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- 1T don’t want to answer this question
(N =0)
- Other (W =21)

4. "How much money (net amount in euros)

do you receive for your doctoral research
work per month?" (N = 2522)

Description: In case you have more than one
contract, please choose the one that is your
prime source of income.

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- 0-1000 (N = 43)

- 1001-1100 (N =11)

-+ 1101-1200 (N = 73)

-+ 1201-1300 (N = 252)

-+ 1301-1400 (N = 410)

- 1401-1500 (N = 367)

-+ 1501-1600 (N = 234)

-+ 1601-1700 (N = 252)

- 1701-1800 (N = 412)

- 1801-1900 (N = 139)

- 1901-2000 (N = 100)

- 2001-2100 (N = 59)

-+ 2101-2200 (N = 27)

- 2201-2300 (N = 28)

- 2301-2400 (N = 33)

- 2401 or more (N = 35)
- T don’t know (IV = 14)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =33)

5. "What is the percentage of payment in

your contract according to TVOD level 13 (if
applicable)?" (N = 2165)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Less than 50

. 50

- 65/66

=75

+ 100

- Not applicable (Vv =91)
- I don’t know (N = 188)
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- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =19)
- Other (V = 79)

6. "How long was the original duration of

your contract or stipend? Please specify
the amount of months in the field ’Original
duration’." (N = 2442)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- I don’t know (N = 131)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =52)
- Original duration in months (N = 2259)

. "Should you exceed the initially allotted

time for your contract or your stipend, how
do you expect your doctoral research to be
funded?" (N = 2447)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Extension of current contract/stipend

(N = 1720)
- Other Max Planck Society contract (N =
156)

- External funding (N = 96)
- No funding (N = 88)
- I don’t know (N = 331)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =17)
- Other (IV = 39)

. "How much do you pay for your rent and

associated living costs per month in euros
(e.g., heating, gas, water, and electricity)?"
(N = 2522)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- 1-200 (N =9)

- 201-300 (N = 81)
+ 301-400 (N = 308)
- 401-500 (N = 544)
- 501-600 (N = 583)
- 601-700 (N = 367)
- 701-800 (N = 232)
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9.

10.

11.

- 801-900 (NN = 140)

- 901-1000 (N = 107)

-+ 1000 or more (N = 106)

- I do not pay rent or living costs (N = 13)

- I don’t know (N = 6)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 26)

"Do you get external financial support to
cover your living expenses? If yes, who is
assisting you financially (multiple answers
possible)?" (N = 2623)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:

- I do not get external financial support
(N = 2059)

- Itook up a loan for my time as a doctoral
researcher (N = 17)

- Parents (N = 243)

- Other relatives (N = 35)

- Partners (IV = 161)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =31)

- Other (N =177)

"How many holidays per year can you
take according to your contract or stipend?
Please specify the number of days in the
comment field 'Number of holidays’."

(N = 2446)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Not specified in the terms of my contract
or stipend (IV = 198)

- I don’t know (N = 124)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 30)

- Number of holidays (N = 2094)

"How many days of your entitled holidays
did you take in the past year? Please specify
the number of days in the comment field
'Number of holidays I took last year’"
(N = 2093)

Type: Single choice
Answers:
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- T don’t know (N = 224)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 146)

- Number of holidays I took last year (N =
1723)

12. "If you did not take all of the holidays
available to you last year, what was the
reason to only take part of it (multiple
answers possible)?" (N = 1733)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:

- Pressure from supervisor(s) (N = 127)
- High workload (Vv = 662)

- Saving up holidays for the future (N =
503)

- No special reason (N = 291)
- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =22)
- Other (IV = 128)
13. "How often have you worked during week-

ends or public holidays in the past year?"
(N = 2522)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Never (N = 100)

- Less than once per month (N = 408)

- Once per month (N = 547)

- Twice per month (N = 657)

- Three times per month (N = 473)

- Every weekend (N = 261)

- I don’t know (N = 47)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =29)

B. Working conditions

In this section, we ask you about your cur-
rent satisfaction with your doctoral research, the
working conditions, and the quality of your su-
pervision.

