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Introduction

As of 2017, the Max Planck Society (MPS) counts in

its ranks over 4500 doctoral researchers, who are the sci-

enti•c backbone of the MPS. The Max Planck PhDnet,

as the network of all MPS doctoral researchers, aims

to improve interdisciplinary cooperation, optimize doc-

toral education and promote state-of-the-art research.

This survey, as other PhDnet surveys in the past, was

commissioned by the Steering Group of the PhDnet to

obtain an in-depth understanding of the lived reality of

being a doctoral researcher within the MPS.

The goal of this report is to convey the •ndings of the

survey to the Steering Group, the MPS General Admin-

istration and the public; to keep those in leadership and

supervision positions up-to-date on the situation of their

doctoral researchers; and to make heard the voices of in-

dividuals from a wide array of backgrounds and scienti•c

disciplines, both their praise and their misgivings.

The Survey focused on six central topics: demo-

graphics, working conditions, career perspectives, access

to equal opportunities, funding and their awareness of

other research networks. We obtained 2218 responses

from 4525 requests and at least one answer from every

Max Planck Institute of the Society (see Figure 1), which

indicates that this survey o!ers a statistically represen-

tative picture of the status of doctoral researchers in the

MPS.

Who are the doctoral researchers of the MPS?

The •rst major section of this Report (Chapter 1—

Demographics) reveals a shift in the demographics of

the MPS: As of 2017, and for the •rst time, the major-

ity of doctoral researchers of the MPS is non-German.

The previous Survey Report1, released in 2012, indi-

cated that 60% of MPS doctoral researchers were Ger-

man. In the current survey, this number is down to

12012 .

Biology & Medicine

Chemistry, Physics & Technology

Human Science

Figure 1: Distribution of responses from Max Planck doctoral
researchers in Germany, color coded by section. Larger circles
indicate more responses.

48%. This di!erence has been made up by an in‚ux of

researchers from the European Union (EU) and Asian

countries, a change that speaks to the continued success

of the MPS in attracting global talent at a competitive

level.

Also in the majority are the numbers of doctoral re-

searchers who identify as male (51%). The overall dis-

tribution of gender identity in 2017 is similar to that
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in 2012, but disparities within sections are still clearly

present. As was the case •ve years ago, two out of every

three researchers in the CPT (Chemistry, Physics and

Technology) section identify as male, and the previously

balanced HS (Humanities) section now reports 61% of

researchers identifying as female. Additionally, between

0.5% and 1% of MPS researchers identify as non-binary

with regards to gender. This value matches those re-

ported in studies on the number of non-binary people

in society, typically between 0.3% and 0.5%2,3. Because

issues of gender are deeply connected to issues regard-

ing equal opportunities, this situation must be carefully

monitored in coming years.

With 84 institutes across Germany and abroad, the

MPS is required to attend to a wide array of needs

in order to provide researchers with high-quality, fair

working conditions. We describe researchers’ satisfac-

tion with these conditions in the second section of the

Report (Chapter 2—Working Conditions), along with

key sub-components: supervision, working hours, holi-

days and parenthood support.

In broad terms, the doctoral researchers report a pos-

itive working environment within the MPS: four out of

•ve doctoral researchers are generally satis•ed with their

working conditions, and seven out of ten are satis•ed

with their supervision. Researchers who meet with their

supervisors on a daily or weekly basis tend to be the

most satis•ed, and those satis•ed with supervision also

tend to be satis•ed with their projects. Yet, supervi-

sor attention can be a rare commodity as each one is

responsible for an average of seven doctoral researchers.

Doctoral researchers rate their supervisors as highly pro-

•cient in their •elds, although this is a double-edged

sword as respondents also report concerns with their su-

pervisors’ lack of availability.

As was the case in 2012, doctoral researchers still

struggle with work-life balance. Four out of •ve doctoral

researchers work longer hours than they are contractu-

ally obliged to do, with an average of 47 hours per week.

Also, 90% report having worked on weekends or public

2 transgender .
3equal .

holidays. Those dissatis•ed with their supervision tend

to report a greater work-life imbalance. Nevertheless,

some do •nd time for other aspects of life: 8% of re-

spondents report having children, despite a lack of sig-

ni•cant parenthood support from their Institute. 50%

of parents are dissatis•ed with childcare facilities and

child support given by their Institute.

In recent years, the global discussion over the lack of

long-term career prospects in academia has continued to

grow. Despite having a higher proportion of researchers

continuing on to post-doctoral research positions, re-

searchers at the MPS are not immune to career concerns.

This is especially pronounced among German doctoral

researchers: only one out of four believes a career in

academia is viable for them, a number that is signif-

icantly lower among non-German doctoral researchers.

This re‚ects the complete lack of a Mittelbau in German

academia and subsequent shortage of feasible career op-

tions other than seeking a full professorship. The third

section (Chapter 3—Career Perspectives) explores the

researchers’ expectations regarding their careers.

Generally, interest in remaining in academia is down

compared to 2012, from 70% to 52%. As researchers

progress through their project, their interest in pursu-

ing a career in the private sector increases. By the end of

their doctoral research, 36% are interested in a scienti•c

research job and 19% in a non-scienti•c job, compared

to 30% and 9% at the start of their project, respec-

tively. German researchers, and those who have chil-

dren, are more likely to want to continue working within

Germany.

Why do researchers wish to stay in academia? 60%

report that a strong desire to be of service to society is

a major motivation. However, pushing them away from

academia are the salaries and long working hours, the

compatibility (or lack thereof) with starting a family and

the lack of permanent positions. In fact, a worrying 81%

•nd this lack of available positions to be a detriment to

further career development.

Doctoral researchers often report having joined the

MPS due its reputation for scienti•c excellence or due
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to the novel research output of a speci•c Institute; a

commitment to maintaining this standard is likely key

to continuing to attract talent.

In order to have a future career in academia, doctoral

researchers must, naturally, •rst successfully conclude

their projects. Almost half of the researchers report hav-

ing thought about quitting at some point, with higher

reports from those who have less frequent meetings with

their supervisors. Why do these researchers consider

quitting? Concerns about the availability of positions

(57%) and their project’s pressure (49%) are the most

common sources of low morale.

Recent years have seen an increased interest in Open

Access initiatives, in an e!ort to increase accessibility

and reproducibility of scienti•c studies and work to-

wards data transparency. The MPS administration has

pledged support for Open Access. While half of doc-

toral researchers have published an article in a peer-

reviewed journal, only 22% have published data on an

Open Access platform. Our results suggest that doc-

toral researchers are often unaware of their supervisor’s

stance on Open Access, particularly in the BM (Biol-

ogy & Medicine) section. While doctoral researchers

are interested in Open Access, most of them (60%) do

not know if their supervisor supports Open Access and

associated practices.

This year’s PhDnet Steering Group has been commit-

ted to identifying and addressing sources of discrimina-

tion within the MPS. The fourth section of the Report

(Chapter 4—Discrimination) focuses on broader issues

of the situation of discrimination towards researchers

who identify as part of a minority group on the basis of

nationality, ethnicity, sexuality, disability or religion as

well as other potential sources of discrimination such as

vectors of mental health issues.

While issues of discrimination due to gender identity

are broadly discussed throughout the report, we would

like to brie‚y highlight that most gender identity dis-

crimination reports come from those identifying as fe-

male. For those who do identify as members of a minor-

ity groups, 39% report having felt discriminated against

at their Institute.

When asked about mental health issues occurring af-

ter the start of their research, 6% report being diagnosed

with a mental illness. Of these 6%, 85% indicate hav-

ing sought treatment and 28% having felt discriminated

against at their Institute due to their illness.

We also asked researchers to self-report on a series of

symptoms linked to stress, as a broader measure of men-

tal health status. Two out of three researchers have suf-

fered from one of these symptoms, with supervision dis-

satisfaction being linked to a higher incidence of symp-

toms. Only four out of ten researchers who report these

symptoms have sought out treatment, and those in later

years of their project report a higher prevalence of at

least one of the symptoms. Overall this survey shows

that the majority of doctoral researchers su!er from the

pressure associated with the job to a degree that they

are unable to adequately deal with.

The institutes provide measures designed to help deal

with the issues discussed in this section: for example,

each Institute should have an Equal Opportunities (EO)

o"cer, along with o!ering German-language courses to

non-German researchers and facilitate access to medi-

cal counseling. Regarding EO o"cers, 65% of doctoral

researchers are aware of one being present at their in-

stitute, and 58% indicate feeling welcome to approach

the o"cer with their concerns. Most researchers don’t

know if their Institute can facilitate access to medical

counseling, and 76% of non-German researchers report

availability of German language courses.

The two main vectors of discrimination that doctoral

researchers tend to face are their nationality (particu-

larly non-German researchers) and their gender iden-

tity (particularly women). While the MPS has taken

remarkable steps in their attempts to mitigate discrim-

ination, this survey suggests that further e!orts are re-

quired.

Finally, throughout this decade, the PhDnet has fo-

cused heavily on improving the contract situation of

doctoral researchers. We explore this topic in depth in
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the •fth section (Chapter 5—Funding) of our Report.

In 2015, the MPS committed to placing incoming re-

searchers on contracts, rather than stipends. Currently,

79% of doctoral researchers are funded through a con-

tract, a signi•cant increase from the 50/50 split observed

in 2012. However, non-German researchers are still more

likely to be on a stipend than German researchers (87%

vs 72%).

Most contracted researchers are funded at 50% or 65%

TV#oD payment level, with the HS section having a lower

income on average. This is followed by the BM section

and •nally the CPT section has the highest average in-

come. Doctoral researchers who work the longest hours

do not necessarily have the highest income. While there

is a slight towards male identifying researchers in the

high-income brackets, this is likely related to the high

male-to-female ratio of the section with the highest av-

erage income: the CPT section.

While most doctoral researchers are satis•ed with

their salaries, those funded by stipends are less satis-

•ed Of the researchers funded through a contract, those

at or under, 50% TV#oD level are less satis•ed. On the

topic of bene•ts, and speci•cally the number of avail-

able holidays, a clear split emerged. While those with

30 days of holidays were very satis•ed, researchers with

only 20 available days tended to be dissatis•ed (61%).

Non-Germans were more likely to report this dissatis-

faction, probably because they face longer travel times

to their home countries to visit family. We •nd that

an increase in the number of available days is likely to

generate a strong increase in general satisfaction.

Science is, at its core, a social endeavour. The key

to a strong scienti•c output lies not only in attracting

talented and motivated researchers but in nurturing and

respecting them as employees. Over the years, the MPS

has demonstrated a commitment to the welfare of its

doctoral researchers. Nevertheless, we present some sug-

gestions drawn from the •ndings of this survey that will,

we believe, help ensure that the MPS remains one of the

top institutions for scienti•c research in Germany and

the world.

We applaud the commitment of the Institutes to the

MPS directives regarding the phasing-out of stipends,

but new e!orts are needed in order to improve work-

ing conditions of doctoral researchers. Therefore, we

encourage MPS to continue promoting excellent work-

ing conditions by improving the current contract situa-

tion. We highly appreciate the excellent work environ-

ment and scienti•c facilities provided by the MPS but

we would like to request the assurance that every super-

visor has the time to meet regularly with their doctoral

researchers. Supervisors should also be encouraged to

structure projects around Open Access platforms, in or-

der to increase OA output as the MPS is committed to

doing. Supervisors should also receive mandatory train-

ing on leadership and project management to help them

implement a healthy working culture. Equally impor-

tant is preparing researchers for life outside of academia,

as 48% report low interest in a career in public scien-

ti•c research. Interest appears to be particularly low for

German researchers. Emphasizing and maintaining the

MPS’ reputation for scienti•c excellence and the output

of novel research are the keys to attracting doctoral re-

searchers. Finally, a strong commitment to addressing

and preventing discrimination, in particular for minority

groups based on nationality or gender, is also vital.

On a •nal note, we would like to thank the 2017

Steering Group and the PhDnet workgroups, particu-

larly the Secretary Workgroup, for their guidance and

support, along with the members of previous Survey

Groups for their assistance in constructing this year’s

survey. We would also like to show our appreciation to

the MPS General Administration for their openness and

especially to Ilka Schießler-G#abler.

For any questions regarding the survey or this report,

please contact Miguel Borges (miguel.borges@mpi.nl),

Rafael Laso-P$erez (rlperez@mpi-bremen.de) or the 2018

PhDnet Steering Group (sg2018@phdnet.de)
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Chapter 1

Demographics

The Max Planck Society (MPS) attracts researchers

from a diverse set of backgrounds. Here we provide a

brief demographic description of the doctoral researchers

of the MPS. In total, 2218 (49% of the total 4525) doc-

toral researchers answered the survey, a 15% increase

in participation from the previous general survey con-

ducted in 2012.

Participants were asked to disclose their country of

origin (see Figure 1.1 & 1.2), birth year (see Figure 1.3),

the year they started their doctoral research (see Figure

1.4), and their gender identity (see Figure 1.6). Re-
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Figure 1.1: “What is your nationality? Should you have multiple
nationalities, please select the one you feel best represents you.”
Responses of non-German researchers grouped by continent, and
EU membership where applicable. Y-axis shows the number of
answers.

sponses were grouped according to which section of the

MPS the respective Max Planck Institute belongs to:

BM (Biology & Medicine), CPT (Chemistry, Physics &

Technology), or HS (Humanities).

Regarding nationality, respondents were grouped

based on the distribution of responses in previous sur-

veys (which focused on Germany, EU and Non-EU Eu-

ropean countries, Australia, and any countries within

Asia, Africa or the Americas). The majority of Max

Planck doctoral researchers are German (48%), followed

by Asian (including Russia) (21%) and non-German Eu-

ropean (EU) (20%). Few researchers come from coun-

to
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Figure 1.2: “What is your nationality? Should you have multiple
nationalities, please select the one you feel best represents you.”
Percentages grouped by section.
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Figure 1.3: “What is your year of birth?” Y-axis show number
of answers.

tries within Africa (1%) or from Australia ( < 1%); this

unfortunately prevents a detailed analysis of these two

groups of doctoral researchers. Notably, in 2012, 60%

of doctoral researchers were of German origin. Over the

past 5 years, the MPS has successfully attracted more

international researchers, with growth speci•cally being

driven by researchers from Asian and EU countries.

On average, respondents were 29 years old. Most re-

spondents (59%) started their doctoral research in 2015

or later and thus have yet to complete their third year. A

small number of respondents (2%) report having started

their research more than •ve years ago.

Of the total responses to this survey, the majority

came from the CPT section (45%), followed by the BM

section (40%) and •nally the HS section (15%) (see Fig-

ure 1.5).

While overall there are slightly more doctoral re-

searchers identifying as male (51%) than female (45%),

this imbalance appears to arise solely from the CPT

section (64% male, 32% female, 4% other—either gen-

derqueer or no answer), see Figure 1.6. In the BM sec-

tion researchers are 51% female, 45% male and 4% other,

while in the HS section, 61% of researchers are female,
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Figure 1.4: “When did you start your doctoral research?” Y-axis
show number of answers.

BM 875 40%

CPT 988 45%

HS 341 15%

Figure 1.5: “To which section does your institute belong?”

36% male and 3% other. The 2012 PhDnet Survey re-

ported a similar imbalance in the CPT section, however

it also reported an almost equal distribution of male

and female researchers in the HS section. Responses re-

porting a genderqueer identity (1%) or ’Other’ gender

identity (0.4%) are too few for in-depth analysis in many

of the following sections, but still represent a proportion

of MPS doctoral researchers.

Summary

• A total of 2218 doctoral researchers answered the

survey; most come from Germany, Asia or EU coun-

tries, with an increase in the number of interna-

tional researchers over the past •ve years.

• Most survey participants began their work at the

Max Planck Society in 2015 or later, indicating this
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Overall gender distribution

52%1152male

44%987female

1%12genderqueer

3%58no answer

0%9other < 1%

44% 52%gender in BM

65% 32%gender in CPT

34% 63%gender in HS

male genderqueer, other, and no answer female

Figure 1.6: “To which gender identity do you most identify?”
Top: all responses; bottom: gender distribution per section.

survey re‚ects up-to-date practices regarding doc-

toral training.

• In the CPT section, there are twice as many male

researchers as female researchers. In the HS section,

the reverse trend is emerging. Only the BM section

shows a distribution that is close to equal.
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Chapter 2

Working Conditions

general 2166 75%9%

lab 1855 93%3%

work 2199 80%9%

workload 2177 61%13%

scienti•c support 2186 66%17%

admin support 2179 75%10%

salary 2185 50%31%

holidays 2137 47%38%

very unsatis•ed unsatis•ed undecided

satis•ed very satis•ed

Figure 2.1: “Please rate your overall satisfaction with the fol-
lowing aspects of your PhD”. The black line indicates a refer-
ence point of neutral satisfaction (“undecided”); the ratio of
responses stating “unsatis•ed” or “very unsatis•ed”, and “sat-
is•ed” or “very satis•ed” is given by the percentages on either
side of the bar.

In this chapter we investigate the working conditions

for doctoral researchers in the MPS. The survey gath-

ered data on a wide range of aspects of doctoral life (su-

pervision, working hours, parenthood) and the degree to

which researchers are satis•ed with their working con-

ditions.

2.1 Overall Satisfaction

In general, doctoral researchers are either “satis•ed”

(58%) or “very satis•ed” (17%) with their doctoral re-

search and working conditions. Speci•cally, 93% of re-

searchers are either “very satis•ed” or “satis•ed” with

laboratory equipment and 80% are either “very satis-

•ed” or “satis•ed” with their work environment. Re-

searchers also report high levels of satisfaction with the

support they receive (both scienti•c and administrative)

and with their general workload( see Figure 2.1).

However, many researchers report being unsatis•ed

with both their salary (31% reported being “unsatis-

•ed” or “very unsatis•ed”) and contractually available

holidays (38% report being “unsatis•ed” or “very unsat-

is•ed”). This is explored further in Section 5.2 and 5.5,

respectively.

2.2 Supervision

For the purposes of investigating the supervision condi-

tions for doctoral researchers, the supervisor was de•ned

as “the person that [participants] consider to be [their]

primary research supervisor or advisor. This might not

be [the] formal PhD supervisor” (see chapter 8—The

Survey). Where the questionnaire was speci•cally con-

cerning the “o"cial Supervisor” of the participants, this

was explicitly stated in the questions’ wording.

Doctoral researchers are, in general, satis•ed with

their supervision with 72% reporting being either “very

satis•ed” or “satis•ed” (see Figure 2.2). Those respon-

dents that meet with their supervisor on a more regular

basis tend to report higher satisfaction with their su-

pervision. Intuitively, doctoral researchers who had the

option to choose their own supervisor reported a sig-

ni•cantly higher level of satisfaction with their super-
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vision. Interestingly, satisfaction with supervision de-

creases over time and CPT researchers are slightly more

satis•ed than average, while female researchers of all

sections are slightly less satis•ed than their male col-

leagues.

Generally, supervision satisfaction coincides with gen-

eral satisfaction (see Figure 2.3), indicating that the

quality of supervision is a very important factor in the

experience of a doctoral researcher.

Supervision ratio

On average, o"cial supervisors advise around 6 other

researchers. 7% of doctoral researchers are in an ex-

total 2186 72%12%

daily 186 88%3%

weekly 1018 83%4%

monthly 553 67%14%

less 383 42%33%

male 1146 74%10%

female 963 68%15%

BM 856 67%15%

CPT 981 77%10%

HS 336 68%14%

1st year 191 88%3%

2nd year 561 79%8%

3rd year 528 72%12%

4th year 468 65%16%

above 4th year 405 60%21%

chose supervisor 1056 79%8%

did not choose 845 61%20%

very unsatis•ed unsatis•ed undecided

satis•ed very satis•ed

Figure 2.2: “Please rate your overall satisfaction with your PhD
supervision” Responses grouped by: frequency of meeting with
supervisors, gender, section, year of PhD, and option to choose
supervisors.

1%

5%

20%

65%

83%

98%

82%

41%

16%

5%

358

1258

329

155

42

very unsatis•ed unsatis•ed undecided

satis•ed very satis•ed
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Figure 2.3: “Please rate your overall satisfaction with your PhD
supervision”. Responses grouped by responses to the question
“Please rate your overall satisfaction with the following aspects
of your PhD: Overall satisfaction”.

0 5 10 15 20 above 20
0

100

200
total
average=6.0

0 5 10 15 20 above 20
0

50

100
BM section
average=5.2

0 5 10 15 20 above 20
0

50

100
CPT section
average=6.4

0 5 10 15 20 above 20
0

10

20

30

40
HS section
average=7.1

Figure 2.4: “How many other doctoral researchers does your
o!cial supervisor have?” It should be noted that the number
reported does not include the respondents themselves. Medians
are indicated by the vertical lines.



PhDnet Survey 2017 12 Chapter 2. Working Conditions
to

ta
l

BM C
PT H

S

1
st

ye
ar

2
nd

ye
ar

3
rd

ye
ar

an
d

ab
ov

e

35%
17%

42%

64%

35% 33% 36%
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41%
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yes I don’t know no

Figure 2.5: “Do you have a thesis committee?” Responses
grouped by section and length of doctoral research project so
far.

clusive supervision situation while, one •fth of doctoral

students have to compete for their o"cial supervisor’s

time with at least nine other PhD students (see Figure

2.4).

Groups with more doctoral researchers per o"cial su-

pervisor are somewhat more common in the HS section,

while in the BM section doctoral researchers share their

supervisor with only •ve others on average. These dif-

ferences are, however, statistically signi•cant.

Thesis committee

The majority of doctoral researchers (54%) report hav-

ing access to a board of advisors in the form of a thesis

committee. Within the survey, a thesis committee was

de•ned as “consisting of several internal and/or exter-

nal people who give advice and supervision about the

results and future steps of the thesis work. This com-

mittee meets usually once a year” (see chapter 8—The

Survey).

About a third of participants (35%) are certain that

they don’t have a thesis committee. While thesis com-

mittees are not more or less common for researchers who

started their doctoral research recently (see Figure 2.5),

doctoral researchers in the BM section are a lot more

likely to have a thesis committee than researchers in

other sections. Thesis committees appear to be rather

total 2166 85%11%

BM 858 82%14%

CPT 969 87%9%

HS 336 84%10%

total 2133 67%21%

BM 837 62%25%

CPT 890 78%16%

HS 331 63%24%

total 2162 82%9%

BM 855 80%12%

CPT 962 84%7%

HS 332 84%9%

total 1489 22%57%

BM 608 21%56%

CPT 621 25%55%

HS 253 22%64%

total 2162 78%13%

BM 851 76%15%

CPT 959 81%6%

HS 334 76%14%

. . . has excellent knowledge of my research •eld

. . . helps me network

. . . is open to my ideas

. . . teaches me how to write grant proposals

. . . gives helpful feedback

fully disagree partially disagree undecided

partially agree fully agree

Figure 2.6: “Please rate how much the following applies to your
supervisor: My supervisor . . . ”. Answers also grouped by section.

uncommon at institutes of the CPT section that have

their research focus on mathematics or computer sci-

ence, as well as in the HS sector. Only 23% of HS par-

ticipants report having a thesis committee.

Supervisor competencies

Supervisors are in general judged quite favorably by

their doctoral researchers (see Figure 2.6 & 2.7). In
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total 1856 30%53%

BM 717 33%48%

CPT 823 24%60%

HS 305 40%46%

total 2186 19%68%

BM 840 20%70%

CPT 938 19%73%

HS 323 22%67%

total 2110 17%75%

BM 832 23%76%

CPT 938 14%76%

HS 327 23%68%

. . . does not teach me how to write

. . . is not available when I need help

. . . is not informed about my work

fully disagree partially disagree undecided

partially agree fully agree

Figure 2.7: “Please rate how much the following applies to your
supervisor: My supervisor . . . ”. Please note that these questions
were phrased negatively.

order to keep this section in line with previous sur-

veys, some questions were phrased negatively; for ease

of representation positive and negatively phrased ques-

tions are presented in two separate •gures. The main

issue emerging here seems to be that supervisors do not

teach grant proposal writing, however an argument can

be made that this is simply a feature of the MPS system

which does not require doctoral researchers to acquire

their own funding.

While no major di!erences were found between sec-

tions, CPT researchers appear to evaluate their super-

visors slightly more positive. This is also in agreement

with the generally higher level of satisfaction with su-

pervision in the CPT section.

2.3 Thoughts about Quitting

Thoughts about quitting the doctoral studies are not

uncommon (see Figure 2.8) and appear to occur for a

variety of, most likely overlapping, reasons (see Figure

2.9). Remarkably, more frequent meetings with super-

visors lead to fewer thoughts of quitting. Researchers in

general 2165 46%54%

daily 183 60%40%

weekly 1026 51%49%

monthly 545 43%57%

less 384 33%67%

IMPRS 1008 47%53%

non-IMPRS 1031 45%55%

TAC 1135 48%52%

no TAC 746 42%58%

male 1123 52%48%

female 965 39%61%

1. year 183 70%30%

2. year 553 54%46%

3. year 525 46%54%

4. year 468 41%59%

4.+ year 406 33%67%

CPT 966 51%49%

BM 851 44%56%

HS 335 39%61%

often occasionally

rarely never

Figure 2.8: “Have you ever thought about giving up your PhD?”
Responses grouped by frequency of supervisor meetings, IMPRS
membership, existence of a thesis committee, gender identity,
stage of PhD and section.
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50% 47% 44% 44%
36% 34%

28% 28%

Figure 2.9: “Why did you think about giving up your PhD?”
Responses from participants who indicated that they think
about quitting their doctoral research “occasionally” or “often”
(N =669). Multiple answers possible.

yes no

Do you have children?

8% 92%2218

Are you in a relationship?

96% 4%yes no169

How is your partner employed?

full

49%

part

24%

unemployed

27%

Figure 2.10: “Do you have children or are you currently expecting
at the moment?”, “Are you in a relationship?”, “What is your
partner’s employment status?”

later stages of their PhD report thinking about quitting

more frequently as do female researchers (as compared

to male researchers). Researchers from the CPT section

are more likely to never think about quitting. Neither

belonging to an IMPRS nor having a thesis commit-

tee appears to reduce thoughts of quitting the doctoral

studies. Additional e!orts should be made to attempt

to increase the frequency of supervisor meetings and to

maintain this frequency as doctoral researchers get to

the later stages of their project.

Do you feel like
having enough money

to raise a child
in your city?

Does your
institute o!er

support in
childcare services
(access/•nancial

support for daycares,
child-friendly environment,

reimbursements for daycares
during business travel, etc.)?

Do you feel there
is su"cient support

(•nancial and
organizational) from

your institute for
raising a child?

49%

22%

58%

41%
57%

43%

yes I don’t know no

Figure 2.11: Responses concerning childcare support represented
as percentage of responses from parents. Full questions on x-
axis.

2.4 Parenthood

A small percentage (8%) of doctoral researchers report

being parents (see Figure 2.10). Of these, a small mi-

nority (4%) are single parents. This is in line with the

percentage of all students in Germany having children

(6%, with 10% of these single parents)1.