We hope to identify key features that con-
tribute to PhDs’ satisfaction and dissatisfaction.
We want to understand some of the problems you
face in your everyday work, and how we can po-
tentially address them.
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Note: In the following, '"direct supervisor"
refers to the person you consider to be your direct
research supervisor or advisor. This is the person
you are talking to most of the time. The '"for-
mal supervisor" refers to a second person who is
affiliated with your work, but maybe supervises
you less extensively. For some of you, they may
of course be the same person.

15. "Please rate your overall satisfaction with
the following aspects of your PhD:"

- Overall satisfaction (N = 2522)

- Laboratory equipment (N = 2522)

- Work environment/ atmosphere (N =
2522)

- Workload (N = 2522)

- Scientific support (N = 2522)

- Administrative support (N = 2522)

- Salary/benefits (IV = 2522)

- Amount of holidays (N = 2522)

- Social life at the institute/ campus (N =
2522)

- Office equipment (e.g., computer, soft-
ware, own desk etc.) (N = 2522)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Very satisfied

- Satisfied

- 50-50

- Unsatisfied

- Very unsatisfied

- Not applicable

- I don’t want to answer this question

16. "Please rate how much the following ap-
plies to your direct supervisor. My super-
visor..."

- ...has excellent knowledge of my field of
research (N = 2522)

- ...is available when I need help (N = 2522)

- ...is open to and respects my research
ideas (IV = 2522)

- ...is informed about the current state of
my doctoral research (N = 2522)

- ...gives me helpful feedback on my re-
search (IV = 2522)
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17.

- ...supports my professional development
(establishing contacts, recommending
conferences...) (N = 2522)

- ...teaches me how to write papers (N =

2522)
- ...teaches me how to write grant propos-
als (N = 2522)

Description: The "direct supervisor' refers
to the person you consider to be your direct
research supervisor or advisor. Please read
the explanation at the top of the section for
further information.
Type: Single choice

Answers:

- Strongly agree

- Agree

* 50-50

- Disagree

- Strongly disagree

- Not applicable

- T don’t want to answer this question

"Do you have a thesis committee? If yes,
how often do you meet or expect to meet
them?" (IV = 2522)

Description: For some doctoral researchers,
the work on the doctoral thesis is guided by
a thesis committee consisting of several in-
ternal and/or external people who give advice
and supervise the results and future steps of
the thesis work.

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Yes, I meet them once per semester or
more frequently (N = 204)

- Yes, I meet them once per year (N =
1060)

- Yes, I meet them once during my PhD
(N =127)

- Yes, but there are no regulations to meet
them (N = 173)

- No, I do not have a thesis committee
(N = 1753)

- I don’t know (N = 141)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 64)
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18.

19.

20.

21.

"Are you currently enrolled in any of the
following institutions (multiple answers
possible)?" (N = 3404)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:

- University (N = 1820)

- An International Max Planck Research
School (IMPRS) (N = 1225)

- None of the above (N = 273)
- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =32)

- Other (IV = 54)
""How many hours per week do you usually
work for your doctoral research, the insti-
tute or the university (courses, teaching,
etc. included)? Please specify the number

of hours in the comment field "Hours per
week’." (N = 2517)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- T don’t know (IV = 242)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =69)
- Hours per week (N = 2206)

"How many hours per week are you ex-
pected to work according to your contract?
Please specify the number of hours in the
field "Hours per week’." (IV = 2164)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- I don’t know (N = 417)

- T don’t want to answer this question
(N = 49)
- Hours per week (N = 1698)
"Are there regular social activities in your
group or at your institute (e.g., sports
events, going out for dinner/drinks, dis-

cussion forums, movie nights, etc.)?"
(N =2522)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Yes, weekly (IV = 555)

Lty

22.

23.