Researchers with children tend to work shorter hours

and only 56% report working at an institute that of-

1children .

total 7% 56% 37%

men 10% 57% 33%

women 3% 56% 41%

won’t take leave yes—partially yes—fully

Figure 2.12: “If you are or were to have children during your
doctoral research, would you take parental leave?” Responses
presented as total and grouped by gender identity. Participants
who responded to the question “To which gender identity do
you most identify?”. “Genderqueer”, “Other” or “I don’t want
to answer this question” were not taken into account for this
analysis due to low sample size.
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pressure
from supervisors

workload I don’t feel
it’s necessary

I want to
•nish my PhD

93%

55%

78%

21%

7%

45%

22%

79%

yes no

Figure 2.13: “Why would/have you not take/taken the full
parental leave?”

fers childcare. Unfortunately, 41% of researchers with

children report not having enough money to raise their

child and 50% report working at an institute that of-

fers insu"cient support (•nancial or otherwise) to doc-

toral researchers with children (see Figure 2.11). There

is no di!erence in the distribution of salaries between

researchers with and without children, either for total

income or for the method of funding. Researchers with

children are more likely to have an extension already but

are also more likely to receive less and shorter extensions

than researchers without children.

Half of doctoral researchers without children report

wanting children but feeling it is not the right time dur-

Would you like to have children
but feel it is not the right time in your career?

yes no51% 49%

66% 34%

not enough money to support a family

yes no

52% 48%

working conditions not family friendly

yes no

51% 49%

fear of jeopardizing a scienti•c career

yes no

Figure 2.14: “Would you like to have children but feel it is not
the right time in your career? If yes, what are the reasons?”

ing their doctoral research. The reasons for this are

cited as: not enough money (66%), working conditions

are not family friendly (52%) and not wanting to jeopar-

dize their career (51%) (see Figure 2.14) (NB: multiple

answers were allowed for this question). Researchers

who want children are also concerned about living in a

foreign country and having no future job security. There

is no correlation between wanting children but not feel-

ing able to have them and workload, salary or gender

identity.

Of the researchers that do have or would consider hav-

ing children during their doctoral thesis, 37% reported

that they either have taken or would take full parental

leave during their doctoral studies; a further 56% would

take partial leave (see Figure 2.12). Only 7% said that

they either have not taken or would not take parental

leave. There is little di!erence between researchers iden-

tifying as male or female, however male researchers were

more likely to take no parental leave at all. Researchers

who have or would not take full parental leave cite want-

ing to •nish their PhD and their workload as the reasons

for not taking full parental leave. 22% report consider-

ing full parental leave to be unnecessary, however an

alarming 7% cite supervisor pressure as a reason for not

taking full parental leave (see Figure 2.13).

Summary

• Most doctoral researchers are satis•ed with their

project (75%). In particular, they are satis•ed with

lab equipment (93%), administrative and scienti•c

support (75% and 66%, respectively), and their

workload (61%). They express higher levels of dis-

satisfaction in regards to salary (31% dissatis•ed)

and holidays (38% dissatis•ed).

• Doctoral researchers tend to be satis•ed with their

supervision (72%), especially those who meet their

supervisors more frequently (at least once a week).

This satisfaction with supervision decays over time

(88% in 1st year vs. 60% after 4th year), and is

linked to overall satisfaction with the project: those
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who reported high levels of satisfaction with their

supervision, also tended to be satis•ed with their

project.

• One •fth of the doctoral researchers share their su-

pervisor with at least nine other researchers. On

average, supervisors are responsible for seven doc-

toral researchers each.

• Half of all doctoral researchers have access to a The-

sis Advisory Committee (80% in BM, slightly under

half in CPT and only 23% in GSH.)

• Doctoral researchers generally consider their super-

visors to be highly knowledgeable about their •eld

(85% agree), but most often complain about their

unavailability (68%).

• Only 8% of researchers are parents. They tend

to work fewer hours, with 57% reporting access

to childcare via their Institute. 49% of these re-

searchers report not having enough funds to sup-

port their child. Of the researchers without chil-

dren, 51% reporting wanting to have children but

not feeling able to do so due to: lack of funds (66%),

unsupportive working conditions (52%) and feeling

like their careers would su!er (51%).
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Chapter 3

Career Perspectives

In this chapter we discuss how the career of a doctoral

researcher in the MPS develops, with a focus on future

plans and perspectives, the attractiveness of the MPS

for doctoral research and the scienti•c output of doctoral

researchers in the MPS.

3.1 Career Plans

While a large number of respondents (52%) stated that

they would like to continue working in academia (i.e.

public scienti•c research), only 37% believe they will

still be doing so in ten years’ time. The least popular

job prospect is the public non-scienti•c sector; only 7%

of respondents •nd it attractive. A large number of

doctoral researchers do not yet know what they want to

do (22%) or what they might actually be doing (34%)

ten years from now (see Figure 3.1).

There are no substantial changes in career perspec-

tives between early and late years of the doctoral stud-

ies, but a number of small trends (see Figure 3.2). The

amount of researchers undecided about their future jobs

decreases somewhat towards the later stages of the doc-

toral studies. However, one in •ve doctoral researchers

in their third year or later have still not made up their

mind about their future career. nearly a third of senior

doctoral researchers cannot predict what they will be

doing ten years from now.

While researchers’ desire to work in scienti•c research,

along with their belief they can do so in the future, does

not decline measurably across the course of the doctoral

studies, more advanced students are more willing to take

private non-scienti•c jobs. The percentage of doctoral

researchers willing to spend their future in this private

sector rises from 9% in •rst-year to 19% in researchers

beyond their second year. One in •ve senior doctoral

researchers believe they could see themselves working in

the private non-scienti•c sector in ten years.

Pursuing a career in Germany (see Figure 3.3) ap-

pears to be a viable option for many doctoral researchers

(52%). Only 13% are certain they want to leave Ger-

many after graduation. While males and females are
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Figure 3.1:“Where would you like to work in the future (next 10
years)?”, and “Where do you think you will work in the future
(next 10 years)?” (dotted). Multiple answers possible.
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public
scienti•c
research

private
scienti•c
research

public
science-related

job

private
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related job

public
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job

private
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job
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30
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22
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32
%

1st year 2nd year 3rd year and above 1st year 2nd year 3rd year and above

Figure 3.2: “Where would you like to work in the future (next 10 years)?”, and“Where do you think you will work in the future
(next 10 years)?”. Percentage of total responses grouped by year of PhD. Multiple answers possible.

equally likely to want to stay in Germany and there is

no large di!erence between the three sections, national-

ity plays a larger role. Most German researchers (71%)

want to stay in Germany and only 4% are planning to

leave their country of origin. Of researchers from other

EU countries, roughly a quarter plan to pursue a career

in Germany, another quarter plan to leave the country

and the remaining half is undecided. A compelling fac-

tor in whether or not a researchers plans to stay in Ger-

many appears to be parenthood; doctoral researchers

with children are most likely to want to stay.
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Figure 3.3: “Do you intend to pursue a career in Germany?”.
Percentage of total responses grouped by gender, nationality,
section and parenthood.
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Figure 3.4: “Do you intend to pursue a career in academia (as-
piring to a professorship or other permanent research position)
after •nishing your doctoral research?” Percentage of total re-
sponses grouped by gender, nationality, section and parenthood.

There are di!erences between sections; CPT students

are more likely to want to pursue a career in Germany

(56% compared to 50% and 48% for BM and HS respec-

tively).

Approximately a third of doctoral researchers (33%)

intend to leave academia after graduating while 38% in-

tend to stay in academia (see Figure 3.4). Women are

slightly less likely to aspire to professorship or a perma-

nent research position (35% vs 41% among men), while

parenthood does not appear to exert a big in‚uence on
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this aspect of planning a future career. A closer look,

however, shows that mothers are signi•cantly less likely

to want to pursue an academic career (26%) than fathers

(41%).

Progression through the doctoral studies does not

greatly discourage those already determined to stay in

academia (42% in the 1st year, 42% in the 2nd year, 36%

for researchers beyond). However, a large number of re-

searchers who had not previously made up their mind

decide to pursue a di!erent career path at later stages

of their doctoral studies (38% compared to 23% in both

the 1st and 2nd year).

Among all doctoral researchers, those from Asian and

American countries are least likely to want to leave

academia (14% and 18% respectively). In fact, more

than half of researchers from non-European countries are

determined to continue with academic research. On the

other hand, only 25% of German doctoral researchers

regard an academic career as attractive enough to pur-

sue; 46% aspire to join other •elds. Of female doctoral

researchers from Germany, only 22% want to stay in

academia, while for male researchers that percentage is

27%.

3.2 Attractiveness of Academia

The aspects considered the most attractive about aca-

demic research are the possibility to serve and better so-

ciety, teaching opportunities, and mobility (i.e. chance

to live and work in di!erent locations). Salaries in

academia, compatibility with parenthood, compatibility

with a partner’s career plans, and the need to apply for

funding were considered unattractive by more than half

of respondents. Most unattractive appears to be the

infrequent availability of permanent positions, judged

negatively by 83% of doctoral researchers (see Figure

3.5).

Exclusively taking into account responses from doc-

toral researchers who are planning to leave academia,

this trend remains largely the same although all given

factors appear to be evaluated a bit more negatively

(see Figure 3.6). More than 90% of doctoral researchers

planning to leave academia evaluate the availability of

permanent positions in academic research as unattrac-

tive. The aspect of academic research judged most fa-

vorably, the chance to be of service to society, is only

considered attractive by half of these researchers.

3.3 Why Join the MPS?

Of the suggested reasons for joining the MPS for doc-

toral studies, the most common answers were the MPS’

scienti•c excellence (71%) and an interest in the research

of a given institute (61%) (see Figure 3.7). About one in

•ve doctoral researchers joined the MPS because of the

prospect of a structured PhD program, and only 15%

of doctoral researchers state that pay and bene•ts of-

fered by doctoral research with the MPS were a factor

for choosing the MPS.

permanent positions

applying for funding

compatibility with partner

compatibility with children

salary in academia

workload

mobility (i.e. work in di!erent countries, cities)

teaching

service to society

83%

57%

56%

54%

53%

43%

25%

15%

7%

7%

7%

13%

13%

7%

10%

43%

45%

60%

unattractive neutral attractive

Figure 3.5: “How do you judge the following aspects of an aca-
demic research career?” (N = 2218).
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permanent positions

applying for funding

compatibility with partner

compatibility with children

salary in academia

workload

mobility

teaching

service to society

91%

69%

69%

66%

64%

56%

34%

22%

12%

4%

2%

7%

5%

11%

8%

34%

38%

50%

unattractive neutral attractive

Figure 3.6: “How do you judge the following aspects of an aca-
demic research career?”. Responses from participants who do
not intend to pursue a career in academic research only.

Additional information provided in the survey’s com-

ment boxes suggests that many doctoral researchers

chose the city they wanted to pursue their PhD in be-

fore deciding on a suitable institution. Many responses

also state that dissatisfaction with the universities gave

the incentive to search for a PhD position at an extra-

university institution. These results show that they key

to attracting doctoral researchers is the Society’s repu-

tation for scienti•c excellence and the output of novel

research.

3.4 Scienti•c Output

About half of the current doctoral researchers in the

MPS have at some point in their scienti•c career suc-

cessfully submitted an article to a peer-reviewed journal

(see Figure 3.8). The most common type of contribu-

sc
ie

nt
i•c

ex
ce

lle
nc

e
in

te
re

st
in

g
re

se
ar

ch
eq

ui
pm

en
t a

nd
fa

ci
lit

ie
s

sp
ec

i•c
sc

ie
nt

is
t

co
nt

in
ui

ng
pr

ev
io

us
pr

oj
ec

t

st
ru

ct
ur

ed
Ph

D
pr

og
ra

m
pa

y
an

d
be

ne
•ts

71%
61%

47%
36%

25%
20% 15%

Figure 3.7: “Why did you start your work on your doctoral thesis
at the Max Planck Society?” Percentage of total responses.
Multiple answers possible.

tion to academia occurs in the form of posters and talks

at conferences (79% and 60% of respondents, respec-

tively). Less than one in ten doctoral researchers have

contributed a chapter to a specialist book and even fewer

have submitted a patent application (3%).

While many doctoral researchers in their •rst year re-

port contributions to conferences in the form of posters

(66%) and talks (42%), more than a third have already

published a journal article. It is likely that most of this

scienti•c output is related to research activities prior to

the start of the PhD, such as Master’s theses. Most

additional scienti•c output is produced by doctoral re-

searchers after their second year.

The MPS co-founded the international Open Ac-

cess movement and has for years consistently supported

Open Access publishing. About two thirds of Max

Planck doctoral researchers support the idea of Open

Science; only 7% reject the notion of publishing their

•ndings on an Open Access platform. Currently, only

13% of respondents have data that they would like to

publish openly if they got help in •nding an appropri-

ate way to do so. The majority of respondents does not

know whether their supervisor supports Open Access

publishing (62%), but 30% report that their supervisor

does (see Figure 3.9).

Across the di!erent sections, researcher’s stances to-

wards Open Science are quite similar. Respondents from
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conference
poster

conference
talk

journal
article

book
chapter

patent
application

79%

60%
54%

7% 3%

66%

42% 37%

3% 0%

74%

46%
39%

3% 1%

82%
66% 59%

8% 3%

total 1st year 2nd year 3rd year and above

Figure 3.8: “Which of the following types of scienti•c output have you published so far during your doctoral research?” Percentage
of a!rmative answers grouped by year of PhD. Multiple answers possible.

the BM section are less likely to already have published

•ndings on an Open Access platform than CPT or HS re-

searchers (16% compared with 25% or 24% respectively).