24,

- Yes, monthly (IV = 797)

- Yes, about once every 3 months (N
411)

- Yes, about once every 6 months (N
209)

- Yes, about once a year (N = 100)

- There are no regular social activities
my group/at my institute (N = 299)

- I don’t know (N = 102)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 49)

in

""How often do you attend these activities?"
(N =2072)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Everytime I can make it (N = 639)

- Most of the time (N = 544)

- From time to time (N = 578)

- Rarely (IV = 265)

- Never (N = 42)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =4)

""Have you ever thought about giving up
your PhD?" (N = 2522)

Description: If you started a PhD before, this
question only refers to your current PhD.

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Never (N = 994)

- Rarely (IV = 667)

- Occasionally (N = 558)

- Often (N = 273)

- I don’t want to answer this question

(N = 30)

"Why did you think about giving up
your PhD (multiple answers possible)?"
(N = 4124)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:

- Research topic (e.g., not motivat-
ing/interesting) (N = 407)

- Salary (IV = 395)
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25.

26.

27.

28.

- Results (e.g., expectations not met)
(N = 666)
- High pressure (N = 625)
- Supervision (N = 492)
- Future career options (N = 581)
- Working conditions (N = 357)
- Personal reasons (N = 489)
- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =15)
- I don’t know (W =7)
- Other (IV = 90)
"Did you spend parts of your salary on
items you exclusively used for work in the

past year? If yes, how much money in euros
did you spend?" (N = 2522)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Yes, but I do not know or do not want to
disclose the amount (N = 366)

- No (N = 1750)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =83)

- Yes, I spent the following amount (N =
323)

"How many hours per week do you cur-
rently spend on average on the following
tasks?" (N = 2316)

Description: Leave "..." if not applicable,
you don’t know or you don’t want to answer
this particular field.

Type: Free text

"How many hours per week do you cur-
rently spend on average on the following
tasks?" (IV = 2218)

Description: Leave "..." if not applicable,
you don’t know or you don’t want to answer
this particular field.

Type: Free text

"How many hours per week do you cur-
rently spend on average on the following
tasks?" (N = 2193)

Description: Leave "..." if not applicable,
you don’t know or you don’t want to answer
this particular field.
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29.

30.

Type: Free text

"How many hours per week do you cur-
rently spend on average on the following
tasks?" (N = 1995)

" "

Description: Leave if not applicable,
you don’t know or you don’t want to answer
this particular field.

Type: Free text

"How many hours per week do you cur-
rently spend on average on the following
tasks?" (I = 2096)

Description: Leave "..." if not applicable,
you don’t know or you don’t want to answer
this particular field.

Type: Free text

C. Career plans and PhDnet

In this section, we ask you about your career plans
and some questions about PhDnet.

We hope to find out how well doctoral re-

32.

33.

searchers are integrated in the local and scien-
tific community and where most of the doctoral
researchers are planning to go after completing
their thesis.

"Do you know PhDnet?" (N = 2522)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Yes, I have heard something about PhD-
net before (v = 1578)

- Yes, I know about their local and na-
tional events (IV = 303)

- Yes, I am involved in PhDnet (N = 197)

- No, not at all (N = 423)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =21)

"Do you know your current internal and
external PhD representatives at your insti-
tute?" (N = 2522)

Description: Here, the external PhD rep-
resentative is the PhD elected to represent
your institute‘s doctoral researchers to other
institutes, at the Max Planck Society, and
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34.

35.

the PhDnet General Meeting. Every institute
should have one. Internal PhD representa-
tives can be elected in addition to external
PhD representatives, but do not possess of-
ficial representation rights outside the insti-
tute.