BM researchers are also slightly more likely to not know

about their supervisor’s opinion (65% compared to 60%

each in CPT and HS). CPT supervisors are more likely

to support (33%) Open Science compared to BM (26%)

and HS (29%) supervisors, while supervisors in the HS

section seem to be most likely to reject the idea (11% vs

9% in BM and 7% in CPT).

Ensuring a commitment to Open Science will require

increased e!orts to include it into the framework of doc-

toral training from the very start. Additionally, supervi-

sors must not only be aware of Open Science practices,

but actively encourage doctoral researchers to engage in

them.

Summary

• A slight majority (52%) of doctoral researchers re-

porting wanting to stay in academia, down from

over 70% in 2012, but only 37% believe they will be

doing so ten years from now.

• As researchers progress in their projects, their plans

for the future and their expectations remain rela-

tively stable. The largest changes manifest in an

increased interest in going into the private sector

(30% to 36% for scienti•c research positions, 9% to

19% for non-scienti•c jobs) and a decreased interest

in public scienti•c research (56% to 50%). By the

end of their project, 1 out of 5 doctoral researchers

is interested in obtaining a position in the private

sector.

Have you already
published •ndings

in an Open
Access platform?

Do you have datasets that you
would like to share in an open

way but feel you cannot
•nd an appropriate outlet?

Would you like
to use an Open

Access platform for
publishing •ndings?

Does your supervisor
support you in Open
Access publishing?

56%

87%

7% 9%

37%

13%

65%

30%

yes I don’t know no

Figure 3.9: Responses concerning Open Access publishing represented as percentage of total responses. Full questions on x-axis.
For the question on the far left, only respondents who reported already having published an article in a peer-reviewed journal were
taken into account.
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• Researchers with a German background, and those

who already have children, express a higher inter-

est in remaining in Germany once they •nish their

project (70% each).

• Of those researchers wanting to remain in academia,

those identifying as female are less likely to want

so, when compared to those identifying as male

(35% vs 41%). While parents are not less likely

to want to pursue an academic career, mothers

are less likely than fathers (26% vs 41%). Non-

European researchers are more likely to wish to stay

in academia: more than 50% want to do so.

• Regarding academia, more than 50% found the

salaries, compatibility with having a family, the

need to apply for funding and the lack of perma-

nent positions to be unattractive (81% found this

last point unattractive). In 2012, most doctoral re-

searchers were also aprehensive about this uncer-

tain career path. The strongest reason for wanting

to remain in academia was the opportunity to be of

service to society (60%).

• When asked why they joined the MPS, 71% point to

the Society’s reputation for scienti•c excellence or

a strong interest in speci•c institute (61%). Only

15% found the pay and bene•ts as an appealing

factor.

• Half of the researchers have successfully submitted

an article to a peer-reviewed journal, 79% have pre-

sented a poster at a conference and 60% have given

a talk. Fewer than 3% have submitted a patent

application.

• While two thirds of researchers support Open Sci-

ence, only 21% have published •ndings on an Open

Access platform. Researchers from the BM section

are less likely to have done so (16%) and are more

likely to report not knowing what their supervisor’s

stance on the topic is (65%).
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Chapter 4

Equal Opportunities

In this chapter we investigate sources of inequality

within the MPS. In the survey we asked doctoral re-

searchers whether they identify as part of a minority

group and how they experience research and work in

the MPS. We also investigated the prevalence of mental

and chronic health issues that arise during the doctoral

research and how the MPS can both prevent this and

provide for researchers a!ected.

4.1 Gender Equality

In previous and following sections we explore gender

equality with regard to speci•c aspects of a doctoral re-

searchers life e.g. funding, parenthood and satisfaction.

In the following, we present comments from doctoral re-

searchers that represent current attitudes and practices

of gender equality in the MPS.

Comments

• This might be very subjective, but I have the feeling

that the women in our group are not so much send

to conferences abroad (i.e. not in Germany).

• I REALLY(') appreciate the •rst two questions in

this last block regarding assigned sex at birth and

gender identity' Thank you so much for this' :)

• There is a “Team Mentoring Program” organized

by the Equal Opportunities O"ce. But it is only

meant for biologically female persons.

• My supervisor frequently makes inappropri-

ate remarks resulting from lab member being

women/mothers. I think he is often unaware of

the e!ect of his remarks, they are none the less

insulting.

4.2 Mental Health

Mental Illness

A total of 104 (5%) doctoral researchers report they have

been diagnosed with a mental illness, speci•cally dur-

ing their project. Additionally, twenty respondents used

the comment box to report having had mental issues,

bringing the total number of doctoral researchers suf-

fering or having su!ered from mental health issues to

124 (6%). Mental health issues appear to be somewhat

more prevalent in female than in male researchers. Most

of those a!ected, however, did seek out medical treat-

ment of their condition (85%).

Our analysis did not suggest any connection between

mental health issues and working hours (46.5 h vs

47.1 h), amount of holidays, or year of PhD. The net

income of doctoral researchers with mental health is-

sues do not di!er from those of researchers not a*icted

(average of€1555.50 vs€1528.24).

Mental health issues are, however, more prevalent in

doctoral researchers who are dissatis•ed with their su-

pervision or their working situation in general (see Fig-

ure 4.1). Doctoral researchers su!ering from mental

health issues tend to get shorter extensions, are less

likely to have children, and are slightly more likely to

be funded by stipends. While researchers with men-

tal health issues appear to be equally distributed across
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the sections, researchers from America are more likely

to have received a diagnosis of mental illness, while re-

searchers from Asia and European countries not part of

the EU are less likely. Due to small sample size, data for

African and Australian researchers cannot be considered

representative.

Among those 104 doctoral researchers having received

a diagnosis of mental illness, 29 (28%) have reported ex-

periencing discrimination from their Max Planck Insti-

tute due to their condition.

It is important to bear in mind that these results do

not take into account doctoral researchers su!ering from

undiagnosed mental illness, or diagnoses prior to the

start of their work with the Society.

Stress-related symptoms

The survey further inquired about a number of symp-

toms related to stress and their prevalence among the

Max Planck doctoral researchers: back pain, chronic fa-

tigue, sleeplessness, depression, burnout, migraines, and

eating disorders (see Figure 4.2). While self-reported

and not necessarily requiring an o"cial diagnosis, these

symptoms can be linked to burn-out syndrome which

can have a severe impact on researchers’ ability to work.

Of these, back pain and sleeplessness are the most com-

mon symptoms among doctoral researchers, a*icting

more than a third of respondents. Two in three re-

searchers state that they are su!ering from at least one

of these symptoms while a quarter of the respondents re-

port su!ering from three or more of the symptoms. The

proportion of researchers reporting at least one symp-

tom matches the results from the 2012 Survey, however,

the number of respondents su!ering from more than

three has increased (8% vs 13%).

It appears that doctoral researchers who are less sat-

is•ed with their supervision tend to report a larger num-

ber of stress-related symptoms (see Figure 4.3). There

is some indication that stress-related symptoms coincide

with thoughts of quitting the doctoral studies. Further-

more, older doctoral researchers and those further along

in their studies report more health problems as well.

It should be noted that the data, while indicating a

correlation between stress-related symptoms and super-

vision satisfaction in doctoral researchers, do not pro-
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Figure 4.1: “Have you been diagnosed with a mental illness during your PhD?”—answers grouped by gender, nationality, parent-
hood, general satisfaction, satisfaction with supervision, number and length of extensions, type of funding, and section. Data for
responds with African or Australian nationality not included due to small sample size. Total number also containsrespondents
that disclosed their condition in free text comments only.
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Figure 4.2:“During your doctoral research, have you had health
problems with any of the following conditions?”. Multiple an-
swers possible. Also included arepercentages of respondents
giving multiple a!rmative answers to symptoms listed.

vide any evidence for a causal connection between the

two.

Most of those a*icted with stress-related health prob-

lems state that their work is a signi•cant contributor to

these problems (65%), while many of the others claimed

that they don’t know whether their work contributes

(23%). However, only 42% of researchers reporting

stress-related symptoms have sought treatment for their

health issues. Some of the a!ected doctoral researchers

respond that they have not told anyone about their

problems (20%), and a small number (48 researchers, 4%

of respondents) report that they have experienced dis-

crimination after disclosing their condition. A substan-

tial fraction of doctoral researchers (36%) also reports

•nding it di"cult to take time o! for health problems.

This indicates that for many Max Planck doctoral re-

searchers, their work is a substantial source of stress

and potential medical issues, but a signi•cant propor-

tion of researchers feel that they cannot address the re-

sulting health problems in an adequate manner. In some

cases, an attempt to broach the subject of their prob-

lems at work appears to lead to discrimination. Many

doctoral researchers appear to feel compelled to ignore

their symptoms instead of taking adequate measures to

recuperate.

no symptoms 53%30%

one symptom 52%23%

two symptoms 37%40%

three symptoms 31%46%

four symptoms 17%70%

•ve symptoms 19%60%

six symptoms 11%74%

seven symptoms 15%66%

very unsatis•ed unsatis•ed undecided

satis•ed very satis•ed

Figure 4.3: “During your doctoral research, have you had health
problems with any of the following conditions?” Responses
grouped by answer to “Please rate your overall satisfaction with
your PhD supervision”.

In this survey, women were slightly more likely to re-

port su!ering from any of the given symptoms (74% of

respondents su!ering are female compared to 61% who

are male)(see Figure 4.4). Doctoral researchers from

non-EU European countries reported being a!ected by

at least one symptom more often than respondents from

other countries. The strongest relationship was found

between the occurrence of stress-related symptoms and

an expression of general dissatisfaction. Stipend-holders

are somewhat more likely to develop health problems

than researchers with a contract, while researchers work-

ing in the CPT section appear slightly less likely. Stress

factors seem to be least prevalent in researchers that did

not obtain any contract extensions.

A very clear correlation can be drawn between the oc-

currence of stress-related symptoms and the year that

the doctoral research was started (see Figure 4.5). The

prevalence of stress-related health problems rises during

the •rst three years of doctoral research. New cases of

stress-related symptoms do not appear to develop un-

til after the •fth year. This could be due to third-year

doctoral researchers accepting they will require an ex-

tension and not experiencing signi•cantly more pressure

until after the •fth year.
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Figure 4.4: “During your doctoral research, have you had health problems with any of the following conditions?” Percentage of
a!rmative answers to any symptom grouped by gender, nationality, parenthood, general satisfaction, satisfaction with supervision,
number and length of extensions, type of funding, and section. Responses from researchers with African or Australian nationality
not included due to small sample size. In favor of a clear visualization, percentages above 50% are shown.
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Figure 4.5: “During your doctoral research, have you had health
problems with any of the following conditions?” Percentage of
a!rmative answers grouped by start year.

On the other hand, no connection was evident be-

tween reports of stress-related symptoms and net in-

come (€1526.35 vs€1533.95), working hours (47.87 h vs

45.40 h), and number of holidays (22.56 d vs 22.23 d).

4.3 Minority Groups

The doctoral researchers of the MPS hail from a broad

and diverse spectrum of scienti•c, cultural, and social

backgrounds. It is not surprising that many of them

identify as belonging to a minority group (see Figure

4.6).

By far the most abundant reason for doctoral re-

searcher to identify as a minority is on basis of national-

ity or ethnicity. While feeling slightly underrepresented

is naturally common in such a highly international work-

ing environment, a highly concerning 39% of researchers

who identify as part of a minority on the basis of nation-

ality also report feeling discriminated against because

of this during their doctoral studies. Unfortunately, re-

ports about discrimination on basis of gender are also

quite common (132 respondents, 109 of them female).

Interestingly, researchers also reported, via comments,

that coming from a working class background is also a

factor that makes them feel part of a minority group.

Importantly, it is possible that the prevalence of mi-

nority groups is underestimated by this survey. For ex-

ample, 382 researchers (17%) report minority status on

basis of nationality but in total 52% of students are not

from Germany, and 21% (456 researchers) are from Asia.

Equally, only 92 researchers (4%) report identifying as

a minority based on sexuality, while the prevalence of

people with a non-heterosexual orientation in the gen-

eral population has been suggested to be much higher.

As we ask researchers to self-identify, researchers who do

not feel as if they are in the minority, but would techni-

cally be considered as part of a minority group, would

not respond to this question.
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In the following, we present comments from doctoral

researchers that represent the general situation of mi-

nority groups in the MPS.

Comments: Nationality & Ethnicity

• There seems to be a conception that people from

a certain nationality or ethnic group are more suit-

able for one kind of work and this kind of work only.

Such prejudices are hard to overcome and tend to

stunt a student’s growth at times as one might not

be encouraged to foray into a •eld of work that is

not deemed suitable for her or him based on their

ethnic group or nationality.

• Living in a foreign country can be alienating. There

seems to be no international support for new em-

ployees of this institute to assist in getting settled

in or to be liaison for international personnel seek-

ing living accommodations, tax help, or setting up

a bank account.

• There are no interactions between German and in-

ternational students. This in the future may lower

the performance of Max Planck Institutes.

• I occasionally feel that there is a bit of a language

barrier in our work environments. People tend to

slip into the local language, leaving non-German

speakers feeling outcast.

Comments: Religion

• Aggressive comments against people who are be-

lievers considering they are less intelligent.

• Many scientists at our institute are atheists and

some of them at least imply that being religious

is stupid and goes against science.

• About the religion, I think that among scientists,

religion is not appreciated or is seen as a weakness.

Comments: Others

• In principle there is •nancial support for and access

to German classes, but the amount of supported

courses is not su"cient, and we need permission

from the supervisor.

• I wish there was an obligatory course for new group

leaders to teach them their responsibilities as a

group leader, or an obligatory course for new di-

rectors how to teach the group leaders what their

responsibilities are.

• I am reliant on a wheelchair and like to point out

that [my MPI] really takes care of my situation - in
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Figure 4.6: “Do you identify as part of a minority group based on the following grounds?” (percentages given of total number of
respondents), “Have you ever felt discriminated against during your work at the Max Planck Society on the basis of:” (dotted,
percentages given of those that identify as part of the minority). Multiple answers possible.
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a positive way. [. . . ] they try to give me the best

conditions to focus on my research.

• I have chronical health problems that add a lot

stress to my situation and I don‘t really know who

to contact and I don‘t feel supported regarding

this. . .

• Usually there is some information emailed for var-

ious resources o!ered by the institute, in order to

have a better working environment. But, at the

same time, the high work load is the big hurdle for

me to get to know about these facilities. And to

avail any of these is even out of question, unfortu-

nately.

4.4 Counseling Services

Equal Opportunities O!ce

The majority of respondents report being aware of

an Equal Opportunities (EO) o"cer at their institute

(65%), with 32% reporting that they do not know (32%),

and only a small fraction (4%) reporting that their in-

stitute lacks such an o"cial.

Most respondents (58%) feel able to approach their

institute’s EO O"cer with their concerns. While many

do not have an opinion on this (34%), 9% of researchers

do not feel comfortable approaching their designated EO

o"cer.

Via comments, respondents also express dissatisfac-

tion with the German regulations by which an EO O"-

cer is elected by only female sta! members. Researchers

report that this makes it seem like the EO O"cer is only

responsible for (binary) gender issues. More e!orts must

be made on part of the MPS to change this perception of

the EO O"cer and ensure that all doctoral researchers

who experience disadvantages or discrimination as party

of a minority group are represented by the EO O"cer.

Medical Counseling

The majority of PhD researchers (57%) do not know

whether or not physical or medical counseling services

exist at their institute. A portion of researchers (15%)

report that their institute does not o!er any such ser-

vices. Of the total 28% of researchers who report hav-

ing access to a counseling service, most report a purely

physical counseling service (46%) while a small fraction

reports a purely mental counseling service (13%) and

a large portion claims that counseling services for both

physical and mental concerns are o!ered at their insti-

tute (41%).

Reports about the language in which medical counsel-

ing is o!ered in do generally agree that German and En-

glish are both covered (66%). A smaller fraction claim

that counseling services at their institute operate only

in German (17%) or in English (17%).

Of those respondents reporting that no medical coun-

seling service is established at their institute, only 10%

state that their institute o!ers instead help in •nding

an appropriate counseling service.

These results suggest that an additional e!ort should

be made by the institutes to inform employees about

counseling opportunities both at and outside of the

workplace.

Comments: EO O!ce & Counseling

• Only women are allowed to run for our Equal Op-

portunities o"ce and only woman are allowed to

vote. Under this circumstances, I •nd the term

“equal” to be very misleading.

• We need more regular counseling related to physical

and mental health of PhD students along with ca-

reer counseling. Regular health check ups should be

considered a necessity for PhD students in general.

• Psychological support such as therapy should be

provided since there are many cases of depression

and / or other psychological disorders in PhD stu-

dents.

• Very often, the pressure to get results is very high,

resulting in working very long hours and conse-

quently having burnout and sleeplessness. In my
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case, it lead into anxiety issues and chronic fatigue.

I needed the help of an specialist.

4.5 German Classes

Most Max Planck institutes appear to o!er German

classes for doctoral researchers joining from outside Ger-

many (76%). Only a minor percentage of respondents

report not having this option (5%); the remaining 19%

state they do not know.

The classes o!ered are satisfactory, according to most

participants (65%). Only one in six researchers (17%)

was dissatis•ed with the language courses.

No connection was found between foreign researchers

taking German classes, their level of satisfaction with

them and the occurrence of stress-related health prob-

lems.

Summary

• Of the Max Planck doctoral researchers, 6% report

having been diagnosed with a mental illness since

the start of their work or explicitly indicate men-

tal health issues (1%). Most of the a!ected report

having sought treatment (85%).

• No relationship between mental health issues and

working hours, holidays, income, or stage of the

PhD is suggested. Researchers reporting dissatis-

faction with supervision are more likely to report

mental health issues. They are less likely to get ex-

tensions, have children and more likely to be funded

by stipends. 28% report feeling discriminated at

their Institute due to their illness.

• Two out of three researchers report at least one

of possible seven symptoms of stress, linked to

burnout. While the proportion of researchers re-

porting at least one symptom matches that of the

2012 survey, the number of reports of at least three

symptoms has increased (8% to 13%). Those dissat-

is•ed with supervision tend to report more symp-

toms and 65% consider their work a signi•cant

contributor to these symptoms. Only 42% of re-

searchers reporting these symptoms have sought

out treatment and 20% indicate not having told

anyone. 36% say they •nd it di"cult to take time

o! to deal with health problems. 74% of those iden-

tifying as female are more likely to report at least

one symptom, compared to 61% of those identifying

as male. Researchers in later years of their project

report a higher prevalence of one of these symp-

toms.

• Less than half (46%) of researchers have considered

quitting at some point, with this number increas-

ing for those at later stages of their project and

being slightly higher for those identifying as female

(52%, for males it is 39%). Those that met more

frequently with their supervisors were less likely to

have considered quitting (40% if daily, 67% if less

than once per month). Of those that have con-

sidered quitting, the most prevalent reasons were

linked to worries about their career (57%) and the

pressure of their project (49%).

• Of those who identify as part of a minority group

(gender, sexuality, disability, religion, nationality

and ethnicity), 39% report having felt discriminated

against. Most reports linked to gender discrimina-

tion are attributed to those identifying as female.

• About two third (65%) of researchers report be-

ing aware of an EO o"cer at their Institute, with

58% feeling able to approach the o"cer with their

concerns. Some researchers feel uncomfortable that

only those identifying as female can vote to elect

the EO o"cer.

• Most researchers don’t know if physical or medical

counseling is o!ered at their Institute (57%), while

76% report their Institute makes German language

courses available to non-German researchers. Two

out of every three participants (65%) are satis•ed

with these courses.
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Chapter 5

Funding and Work Hours

Recently, there have been changes in the way doctoral

researchers of the MPS are funded and supported dur-

ing their research. Most notably, since 2015 researchers

should be •nanced by a contract rather than a stipend,

which corresponds to a minimum of 50% of TV#oD level

13. This change was one that PhDnet has been very

active in promoting. In this chapter we investigate how

researchers are funded within the MPS, how researchers

support a living with their salary and to what extent re-

searchers work outside of their contractually obligated

hours.

5.1 Types of Funding

With the recent changes implemented by the MPS, the

majority of doctoral researchers are now •nanced by

contracts (79%) (see Figure 5.1 and 5.2). This is a

dramatic increase from previous years (2009 and 2012)

where the ratio of researchers funded by a contract to

those funded by stipends was about 50/50.

The majority of contracted researchers are •nanced

by either a TV#oD (Tarifvertrag f#ur den #o!entlichen Di-

enst Bund - translated: Collective Wage Agreement

for the Civil Service) contract (48%) or F!ordervertrag

(roughly translated: ’support contract’)(40%) with only

a small number of researchers (12%) citing other types

of contract-based employment or not wanting to disclose

this information (see Figure 5.1). Unlike the TV#oD con-

tract , which is a general employment contract with

30 days of holiday, the F!ordervertrag is tailored for

doctoral research. Researchers with aF!ordervertrag

contract stipend
0%

20%

40%

60%

80% 10%

2%

5%

14%

31%

38%

TV #oD

F!ordervertrag

MPS stipend

Third party stipend

other

Figure 5.1: “How is your doctoral research •nanced?”. ”Other”
category includes also ”I don’t know” and ”I don’t want to an-
swer this question” answers

are funded and employed speci•cally for their scien-

ti•c project and any activities a researcher is asked to

carry out in this employment framework must serve their

doctoral quali•cation. Through this the MPS wishes

to protect researchers from being asked to carry out

other activities that do not directly serve their doctoral

quali•cation (e.g. teaching, administrative work). The

F!ordervertrag also comes with 20 days of holiday, the le-

gal minimum for full-time employees in Germany. Type

of contract does not appear to correlate with work hours

spent on PhD vs total work hours, or with net income,

which is disappointing. However, it must also be recog-

nized that it seems that not all doctoral researchers are

clear which contract they hold i.e. roughly 40% of re-

searchers claim to have a TV#oD contract but only 20%
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of researchers report having 30 days of holiday available

to them, see Figure 5.14. This discrepancy could be

attibuted to the similar payment system based on the

TV#oD levels for both contracts. Further e!orts must

be taken by the local institutes to clarify the di!erent

contracts to the doctoral researchers. Therefore, in the

following, the only distinction made will be between con-

tract and stipends.

The majority, about two thirds, of stipend holders

are •nanced via a MPS stipend, with only 10% of doc-

toral researchers having a third party stipend or other

source of income. Compared to the results of the sur-

veys of 2009 and 2012 the share of stipend holders has

gone down from 50% to 24%, due to the decision of the

MPS to give contracts to all new doctoral reasearchers

starting after 2015. This trend is also clearly visible in

Figure 5.2, where the constant percentage of³ 33% in

2011 through 2014 decreased to 21% in 2015 and even

further for later years. These data indicate that insti-

tutes are complying with the new funding directives.

Still, the percentage of stipend holders from doctoral

researchers starting in 2016 ( 8%) and 2017 (4%) is not

yet zero, but a very promisingly low. Unfortunately, op-

posing this trend, there are some institutes where still

more than 50% of doctoral researchers are funded by a

stipend. We believe this might be due to the directives

in place prior to 2015 and we expect this to become less

common in the future. Additionally, it should be noted

that this survey may include responses from doctoral re-

searchers a"liated with a Max Planck Institute whose

research is funded by external, third-party stipends.

Non-Germans still appear more likely to hold a

stipend (see Figure 5.3), which is disappointing. Inter-

estingly, the BM section appears to have more stipends

compared to the total average, while the CPT section

has less.

90% of stipend holders were reportedly not given a

choice concerning their source of funding, and 41% of

stipend holders were not informed about health insur-

ance or other implications of having a stipend; a further

43% were only partially informed (see Figure 5.4).
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16
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34% 33% 31% 33% 21% 8% 4%

66% 67% 69% 67% 79% 92% 96%

contract stipend

Figure 5.2: “How is your doctoral research •nanced?” Responses
grouped by start year of PhD. Responses from students starting
before 2011 were excluded from this analysis due to insu!cient
data. Responses stating “I don’t want to answer that question”
or “I don’t know” were excluded for this analysis.
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contract stipend

Figure 5.3: “How is your doctoral research •nanced?”, grouped
by nationality and section.

The minimum payment level that the MPS prescribes

is 50% of salary group 13 level 1 of the TV#oD, and it is

at the discretion of each individual institute to award a

recruitment bonus on top of this. The Society allows to

grant a recruitment bonus (german: Gewinnungszulage)

in speci•c cases to bring the total payment level over

50%, however, of the doctoral researchers •nanced by

either a TV#oD contract or F!ordervertrag , more than half

(54%) have a 50% contract. Only 26% of researchers

have a 65% contract while 13% of researchers have a

contract level greater than 65%. Importantly, there are

di!erences between sections, with HS researchers more

likely to hold a 50% or less contract and CPT researchers

more likely to hold a contract greater than 65%. BM

researchers seem to be more likely to have a contract

between 65% or 50%.

In line with this, di!erences in total income (for both

contract and stipend holders) are also signi•cant be-
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401

Did you get the option to choose between a contract and a stipend?

91%9%

333 41%59%

456

health insurance subsidy

47%53%

456

material costs allowance

77%23%

456

recruitment bonus

98%2%

456

child allowance

94%6%

Were you informed about implications of a stipend?

Do you receive any of the following extras?

yes no

Figure 5.4: Details about stipends answered by stipend holders.
The answers for the second question were ”Fully Informed” (7)
and ”Partially Informed” (191) are for visual reasons only shown
as ”Yes”. Full questions for Top and Bottom plots included in the
•gure, Full question for Middle: plot “Have you been informed
about your options concerning health insurances (i.e. di"erence
between public and private health insurance, contractual limi-
tations) and other implications of the stipend (pension, work
obligations) before accepting it?”

tween sections. CPT researchers report the highest av-

erage income (€1700) with BM second (€1500) and HS

reporting the lowest average income (€1300). Strikingly,

three institutes from the HS section appear to have an

average income of less than€1300. There appears to be

no correlation between income and total work hours—

more work does not appear to equal higher income.

There is a slight correlation between identifying as

male and earning a high income salary (above€1800,

see Figure 5.5), however this is most likely due to the

fact that these high income responses mainly came from

CPT doctoral researchers where there are twice as many

male as female, or other, identifying researchers.

5.2 Subsistence on a Doctoral Salary

In general, doctoral researchers tend to believe that they

are paid either the same as researchers in other institu-

tions (30%) or less (29%) (see Figure 5.7). A further

28% does not know and 13% believe that they are paid

more.

About half of researchers report being “satis•ed” or

“very satis•ed” with their salary (see Figure 5.8). Re-

searchers on a stipend were more likely to report be-

ing “unsatis•ed” or “very unsatis•ed” than those with a

contract. When considering the TV#oD level of payment

researchers receive, higher wages correlate clearly with

a higher degree of satisfaction.