Type: Single choice

Answers:

- Yes (N = 1454)

- Yes, I know some PhDnet representa-
tive(s), but I don’t know if they are in-
ternal or external (IV = 677)

- No (N =304)

- I don’t know (N = 72)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =15)

""Have you participated in any of the fol-
lowing events in the past (multiple answers
possible)?" (N = 2778)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:

- Visions in Science/Career Fair (IV = 148)

- N2 Science Communication Conference
(N = 38)

- PhDnet General Meeting (N = 187)

- Regional PhDnet hub event (IV = 132)

- Soft-skills seminars or workshops or-
ganized by the MPS or by PhDnet (N =
456)

- None of the above (N = 1735)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 48)

- Other (IV = 34)

"Why did you start your work on your
doctoral thesis at the Max Planck Society
(multiple answers possible)?" (N = 7093)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:

- Scientific excellence of the Max Planck
Institute or my specific group (N = 1915)

- Interest in joining a structured PhD pro-
gram such as IMPRS (N = 593)

- Interest in working with a specific sci-
entist (N = 882)

46

36.

37.

- Continuing previous scientific project
(internship, Master’s thesis, etc.) (N =
654)

- Equipment and working facilities (N =
1124)

- Attractiveness of pay and benefits (N =
392)

- Interest in the research being carried out
at the institute (IV = 1493)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 40)

- Other (N =0)

"Which of the following types of scientific
output have you published so far during
your doctoral research (multiple answers
possible)?" (N = 4400)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:

- Scientific talks at a conference (N =
1169)

- Posters at a conference (N = 1551)

- Articles in peer reviewed journals (N =
942)

- Book chapters (N = 103)
- Patent applications (N = 35)
- None of the above (N = 550)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 50)

"Which field would you like to work in after
completing your PhD (multiple answers
possible)?" (N = 5989)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:

- Public scientific research (N = 1477)

- Private scientific research (IV = 1256)

- Public science-related job (e.g., public
relationships or science management)
(N = 785)

- Private science-related job (e.g., public
relationships or science management)
(N = 783)

- Public non-scientific job (Vv = 439)

- Private non-scientific job (N = 692)

- I don’t know yet (N = 543)
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38.

39.

40.

- 1T don’t want to answer this question
(N =14)
- Other (N =0)
"Which field do you expect to work in after

your PhD (multiple answers possible)?"
(N = 4703)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:

- Public scientific research (N = 1138)
- Private scientific research (N = 906)
- Public science-related job (e.g., public
relationships or science management)
(N = 456)
- Private science-related job (e.g., public
relationships or science management)
(N = 528)
- Public non-scientific job (N = 327)
- Private non-scientific job (N = 657)
- I don’t know yet (N = 671)
- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =20)
- Other (Vv =0)
"Where do you see yourself living after your
time as a doctoral researcher?" (N = 2522)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Germany (N = 967)

- Europe, but not Germany (N = 368)

- Outside of Europe (IV = 266)

- T don’t know (IV = 901)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 20)

"In general, how do you judge the following
aspects of an academic research career?"

- Salaries in academia (N = 2522)

- Availability of permanent positions (N =
2522)

- Teaching (N = 2522)

- Applying for and obtaining funding (N =
2522)

- Service to society (N = 2522)

- Workload (N = 2522)

- Mobility (i.e., work in different countries
or cities) (N = 2522)
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41.

- Compatibility of own career plans with
career plans of partner (N = 2522)

- Compatibility of own career plans with
having children (N = 2522)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Attractive

- Neutral

- Unattractive

- Not applicable

- T don’t want to answer this question

""Do you know about the Max Planck Alumni
Association (MPAA)?" (N = 2522)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Yes (N = 762)

- No (N =1741)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =19)

D. General information

In this section, we ask you which Max Planck
Institute you are affiliated with as well as some
general information about yourself to put your
replies in a greater context.

43.

4.

"Which Max Planck Institute are you asso-
ciated with?" (N = 2522)

Description: Please note: This question asks
for personal data that may allow us to iden-
tify you.

Type: Single choice

Answers:

[List of all Max Planck institutes] (N =
2522)

"When did you start your doctoral re-
search?" (N = 2522)

Description: The start of your doctoral
research is either the start of your con-
tract/stipend or your enrollment in a uni-
versity as a doctoral researcher, whichever is
earlier. Please note: This question asks for
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personal data that may allow us to identify
you.