On average, doctoral researchers spend between 20-

50% of their income on rent. Although there is great

variation in both average income and rent cost per city,

there seems to be no correlation between the size of the

city and the amount a doctoral researcher spends on

rent. 19% of doctoral researchers received additional •-

nancial support (17% from partners, family or others)

or have taken out a loan (2%) to support themselves

during their research. Those who receive •nancial sup-

port are more likely to have a low income and be parents

and/or stipend holders. Further, non-German doctoral

researchers are more likely to receive additional •nancial

support from others.

5.3 Funding Duration

One quarter of doctoral researchers reported receiving

an initial stipend or contract for less than three years,

70% received funding for three years exactly, and 5%

report having obtained a stipend/contract for a longer

period of time. Researchers who started their project

before 2015 are signi•cantly more likely to have received

a contract for less than three years, which is in line with

the new contract regulations introduced by the MPS in

2015. Generally, contracts are more likely to be three

years while stipends are more likely to be either one or

four years.
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Figure 5.5: “Please specify the monthly net amount of money given to you for your doctoral research work” Responses grouped by
male or female gender identity. N= 1107 (male) & N=946 (female) Percentages correspond to percentage of answer per gender.

A concerning 32% of doctoral researchers do not know

how their research would be funded if they exceed the

initially allotted time. However, only 4% of researchers

said they were certain their funding would not be re-

newed. 36% of doctoral researchers have received an ex-

tension of funding, and a further 34% expect to receive

one (see Figure 5.9). Importantly, the majority of re-

searchers who responded to our survey either have not

(98%) or do not foresee (90%) working unpaid during

their doctoral research (see Figure 5.10). It is impor-

tant to keep in mind that researchers in earlier years of

their PhD were more likely to respond to this survey,

and that researchers who are working unpaid at the end

of their doctoral research may be less likely to respond,

or less likely to have been contacted in the •rst place.

The true prevalence of unpaid work might therefore be

hidden, supported by the fact that one in ten researchers

expect to be working unpaid at some point.

Of the researchers who either have been or foresee

being unpaid at some stage of the thesis, there was no

consensus at which stage this occurs. Interestingly, re-

searchers who work or expect to work unpaid are more

likely to hold a stipend than a contract.

5.4 Working Hours

On average, doctoral researchers work 47 hours per week

with 81% of researchers working more than their con-

tractually obligated hours. This appears to be uncor-

related to the type of funding (contract vs stipend,

Tv #OD vs F!ordervertrag , etc.). Interestingly, doctoral

researchers who report being dissatis•ed with the su-

pervision they receive tend to work longer hours, as do

doctoral researchers in later years (see Figure 5.11 &

Figure 5.12 ).

Doctoral researchers spend on average 35 hours per

week on their doctoral thesis and 12 hours on non-

doctoral research related tasks. Researchers funded by

a F!ordervertrag spend an equal amount of their time

on non-doctoral thesis related tasks as those funded by

other means.

Overall, 61% of researchers report being either “sat-

is•ed” or “very satis•ed” with their workload.

5.5 Extra Work Hours

The majority of doctoral researchers report either 20

(67%) or 30 (20%) days of holiday. A potentially con-
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Figure 5.6: “What is the level of payment according to the TV#oD
levels?” Responses for doctoral researchers on a contract only.
Top: total distribution over all sections. The three plots be-
low show the di"erence to the total distribution for each sec-
tion. For example, overall around 25% of doctoral researchers
are paid 65% TV#OD. In the BM section this percentage is higher
at around 35% and lower (at 20%) in the CPT section.

less same more I don’t know

29% 30%

13%

28%

Figure 5.7: “Compared to the average salary, how are you paid
in comparison to doctoral researchers from other local research
institutions in your •eld of study?”

cerning 13% do not have any holidays speci•ed in their

contract/stipend terms, however this may be due to the

fact that stipends do not typically specify this. The ma-

total 2185 50%31%

contract 1700 53%28%

stipend 443 37%42%

< 50% 32 22%62%

50% 839 34%43%

60% 78 49%29%

65% 376 63%18%

75% 97 81%9%

100% 47 91%4%
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Figure 5.8: “Please rate your overall satisfaction with the fol-
lowing aspects of your PhD: Salary/bene•ts.” Top: total salary
satisfaction; Middle: salary satisfaction vs funding method; Bot-
tom: salary satisfaction vs level of payment according to TV#oD
(only shown for levels with upwards of 30 respondents.)

Do you foresee requesting an extension?

yes no54% 31% 14%

Have you requested an extension?

yes no36% 64%

Do you expect to request another extension?

yes no32% 19% 49%

yes I don’t know no

Figure 5.9: Extension of Funding. Full questions presented in
the •gure.

jority of doctoral researchers seem to take all or more

than half of the holidays available to them (see Fig-

ure 5.13). 47% of researchers report being “satis•ed” of

“very satis•ed” with their holidays, while 38% report be-

ing “unsatis•ed” or “very unsatis•ed” (see Figure 5.14).

Of researchers who have 30 days of holiday available to
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Were you
working
unpaid?

Are you
working
unpaid?

Do you foresee
to be working

unpaid?

3% 2% 10%

97% 98% 90%

no yes

Figure 5.10: “Are you, were you or do you foresee to be, working
unpaid for your doctoral research?”

them, 91% report being “satis•ed” of “very satis•ed”,

while researchers with 20 days are much more likely to be

’Unsatis•ed’ or “very unsatis•ed”. German researchers

are more likely to be satis•ed with their holidays, as are

parents. There is little correlation between how many

holidays were taken and how satis•ed researchers are

with the amount of holidays available to them, save to

say that researchers who take all of their holidays are

slightly more likely to report being “unsatis•ed” or “very

unsatis•ed” with their holidays. Most likely, researchers

with 20 days of holiday are overrepresented in the group

of researchers who took all of their holidays. Further, in

the comments, researchers have reported that 20 days

of holiday is not enough.

80% of researchers feel free to take all holidays that

are available to them. Of the 20% who did not, most

cite high workload or pressure from supervisors as the

reason they do not feel free to take their holidays (see

Figure 5.15).

An overwhelming majority (90%) of researchers have

worked on weekends or during public holidays (see Fig-

ure 5.16), mostly citing experimental demands (52%) or

a high workload (69%); 16% claim they work better on

weekends and 14% feel pressure from their supervisor

to work on weekends or public holidays. Researchers

who were more advanced in their projects, and BM re-

searchers are more likely to work on weekends, which

can be explained by experimental demands and time
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0

10%

20%

30%
working hours of

all respondents

 10%

0

+10% for parents

 10%

0

+10% 1st year of PhD

 10%

0

+10% 2nd year of PhD

 10%

0

+10% 3rd year of PhD

 10%

0

+10% 4th year of PhD

20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70

 10%

0

+10% above 4th year of PhD

Figure 5.11: “How many hours do you work per week?” Top:
total responses binned (3h) to show the overall distribution of
working hours. The Y-axis reports percentage of total responses.
Bar plots: each plot shows how the overall likelihood to work
these hours changes when taking into account di"erent aspects
of a doctoral researchers studies i.e. whether they have children
or which year of their doctoral studies the are in. The black line
corresponds to the average working hours, the grey area shows
the 1à standard deviation.

pressure. CPT researchers seem less likely to work on

weekends or during public holidays (see Figure 5.17).
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Figure 5.13: “What percentage of the holidays you are entitled
to have you taken in the past year?”

Summary

• In 2017, 79% of doctoral researchers are funded by a

contract, a dramatic increase from the nearly 50/50

split observed in 2012. Non-German researchers are

more likely to still hold a stipend (87% vs 72%). A

total of 14 Institutes still •nance at least half of

their researchers via stipends. 90% of stipend hold-

ers were not given a choice and 41% were not fully

informed of the consequences of holding a stipend.

• Almost half of the doctoral researchers funded by

a contract report to have a TV#oD contract, while

40% mentioned to have aF!ordervertrag . However,

these numbers must be taken cautiously since there

total 2137 47%38%

20 days 1137 23%61%

30 days 358 91%4%

German 1122 55%29%

non-German 1015 38%48%

none 84 44%37%

< half 313 50%30%

half 212 53%33%

> half 492 49%38%

all 585 37%51%

parents 155 52%31%

non parents 1959 46%39%
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Figure 5.14: “How satis•ed are you with your holidays?” Re-
sponses presented taking into account various aspects of a re-
searchers life: total satisfaction, satisfaction based on contractu-
ally available holidays, German vs non-German nationality, per-
centage of holidays taken and parenthood.

is a discrepancy between the number of holidays

and the kind of contract for many of the collected

answers. This could be the result of the similar

payment system (TV#oD) for both contracts.

• Of those funded by a contract, 80% are at either

50% or 65% TV#oD level of payment, with HS re-

searchers more likely to be at a 50% level, CPT

more likely to be above 65% and BM more likely to

be at least at 65%. CPT reports the highest average

income at €1700, followed by BM at €1500 and HS

at €1300. There doesn’t appear to be a relationship

between average working hours and income.

• While there is a slight bias towards researchers iden-

tifying as male having a higher income, this is likely

due to the overwhelming male-to-female ratio in

CPT, the section with the highest average income.
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Figure 5.15: “Why do you not feel free to take all holidays
available to you?” Multiple answers possible.
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Figure 5.16: “How often do you work on weekends?”

• Most researchers report being satis•ed with their

salary (50%). However, dissatisfaction is higher

among stipend holders and researchers with 50%

or less level of payment.

• Doctoral researchers spend between 20% and 50%

of their income on rent, with no apparent relation-

ship between size of city and the total amount of

the rent. 19% of researchers receive •nancial sup-

port from parents, family or others, and 2% have

had to take out a loan. These are more likely to

be stipend holders, parents or to have a low salary.

Non-German researchers are more likely to have re-

ceived •nancial support.

• Most researchers have received an initial con-

tract/stipend for a planned duration of 3 years

total 10%218090%

1st year 23%19277%

2nd year 13%55787%

3rd year 8%52392%

4th year 6%46994%

above 4th year 5%40795%

BM 5%86895%

CPT 14%96686%

HS 9%33291%

yes no

Have you worked on weekends?

Figure 5.17: “Have you worked on weekends?” Top: total an-
swers, below: •rst, answers per year of PhD and last per section.

(70%). Those having started their project in or

after 2015 are more likely to have received a 3-year

contract.

• About a third (32%) of researchers report not know-

ing how their research would be funded if they ex-

ceed the initially allotted time but only 4% report

being certain their funding would not be renewed.

Most have not been, or do not foresee to be, work-

ing unpaid at any point during their project (97%

and 90% respectively).

• Doctoral researchers work on average 47 hours per

week, with 81% working more than their contrac-

tually agreed upon hours. Those that are more dis-

satis•ed with their supervision tend to work longer

hours. Researchers in later years of their project

also increase their work hours per week. On aver-

age, they spend 35 hours per week on their thesis

project, and the remaining 12 hours on other tasks

which translates to 75% of their work time spent
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on their project. Those funded by a F!ordervertrag

spend as much time on non-project related work as

those funded by other means.

• Most researchers have either 20 or 30 holidays spec-

i•ed in their employment terms and most report

taking at least half of the available holidays (76%).

Most have 20 holidays, and 61% of these report

being dissatis•ed with the available number of holi-

days. Those who took all of their holidays are more

likely to report being dissatis•ed, suggesting they

do not •nd 20 days to be enough. Of the 20% of

researchers who report not feeling free to take all

of their available holidays, most cite workload or

supervision pressure as the cause.

• The vast majority (90%) of researchers have worked

on weekends or public holidays.
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Chapter 6

Networks
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Figure 6.1: “Do you know about PhDnet?” Responses grouped
by section as well as years since beginning the doctoral research.
The light blue bar indicate the percentage of a!rmative re-
sponses to the same question in the 2009 PhDnet survey.

This chapter focuses on two networking organizations

for doctoral researchers and graduates of the MPS:PhD-

net, who conducted this survey, and the Max Planck

Alumni Association , or MPAA for short. Here we will

highlight the reputation of these organizations among

Max Planck doctoral researchers, as well as their level

of activity and the degree of participation in their events.

Another subject of this chapter are the various local

hubsconsisting of certain Max Planck institutes in geo-

graphical proximity to each other. Hubs o!er network-

ing events among their respective institutes on a regular

basis.
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Figure 6.2: “Does your institute have an External PhD represen-
tative?”

6.1 PhDnet

Of the doctoral researchers who responded to the sur-

vey, 73% are aware of PhDnet. The percentage of re-

spondents who are aware of PhDnet is largest in the BM

(83%) and HS (75%) sections, while doctoral researchers

in the CPT •elds are slightly less aware of PhDnet (64%)

(see Figure 6.1).

First-year researchers are less likely to know about

PhDnet (55%) than researchers in their second year

(61%), however about four out of •ve doctoral re-

searchers in their third year or later are aware of PhDnet

and its activities (80%) (see Figure 6.1).

In comparison to 2009, researchers in the BM sector

as well as •rst year researchers are signi•cantly more

aware of PhDnet.
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77% of doctoral researchers know their institute’s ex-

ternal PhD representative. This percentage is somewhat

lower for the CPT section (70%) and slightly higher for

the BM (85%) and HS (80%) sections. Only 2% claim

that their institute does not have an external PhD rep-

resentative, while 21% admit that they do not know (see

Figure 6.2).

Of •rst-year doctoral researchers only 60% are famil-

iar with their institute’s representative while 73% of

second-year and 81% of third or later year researchers

are familiar with their representative .

6.2 MPAA

A smaller number of doctoral researchers (20%) are

familiar with the Max Planck Alumni Association

(MPAA). Yet again researchers in the CPT section

(16%) are less informed than those in the BM (25%)

and HS (21%) sections (see Figure 6.3).

Interestingly, a large percentage of doctoral re-

searchers reports the existence of a di!erent alumni net-

work at their institute (27%). This indicates that either

there are alumni networks outside of the MPAA, or that

some networks’ a"liation with MPAA is not well known

(see Figure 6.4).

44% of doctoral researchers reporting an existing

alumni network at their institute also state that these

organizations were involved in some form of event dur-

ing the past year, with the alumni networks in the HS

total BM CPT HS

80% 75%
85% 79%

20% 25%
16% 21%

yes no

Figure 6.3: “Do you know about the Max Planck Alumni Asso-
ciation?” Responses grouped by section.

total BM CPT HS

11% 11% 10% 16%

27% 31% 24% 28%

yes I don’t know no

active I don’t know inactive

Figure 6.4: “Does your institute have an alumni network?If
yes, has your alumni association organized any kind of event in
your institute in the past year?” (dotted). Responses grouped
by section.

section appearing to be particularly active (58%). In

general, however, it is to be expected that doctoral re-

searchers are less aware of alumni events (which do not

concern them immediately) than they are of activities

linked to the PhDnet.

6.3 Local Hubs

Most Max Planck Institutes are organized into Lo-

cal Hubs which are tasked with organizing networking

events for their doctoral researchers. In general, many

doctoral researchers are not aware of which local hub,

if any, their institute belongs to. Con‚icting responses

have been given in the survey, with members from vari-

ous institutes stating they belong to hubs that are orga-

nized around a completely di!erent geographical area.

The hub that has managed to reach the most doc-

toral researchers is the Hanse hub (64%) (see Figure

6.5). They are also the hub with the largest percentage

of active participants (31%). Least known among its

doctoral researchers is T#ubingen/Stuttgart (15%), while

this hub along with Leipzig/Halle, Berlin-Potsdam and

Dresden all failed to win more than 10% of their doc-

toral researchers for participation in their events (see

Figure 6.6). Based on the responses from researchers it

appears that the K#oln/Bonn Hub might not have o!ered

any events in the past years.
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Figure 6.6: ”Which hub does your institute belong to?”as well as a!rmative responses to the question”Have you participated
in any event organized by a regional hub in the past year?”, each divided by the total number of respondents from the respective
member institutes.

Summary

• Of all respondents, 73% are familiar with the PhD-

net, this value being higher in BM and lower in

CPT.

• More than three quarters (77%) of researchers know

their Institute’s External PhD Representative. This

percentage is lowest in CPT and highest in BM.

Only 2% state they don’t have External Represen-

tatives. As researchers advance in their projects

they are more likely to become aware of who the

External Representative is.



PhDnet Survey 2017 42 Chapter 6. Networks

• Only 20% report being aware of the MPAA, with

the same section ranking as for PhDnet awareness.

27% report the existence of an alternative alumni

network at their Institute.

• Most researchers are not aware of which local hub

their Institute belongs to. The Hanse hub has the

highest proportion of members who are aware of

PhDnet (64%), while T#ubingen/Stuttgart has the

least. Further, the Hanse hub has the most re-

searchers who participated in a Hub event in the

last year (31%).
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Chapter 7

Methods

The survey was available online on the MPS’s survey portal (https://umfragen.vw.mpg.de/) from the 3rd of July

to the 11th of August, 2017. Individual invitation e-mails with personalized hyperlinks were sent out to all Max

Planck doctoral researchers registered with PhDnet (total = 4525 researchers) to avoid duplicate data; no IP

tracking was employed, in order to ensure anonymous data acquisition. The raw data was only accessible to

members of the PhDnet survey work group. In particular, MPS administration did not have access to the data

prior to completion of the analysis, and never had access to the raw data. For every item on the survey,

participants could choose not to answer in order to avoid providing any information they were not comfortable

sharing. This results in varying response rates per item, the maximum being the total number of respondents:

2218. Unless otherwise speci•ed, each •gure and percentage total linked to a survey item is generated

exclusively from the sample of respondents that consented to answering that item. All percentage points are

rounded to the nearest integer, whenever increased precision is not required.

Analysis was conducted with Excel and R. Most of the analyses consist of descriptive statistics, but for some

results statistical tests were employed to explore associations in the data. The tests used are:

• Wilcoxon rank sum test for shift between two groups of numerical data

• Chi-square test on two-way contingency tables for detection of dependencies between categoricalvariables

• Kruskal-Wallis test for shifts between multiple groups of numerical data

The nonparametric Wilcoxon rank sum test and Kruskal-Wallis test were used instead of their parametric

counterparts (t-test and ANOVA) due to assuming that the normal distribution of errors is violated for all

variables.
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Chapter 8

The Survey

In this chapter we list the complete PhDnet survey 2017 with all its questions and instructions in their exact

wording, the conditions for every question to appear, the possibilities for responding, as well as the number of

respondentsN for every question. Every dropdown menu allowed for the selection of the option “I don’t want to

answer this question”; these responses do not contribute toN .

Instructions

Welcome to the 2017 PhDnet survey, and thank you for participating. This is a voluntary survey for doctoral

researchers working at any institute of the Max Planck Society. The aim of this survey is to provide the PhDnet

a clear picture of the current working conditions of doctoral researchers of the Max Planck Society.

The data you are providing is enough to identify you; however, it will be only accessible to the members of the

PhDnet Survey Group. The published report will only include aggregate data, thus ensuring participant

anonymity. The survey uses a unique token system tied to your e-mail to ensure privacy. The survey is hosted

on Limesurvey with encrypted access provided by the Max Planck Society to ensure restricted accessto data. If

you decide to stop your participation in the middle of the survey, collected data will be deleted once the survey

is over and will not be used for the analysis.

In order for the survey to be successful, it is vital that the majority of doctoral researchers of the Max Planck

Society participate. The questionnaire will take about 15 to 20 minutes to complete and contains questions on

your background, working and living conditions, supervision, career plans, and discrimination issues.

The •nal report will be made available at the end of 2017 at https://www.phdnet.mpg.de/home. If you have

questions, or wish to report technical issues, you can reach us at miguel.borges@mpi.nl (Coordinator of the

Survey Group) or rlperez@mpi-bremen.de (General Secretary of the PhDnet).

By clicking “Next”, you accept the terms and conditions listed above, including the use of the provided data in

case you complete the survey.

8.1 Demographics

In this section, we wish to know about your background and a"liation within the Max Planck Society.

1. What is your year of birth? Dropdown menu for years, “Before 1977”, “After 1999” (N = 2186).
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2. What is your nationality? Should you have multiple nationalities, please select the one you feel best

represents you.Dropdown menu for nations (N = 2187).

3. Which Max Planck Institute are you associated with? Dropdown menu for all MPIs (N = 2204).

4. When did you start your doctoral research? Dropdown menu for years, “Before 2005” (N = 2185).

8.2 Employment, Salaries, and Vacation

In this section, we will ask you about your current contractual relationship with the Max Planck Society,

•nancial issues, and holiday allowance.

Contracts

1. How is your doctoral research •nanced?Dropdown Menu: Contract, Stipend, I don’t know ( N = 2196).

Subtext: There are several ways to know what kind of contract you have, in case you are unsure:

- Check which kind of payment you receive under the header ‘Basisbez#uge’ of your payroll

(Entgeltabrechnung). ’TV#oD Tab. Entgelt’ indicates a TV#oD contract; ’Verg. Doktorand’ indicates a

F#ordervertrag.

- Check on your payroll whether you can •nd the point ‘VBL-Umlage’ under the header ‘Bruttoentgelt’. If

yes, this indicates a TV#oD contract. If not, this indicates a F#ordervertrag.

- 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 TV#oD contract; while 20 days

indicates a F#ordervertrag

IF Contract:

• What kind of contract do you have? Dropdown menu: F#ordervertrag from the Max Planck Society,

TV#oD contract from the Max Planck Society, Other [comment box] (N = 1646).

IF Stipend:

• What kind of stipend do you have? Dropdown menu: Stipend from the Max Planck Society, Third

party funding stipend, Other [comment box] (N = 451).

• Have you been informed about your options concerning health insurances (i.e. di!erence between

public and private health insurance, contractual limitations) and other implications of the stipend

(pension, work obligations) before accepting it?Dropdown menu: “Fully informed”, “Partially

informed”, “Not informed” ( N = 445).

• Did you get the option to choose between a contract and a stipend?Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No”,

“Not applicable” ( N = 450).

• Do you receive any of the following extras?Checkboxes: “Health insurance subsidy”, “Material costs

allowance”, “Recruitment bonus”, “Child allowance”, “I don’t want to answer this question, “Other”

[comment box] (N = 456).
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2. Please specify the monthly net amount of money given to you for your doctoral research work. Dropdown

menu: “0–1000”, intervals from “1001–1100” to “2301–2400” with increments of 100, “2401–on” (N = 2126).

3. What is the level of payment according to the TV#oD levels?Dropdown menu: “less than 50%”, percentages

from 50% to 100% with increments of 5%, “not applicable”, “I don’t know” ( N = 2192).

4. How long was the original duration of your contract or stipend? Please specify the amount of months under

the •eld “Original duration” . Dropdown menu: “I don’t know”, “Other” [comment box] ( N = 2139).

5. Should you exceed the initially allotted time how would your doctoral research be funded?. Dropdown

menu: “External funding”, “I don’t know”, “Max Planck Society contract/stipend extension”, “No

funding”, “Other Max Planck Society contract”, “Other” [comment box] ( N = 2187).

IF Max Planck Society contract/stipend extension:

• How long can you extend your funding?Dropdown menu: “Up to 6 months”, “6 months to 1 year”,

“Over 1 year”, “I don’t know” ( N = 1306).

6. Have you already received any extensions to your contract/stipend?Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N =

2188).

IF Yes:

• How many extensions have you already received?Dropdown menu: “1”, “2”, “3 or more” ( N = 782).

• How long has/have this/these extension/s been?Dropdown menu: “Up to 6 months”, “6 months to 1

year”, “Over 1 year” ( N = 781).

• Do you intend to request further extensions?Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know” ( N = 778).

IF No:

• Do you expect to request an extension?Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know” ( N = 1386).

7. Are you, were you or do you foresee to be, working unpaid for your doctoral research?Checkboxes: “Yes, in

the past”, “Yes, currently”, “Yes, in the future”, “No”, “I don’t want to answer this question” ( N = 2218).

IF any “Yes, . . . ”:

• At what time were/will you working/work unpaid for your doctoral research? Dropdown menu:

“Between submission and defense”, “During research”, “During thesis writing”, “Other” [comment box]

(N = 271).

8. Compared to the average salary, how are you paid in comparison to doctoral researchers from other local

research institutions in your •eld of study? Dropdown Menu: “Less”, “Same”, “More”, “I don’t know” ( N

= 2196).



PhDnet Survey 2017 50 Chapter 8. The Survey

Living Conditions

9. How much do you pay for your rent and associated living costs (including heating, gas, water and

electricity) per month in your local currency? Dropdown Menu: “1–200”, intervals from “201–300” to

“901–1000” with increments of 100, “More than 1000”, “I do not pay rent” ( N = 2194).

10. Do you get •nancial support from your parents, partners or other people?Dropdown Menu: “Yes”, “No”

(N = 2181).

11. Have you taken up an extra loan to support your living during your PhD? Dropdown Menu: “Yes”, “No”

(N = 2189).

Vacation

12. How many holidays can you take according to your contract/stipend? Please specify the number in the

comment •eld “Number of holidays” . Dropdown Menu: “I don’t know”, “Not speci•ed in my

contract/stipend terms”, “Other” [comment box] ( N = 2170).

13. What percentage of the holidays you are entitled to have you taken in the past year?Dropdown Menu:

“All”, “More than half”, “Half”, “Less than half”, “None”, “Not applicable” ( N = 2134).

14. Do you feel free to take all holidays that are available to you?Dropdown Menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N = 2125).

IF No:

• Why? Checkboxes: “Pressure from supervisors”, “High workload”, “I don’t feel like I needed it”,

“Saving up holidays for the future”, “I don’t want to answer this question”, “Other” [comment box] ( N

= 435).

15. Have you worked on weekends or during public holidays?Dropdown Menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N = 2180).

IF Yes:

• How often have you worked during weekends or public holidays?Dropdown menu: “Less than once per

month”, “Once per month”, “Twice per month”, “Three times per month”, “Every weekend” ( N =

1938).

• Why have you worked on weekends or during public holidyas?Checkboxes: “Pressure from

supervisors”, “High workload”, “Experimental demands”, “I work better on weekends”, “I don’t want

to answer this question”, “Other” [comment box] ( N = 1971).

8.3 Working Conditions

In this section, we will ask you about your current satisfaction with your doctoral research and the working

conditions in which it is developed, including your supervision. In this question, supervisor is the person that

you consider to be your primary research supervisor or advisor. This might not be your formal PhD supervisor.
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General Satisfaction

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

• Overall satisfaction (N = 2166),

• Laboratory equipment (N = 2129),

• Work environment ( N = 2200),

• Workload (N = 2182),

• Scienti•c support ( N = 2192),

• Administrative support ( N = 2186),

• Salary/bene•ts ( N = 2193),

• Amount of holidays (N = 2174).

Radio buttons: “Very unsatis•ed”, “Unsatis•ed”, “Undecided”, “Satis•es”, “Very unsatis•ed”, “Not

applicable”.

Supervision

Subtext: In this section, supervisor is the person that you consider to be your primary research supervisor or

advisor. This may not be your formal PhD supervisor.

17. Who is your supervisor? Dropdown Menu: “The formal PhD supervisor”, “Other professor”, “Group

leader”, “Postdoc”, “External experts”, “Other” [comment box] ( N = 2184). Subtext: Please read the

explanation at the top of the section related to the term supervisor through this whole section.