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Before 2005 (N =1)

- 2006 (N =1)

- 2007 (N =0)

- 2008 (N =0)

- 2009 (N =2)

- 2010 (N =4)

- 2011 (N = 15)

- 2012 (N = 35)

+ 2013 (N = 99)

- 2014 (N = 309)

- 2015 (N = 491)

- 2016 (N = 577)

- 2017 (N = 625)

- 2018 (N =205)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 158)

45. "What is your year of birth?" (Vv = 2522)

Description: Please note: This question asks
for personal data that may allow us to iden-
tify you.

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- After 1999 (N =2)

1999 (N =0)
- 1998 (N =1)
1997 (N =0)
- 1996 (N =2)
* 1995 (N =19)
* 1994 (N =170)

© 1993 (N = 143)
- 1992 (N = 257)
- 1991 (N = 344)
- 1990 (N = 367)
- 1989 (N = 313)
- 1988 (N = 254)
- 1987 (N = 166)

- 1986 (N =95)
- 1985 (N =171)
- 1984 (N = 35)
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46.

47.

48.

- 1983 (N =24)
- 1982 (N =18)
- 1981 (N =11)
- 1980 (N = 10)
-+ 1979 (N =4)
- 1978 (N =2)
-+ 1977 (N =3)

- Before 1977 (N =5)
- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 306)

"What is your nationality? Should you have
multiple nationalities, please select the one
you feel best represents you." (IV = 2522)

Description: Please note: This question asks
for personal data that may allow us to iden-
tify you.

Type: Single choice
Answers:

[List of all countries] (N = 2522)

"What was your assigned sex at birth?"
(N = 2522)

Description: Please note: This question asks
for personal data that may allow us to iden-
tify you.

Type: Single choice

Answers:

- Female (N = 1040)

- Male (N = 1307)

- Intersex (N = 3)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 170)

- Other (N =2)

"To which gender identity do you identify
most?" (N = 2522)

Description: Please note: This question asks
for personal data that may allow us to iden-
tify you.

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Woman (N = 1012)

- Man (N = 1272)

- Transwoman (N = 3)
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- Transman (N = 3)

- Genderqueer (N = 16)

- 1T don’t want to answer this question
(N =201)

- Other (IV = 15)

E. Family Planning

In this section, we ask you about your fam-
ily planning and want to find out how the Max
Planck Society supports or can support you in
your plans (if you have some).

49.

50.

51.

""Do you have or are you currently expecting
children?" (N = 2522)

Type: Single choice

Answers:
- Yes (N = 207)
- No (N = 2252)
- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =63)
"Would vyou like to have children?"
(N = 2252)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Yes, I want to have children during my
PhD (N = 136)

- Yes, but not during my PhD (IV = 1434)

- No (N = 208)

- T don’t know (IV = 394)

- 1T don’t want to answer this question
(N =80)

"What are the reasons that you don’t want
to have children during your PhD (multiple
answers possible)?" (N = 2950)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:

- Personal reasons (N = 654)

- I don’t have the money to support chil-
dren (N = 821)

- My working conditions are not family-
friendly (v = 772)

- [ fear jeopardizing my career (N = 564)
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52.

53.

54.

- None of the above (N = 59)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =25)
- Other (IV = 55)

""How much do you agree with the following
statements? I have..."

- ...enough money to support my children

(N = 207)
- ..family-friendly ~working conditions
(N =207)

- ...worries about my academic career be-
cause of having children (v = 207)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Strongly agree

- Agree

- Undecided

- Disagree

- Strongly disagree

- I don’t want to answer this question

""Does your institute offer support in child-
care services (e.g., access/financial support
for daycares, child-friendly environment,
reimbursements for daycares during busi-
ness travel, etc.)?" (IV = 343)

Type: Single choice

Answers:
- Yes (N = 204)
- No (N =31)

- I don’t know (N = 102)
- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =6)

""Do you feel that there is sufficient support
(financial and organizational) from your
institute for raising a child?" (N = 2522)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Yes, both (N = 280)
- Yes financially, but not enough organi-
zational support (N = 120)

- Yes organizationally, but not enough fi-
nancial support (N = 329)

- No, neither (N = 445)
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- I don’t know (IV = 1298)
- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =50)

55. "If you are or were to have children during
your doctoral research, would you take
parental leave?" (N = 343)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Yes, in full (N =102)

- Yes, partially (N = 175)

- No, I wouldn’t take parental leave (N =
33)

- I don’t know (N = 30)
- I don’t want to answer this question

(N =3)

56. "Why would you not take (or have not
taken) the full parental leave (multiple
answers possible)?" (N = 317)

Type: Multiple choice

Answers:
- Pressure from supervisor (N = 27)
- Workload (N = 93)
- T don’t feel it’s necessary (N = 36)
- Twant to finish my PhD (N = 154)
- 1T don’t want to answer this question

(N=T7)
- Other (¥ =0)
57. "Is there an Equal Opportunities office/r at

your Institute?" (N = 2522)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Yes, he/she was appointed (IV = 616)
- Yes, he/she was elected (N = 843)

- No (N = 46)

- I don’t know (N = 982)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =35)

F. Supervision

This section is a continuation of the working con-
ditions section, with a focus on the quality of su-
pervision throughout your PhD.
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Note: As before, we use the term “direct super-
visor” to refer to the person you consider to be
your direct research supervisor or advisor. This
is the person you are talking to most of the time.
The '"formal supervisor" refers to a second per-
son, who is affiliated with your work, but is su-
pervising you more or less intensely. For some of
you, they may of course be the same person.

59. "How much do you agree with the following
statements: My Thesis Committee signifi-
cantly contributes to...."

- ...planning my doctoral research (N
1564)

- ...improving the scientific quality of my
research project (N = 1564)

- ...improving the quality of communica-
tion with my supervisor (N = 1564)

- ...completing my PhD on time (N = 1564)

- ...ensuring the completion of my doctoral

research in case one supervisor cannot
continue supervising me (N = 1564)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Strongly agree

- Agree

- Undecided

- Disagree

- Strongly disagree

- I don’t want to answer this question

60. "Is your formal supervisor your direct

supervisor?" (N = 2522)

Description: The "direct supervisor' refers
to the person you consider to be your direct
research supervisor or advisor. Please read
the explanation at the top of the section for
further information.

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Yes (N = 1545)

- No, but T had the option to choose
her/him as my direct supervisor (N =
318)

- No, and I was not able to choose my di-
rect supervisor (N = 490)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 169)
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61.

62.

63.

64.

""What’s your direct supervisor’s position?"
(N = 2522)

Description: The "direct supervisor' refers
to the person you consider to be your direct
research supervisor or advisor. Please read
the explanation at the top of the section for
further information.

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Director/Professor (N = 855)

- Group leader (IV = 1209)

- Research scientist (N = 337)

- I don’t want to answer this question

(N =63)

- Other (IV = 58)
"How many other doctoral researchers
(vourself not included) does your direct
supervisor have? Please specify the number

of doctoral researchers in the field '"Number
of other doctoral researchers’." (IV = 2520)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- I don’t know (N = 340)
- I don’t want to answer this question

(N = 145)
- Number of other doctoral researchers
(N = 2035)
"How many other doctoral researchers
does your formal supervisor have? Please
specify the number of doctoral researchers
in the field 'Number of other doctoral
researchers’." (N = 806)
Type: Single choice
Answers:
- I don’t know (N = 316)
- T don’t want to answer this question
(N =28)
- Number of other doctoral researchers
(N = 462)
"If necessary, are you able to change your
supervisor(s)?" (N = 2522)
Type: Single choice
Answers:
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65.

66.

67.

- Yes (N = 321)
- Yes, but only the formal supervisor (N =
39)

- Yes, but only the direct supervisor (N =
125)

- No, I cannot change my supervisor(s)
(N =1702)
- I don’t know (N = 1275)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 60)

"Did you ever consider changing any of
your supervisors?" (N = 2522)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Never (N = 1715)

- Rarely (IV = 312)

- Occasionally (N = 230)

- Often (N = 128)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =137)

"On average, how often do you meet
your direct supervisor to talk about your
project?" (N = 2522)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Daily (N = 276)

- Weekly (N = 1219)

- Monthly (IV = 565)

- Less than once a month (N = 396)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 66)

"On average, how often do you meet and
talk about your project with your formal
supervisor?" (N = 808)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Daily (N = 10)

- Weekly (N = 66)

- Monthly (v = 182)

- Once per semester (N = 314)

- Less than once per semester (N = 209)



PhDnet Report 2018

Appendix E. The Survey

68.

69.

70.

- 1T don’t want to answer this question
(N =27)

"For which of the following aspects did you
receive help from your institute (multiple
answers possible)?" (N = 4475)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:

- University enrollment (N = 985)

- Application to a graduate school (N =
568)

- Finding accomodation (N = 612)

- Registering at the local Resident Regis-
tration Office (IV = 703)

- Visa for my residency (N = 568)
- None of the above (N = 846)
- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =129)
- Other (IV = 64)
"Do you feel informal exchanges with other
people contribute to your work? If yes,

what kind of exchanges (multiple answers
possible)?" (N = 6626)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:

- Yes, talking to colleagues in my group
(N = 2104)

- Yes, talking to colleagues at my institute
(N = 1764)

- Yes, talking to other researchers (N =
1696)

- Yes, talking to friends and/or family
(N = 867)

- No, informal exchanges are not impor-
tant for my work (N = 43)

- I don’t talk to others about my research
(N = 33)

- I don’t know (N = 59)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =47)

- Other (W =13)

""Who is, in your opinion, mainly in control
of the following aspects? You, your super-
visor(s), both, or a third party (e.g., your
institute’s director, your Thesis Commit-
tee)?"
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- My daily routine (N = 2522)
- My working hours per day (N = 2522)

- My studies/ the classes | attend (N =
2522)

- My teaching/ the classes | host (N = 2522)

- The seminars and/or conferences | attend
(N = 2522)

- My research topic (N = 2522)

- When my work is ready for publication

(N = 2522)
- Where my work is going to be published
(N = 2522)

- The duration of my total doctoral re-
search work (N = 2522)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Me

- My supervisor(s)

- Me and my supervisor(s) in agreement
- My institute’s director(s)

- My Thesis Committee

- Other

- T don’t want to answer this question

G. Good Scientific Practice

In this section, we will ask you about your expe-
riences with good scientific practice and its vio-
lation. Your responses will be confidential. These
data will be analysed in aggregated form only and
no information that may reveal your identity will
be transmitted to third parties. If you feel you re-
quire help with issues concerning scientific mis-
conduct, you may get in touch with the respective
ombudsperson.

72. "Have you been involved in or observed
plagiarism (multiple answers possible)?"
(N = 2547)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:

- Yes, involved (e.g., as a victim) with di-
rect consequences for my work (N = 29)

- Yes, observed without direct conse-
quences for my work (N = 63)
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73.

74.

75.

- Yes, I’ve been told by colleagues (N =
134)

- No (N = 2261)
- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 60)

""Have you been involved in or observed
data manipulation, fabrication, or theft
(multiple answers possible)?" (N = 2554)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:
- Yes, involved (e.g., as a victim) with di-
rect consequences for my work (N = 27)

- Yes, observed without direct conse-
quences for my work (N = 84)

- Yes, I’ve been told by colleagues (N =
167)

- No (N = 2214)

- 1T don’t want to answer this question
(N =62)

""Have you been involved in or observed
‘honorary’ authorship (multiple answers
possible)?" (N = 2642)

Description: An ’honorary’ authorship oc-
curs when a person is listed as an author who
has not provided any significant assistance to
the study.

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:
- Yes, involved (e.g., as a victim) with di-
rect consequences for my work (N = 110)

- Yes, observed without direct conse-
quences for my work (N = 333)

- Yes, I’ve been told by colleagues (N =
321)

- No (N = 1757)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =121)

""Have you been involved in or observed
other conflicts on authorship (multiple
answers possible)?" (N = 2656)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:

- Yes, involved (e.g., as a victim) with di-
rect consequences for my work (N = 179)

53

76.

77-

78.

- Yes, observed without direct conse-
quences for my work (N = 344)

- Yes, I’ve been told by colleagues (N =
450)

- No (N = 1579)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =104)

""Have you been involved in or observed
duplicate publication (multiple answers
possible)?" (N = 2538)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:
- Yes, involved (e.g., as a victim) with di-
rect consequences for my work (N = 9)

- Yes, observed without direct conse-
quences for my work (N = 61)

- Yes, I’ve been told by colleagues (N =
64)

- No (N = 2331)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =13)

""Have you been involved in or observed
problems with ambiguous data ownership
(multiple answers possible)?" (N = 2577)

Type: Multiple choice
Answers:
- Yes, involved (e.g., as a victim) with di-
rect consequences for my work (N = 53)
- Yes, observed without direct conse-
quences for my work (N = 123)
- Yes, I’ve been told by colleagues (N =
164)
- No (N = 2143)
- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =94)

""Have you been involved in or observed
sloppy work (multiple answers possible)?"
(VN = 2689)

Description: Sloppy work is when one inten-
tionally skips necessary checks or steps in a
study, e.g., for time reasons or to not endan-
ger results that fit one’s hypothesis.

Type: Multiple choice

Answers:
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79.

80.

81.

- Yes, involved (e.g., as a victim) with di-
rect consequences for my work (N = 134)

- Yes, observed without direct conse-
quences for my work (NN = 483)

- Yes, I’ve been told by colleagues (N =
337)

- No (N = 1623)
- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =112)

"Are you aware of the regulations on good
scientific practice by the Max Planck Soci-
ety?" (IV = 2522)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Yes, and I know them quite well (N =
1228)

- Yes, but I don’t really know what they
say (N =991)

. No (N = 239)

- T don’t want to answer this question
(N =64)

"Is there a neutral person to turn to in
case you observe severe misconduct (om-
budsperson)?" (N = 2522)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Yes (N = 1614)

- No (N = 136)

- I don’t know (N = 722)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =50)

'""Have you ever reported scientific miscon-
duct?" (N = 1358)

Type: Single choice

Answers:

- Yes, by a peer or junior colleague (N =

22)
- Yes, by a supervisor or senior colleague
(N =31)

- Yes, by both a junior and a senior col-
league (may be on different occasions)
(N =10)

- No (N =1264)

82.

83.

84.

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =31)

"What was the outcome of your report?"
(N = 53)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- The problem was resolved without neg-
ative consequences of reporting (N = 21)

- The problem was resolved but I suffered
negative consequences (N = 7)

- Nothing happened (N = 16)

- The case is not settled yet (N = 3)

- T did not follow up on the report (N = 4)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N =2)

"Do you think you would face negative
consequences for reporting misconduct in
your group?" (N = 1264)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Not if it was by a peer or junior colleague
(N = 350)

- No, not even if it was by my supervisor
or a senior colleague (N = 263)

- Yes, in any case (N = 315)
- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 336)

""Do you have a workshop on good scientific
practice at your institute?" (N = 2522)

Type: Single choice
Answers:

- Yes, and it’s obligatory (N = 492)

- Yes, but it’s not obligatory (N = 495)
- No (IV = 568)

- I don’t know (N = 921)

- I don’t want to answer this question
(N = 46)



"Thank you for doing this survey.
I'm looking forward to seeing your results."

"Thanks PhDnet for pushing
these demands forward."

"I hope this survey helps us to
improve. Thank you very much."

"First of all, I really thank you for
opening up questions on financial issues

for doctoral students. It is a great opportunity
for us to speak up about our concerns.”

"Otherwise, nice survey :D"
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