18. Did you have the option of choosing your supervisor?Dropdown Menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know” ( N =

2131).

19. How many other doctoral researchers does your o"cial supervisor have?Number form (N = 2029).

20. Please rate how much the following applies to your supervisor:

• My supervisor has excellent knowledge of my •eld of research (N = 2180),

• My supervisor is not available when I need help (N = 2161),

• My supervisor is open to and respects my research ideas (N = 2172),

• My supervisor is not informed about the current state of my doctoral research (N = 2164),

• My supervisor gives me helpful feedback on my research (N = 2170),

• My supervisor supports my professional development (establishing contacts, recommending

conferences. . . ) (N = 2159),

• My supervisor does not teach me how to write papers (N = 2083),

• My supervisor teaches me how to write grant proposals (N = 2027).

Radio buttons: “Fully disagree”, “Partially disagree”, “Undecided”, “Partially agree”, “Fully agree”, “Not

applicable”.
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21. On average, how often do you meet and talk about your project with your supervisor?Dropdown Menu:

“Daily”, “Weekly”, “Monthly”, “Less than once a month” ( N = 2181).

22. Do you have the option of changing any of your supervisors (primary and/or formal) if you are not satis•ed

with the supervision? Dropdown Menu: “Yes, both”, “Yes, but only the formal supervisor”, “Yes, but only

the primary supervisor”, “No, neither of them”, “I don’t know” ( N = 2135).

23. Do any of your supervisors (primary and/or formal) support you on your way to an academic career in these

ways? Checkboxes: “Makes introductions to important people working in the •eld”, “Recommends relevant

conferences to participate in”, “Presents your results and underlies your contribution”, “Recommends

relevant post-doc positions”, “None of the above”, “I don’t want to answer this question” (N = 2218).

24. Please rate your overall satisfaction with your PhD supervision. Dropdown menu: “Very unsatis•ed”,

“Unsatis•ed”, “Undecided”, “Satis•es”, “Very unsatis•ed” ( N = 2186).

25. Are you currently enrolled in an IMPRS? Dropdown Menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know” ( N = 2196).

Subtext: IMPRS means International Max Planck Research School. Some institutes have these as graduate

programs for doctoral researchers.

IF Yes:

• Which IMPRS are you enrolled in? Dropdown menu for all IMPRSs, “Other” [comment box] ( N =

2204). Subtext: If your IMPRS is not listed, please specify in the comment •els “Other”.

26. Do you have a thesis committee?Dropdown Menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know” ( N = 2167). Subtext: For

some doctoral researchers, the work on the doctoral thesis is overseen by a thesis committee consisting of

several internal and/or external people who give advice and supervision about the results and future steps

of the thesis work. This committee meets usually once a year.

IF Yes:

• How much do you feel that this committee contributes to the following aspects of your doctoral

research:

– Planning your doctoral research (N = 1099),

– Improving the quality of communication with the supervisor ( N = 1087),

– Completing the PhD on time (N = 1078),

– Ensuring the completion of your doctoral research in case one supervisor cannot continue

supervising you (N = 1044).

Radio buttons: “Very little”, “Little”, “Much”, “Very much”, “I don’t know”, “Not applicable”.

27. Are you currently enrolled at a University? Dropdown Menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know” ( N = 2201).

IF Yes:

• Did you receive any help with the university enrollment from your institute? Dropdown Menu: “Yes”,

“No”, “I don’t know” ( N = 1649).
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Working Conditions

28. How many hours per week do you usually work for your doctoral research, the institute or the university

(courses, teaching, etc. included)? Please specify the number in the commen •eld “Hours per week”.

Number form (N = 2122).

29. How many hours per week do you have to work, according to your contract? Answer 0 if not applicable.

Number form (N = 2063).

30. How many hours per week do you spend on average on the following tasks. Answer 0 if not applicable.

Number forms.

• Scienti•c work directly related to the doctoral research (N = 2067),

• Scienti•c work not related to the doctoral research (helping other projects, maintenance . . . ) (N =

1964),

• Attending courses and seminars (N = 1963),

• Teaching/supervision (N = 1796),

• Administrative tasks ( N = 1898).

31. Have you ever thought about giving up your PhD? Dropdown Menu: “Never”, “Rarely”, “Occasionally”,

“Often” ( N = 2165).

IF “Occasionally” or “Often”:

• Why did you think about giving up your PhD? Checkboxes: “Research topic”, “Salary”, “Results”,

“High pressure”, “Supervision”, “Future career options”, “Working conditions”, “Personal reasons”, “I

don’t want to answer this question”, “Other” [comment box] ( N = 669).

IF “Rarely”, “Occasionally” or “Often”:

• When did you think about giving up? Checkboxes: “1st year”, “2nd year”, “3rd year or later”, “I don’t

want to answer this question” (N = 1162).

8.4 Equal Opportunities

In this section, we will ask you about issues related to the potential factors for discrimination and ensuring equal

access to opportunities. We would like to once more remind you that your responses will be con•dential.These

data will be analysed in aggregate and no information that may reveal your identity will be transmitted to third

parties. If you feel you require help with issues of discrimination, you may get in touch with the PhDnet Equal

Opportunities workgroup via equal.opportunities@phdnet.de for support and information.

32. What was your assigned sex at birth?Dropdown Menu: “Genderqueer”, “Female”, “Male”, “Other”

[comment box] (N = 2184).

33. To which gender identity do you most identify? Dropdown Menu: “Genderqueer”, “Man”, “Woman”,

“Other” [comment box] ( N = 2160).
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Parenthood

34. Do you have children or are you currently expecting at the moment?Dropdown Menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N =

2193).

IF “Yes”:

• Do you feel like having enough money to raise a child in your city?Dropdown Menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I

don’t know” ( N = 168).

• Are you in a relationship? Dropdown Menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N = 164).

IF “Yes”:

– What is your partner’s employment status? Dropdown Menu: “Full-time employed”, “Part-time

employed”, “Unemployed”, “Not applicable” ( N = 157).

• Does your institute o!er support in childcare services (access/•nancial support for daycares,

child-friendly environment, reimbursements for daycares during business travel, etc.)?Dropdown

Menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know” ( N = 166).

• Do you feel there is su"cient support (•nancial and organizational) from your institute for raising a

child? Dropdown Menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N = 146).

IF “No”:

• Would you like to have children but feel it is not the right time in your career? Dropdown Menu:

“Yes”, “No” ( N = 1838).

IF “Yes”:

– What are the reasons?Checkboxes: “Not enough money to support a family”, “Working

conditions not family friendly”, “Fear of jeopardizing a scienti•c career”, “I don’t want to answer

this question”, “Other” [comment box] ( N = 943).

35. If you are or were to have children during your doctoral research, would you take parental leave?Dropdown

Menu: “Yes, in full”, “Yes, partially”, “No, I wouldn’t take leave”, “No, as I don’t plan to have children

during my PhD” ( N = 2092).

IF “Yes, partially” or “No, I wouldn’t take leave”:

• Why would/have you not take/taken the full parental leave? Checkboxes: “Pressure from supervisor”,

“Workload”, “I don’t feel it’s necessary”, “I want to •nish my PhD”, “I don’t want to answer this

question”, “Other” [comment box] ( N = 846).

36. Do you identify as part of a minority group based on the following grounds?Checkboxes: “Nationality”,

“Ethnicity”, “Sexual orientation”, “Gender identity”, “Religion”, “Physical disability”, “I don’t feel part of a

minority group”, “I don’t want to answer this question”, “Other” [comment box] ( N = 2218).

37. Do you identify as part of a minority group based on the following grounds?Checkboxes: “Nationality”,

“Ethnicity”, “Sexual orientation”, “Gender”, “Gender identity”, “Religion”, “Physical disability”,

“Parenthood”, “I have not felt discriminated”, “I don’t want to answer this question”, “Other” [comment

box] (N = 2218).
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IF any of the •rst eight:

• If you would like, you can descibe the situation here. This is not mandatory.Comment box (N = 79).

IF “Gender Identity”:

• Do you feel you can be open about your gender identity at work?Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N =

9).

IF “No”:

– Are you open about your gender identity outside work? Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N = 3).

IF “Sexual orientation”:

• Do you feel you can be open about your sexual orientation at work?Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N

= 8).

IF “No”:

– Are you open about your sexual orientation outside work?Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N = 2).

IF “Sexual orientation”:

• Do you feel you can be open about your religion at work?Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N = 18).

IF “No”:

– Are you open about your religion outside work? Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N = 12).

IF “Physical disability”:

• Do you feel enough measures are taken by your institute so you can perform your work adequately in

spite of your physical disability? Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N = 3).

38. Is there an Equal Opportunities o"ce/r in your Institute? Dropdown Menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know”

(N = 2196).

IF “Yes”:

• Do you feel you can approach this o"ce/r with problems regarding discrimination? Dropdown menu:

“Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know” ( N = 1397).

Health issues

39. During your PhD, have you been diagnosed with a mental illness?Dropdown Menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N =

2134).

IF “Yes”:

• Have you sought treatment for your illness?Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N = 103).

• Have you felt discriminated against at the Max Planck Society because of these issues?Dropdown

menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I haven’t told anyone about this” ( N = 100).
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40. During your doctoral research, have you had health problems with any of the following conditions?

Checkboxes: “Back pain”, “Chronic fatigue”, “Sleeplessness”, “Depression”, “Burnout”, “Migraines”,

“Eating disorder”, “None of the above”, “I don’t want to answer this question” ( N = 2218).

IF any of the •rst seven:

• Do you feel your doctoral work was a signi•cant contributor to this(these) problem(s)? Dropdown

menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know” ( N = 1364).

• Have you seeked treatment for this(these) issue(s)?Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N = 1339).

• Have you felt discriminated against during your work at the Max Planck Society because of these

issues?Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I haven’t told anyone about this” ( N = 1362).

41. Does your institute or university o!er counselling services for health problems?Dropdown menu: “Yes”,

“No”, “I don’t know” ( N = 2195).

IF “Yes”:

• What kind of medical counselling is o!ered? Checkboxes: “Physical”, “Mental”, “I don’t know”, “I

don’t want to answer this question” (N = 606).

• In which language are these counselling services?Checkboxes: “English”, “German”, “I don’t want to

answer this question”, “Other” [comment box] (N = 606).

IF “No”:

• Does your institute or university o!er counselling services for health problems?Dropdown menu:

“Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know” ( N = 332).

IF “Yes” to 39. or any of the •rst seven in 40.:

• Did you •nd it easy to take time o! when you needed to because of your illness(es)/condition(s)?

Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N = 1250).

Foreign Students

42. Please rate your overall satisfaction with your PhD supervision. Dropdown menu: “Very unsatis•ed”,

“Unsatis•ed”, “Undecided”, “Satis•es”, “Very unsatis•ed”, “Not applicable” ( N = 2171).

43. Does your institute provide access to, or •nancially support, international doctoral researchers in taking

German classes?Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know”, “Not applicable” ( N = 2202).

IF “Yes”:

• Please rate your overall satisfaction with your PhD supervision. Dropdown menu: “Very unsatis•ed”,

“Unsatis•ed”, “Undecided”, “Satis•es”, “Very unsatis•ed”, “Not applicable” ( N = 1345).
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Comments

44. Comment box: please feel free to comment about any situation you would like to mention to us. In case you

would like to contact someone for help, please send an email to Jana Lasser (jana.lasser@ds.mpg.de), the

Steering Group member responsible for Equal Opportunities and discrimination issues.Comment box (N =

225).

8.5 PhDnet, Career and Open Science

Lastly, in this section we will ask you about your current plans for the future regarding your career, along with

additional questions on PhDnet and your interest in Open Science initiatives.

PhDnet

45. Does your institute have an External PhD representative? Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know”

(N = 2208). Subtext: Here, the external PhD representative is the PhD elected to represent your institute’s

doctoral researchers to other institutes, at the Max Planck Society and the PhDnet General Meeting. Every

institute should have one. Internal PhD representatives can be elected in addition to the external PhD reps,

but do not possess o"cial representation rights outside the institute.

46. Do you know PhDnet? Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No” ( N = 2197).

47. Does your institute belong to any regional Hub of the PhDnet? Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t

know” ( N = 2210).

IF “Yes”:

• Which Hub does your institute belong to? Dropdown menu for all regional hubs, “I don’t know” ( N =

478).

• Have you participated in any event organized by a regional hub in the past year?Dropdown menu:

“Yes”, “No” ( N = 477).

48. Does your institute have an alumni network? Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know” ( N = 2208).

IF “Yes”:

• Has your alumni association organized any kind of event in your institute in the past year?Dropdown

menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know” ( N = 602).

49. Do you know about the Max Planck Alumni Association (MPAA)? Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t

know” ( N = 2193).

Career

50. Where would you like to work in the future (next 10 years)? Checkboxes: “Public scienti•c research”,

“Private scienti•c research”, “Public science-related job (public relationships, science management)”,

“Private science-related job (public relationships, science management)”, “Public non-scienti•c job”,
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“Private non-scienti•c job”, “I don’t know yet”, “I don’t want to answer this question”, “Other” [comment

box] (N = 2218).

51. Where do you think you will work in the future (next 10 years)? Checkboxes: “Public scienti•c research”,

“Private scienti•c research”, “Public science-related job (public relationships, science management)”,

“Private science-related job (public relationships, science management)”, “Public non-scienti•c job”,

“Private non-scienti•c job”, “I don’t know yet”, “I don’t want to answer this question”, “Other” [comment

box] (N = 2218).

52. Do you intend to pursue a career in Germany?Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know” ( N = 2208).

53. Do you intend to pursue a career in academia (aspiring to a professorship or other permanent research

position) after •nishing your doctoral research? Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know” ( N = 2202).

54. How do you judge the following aspects of an academic research career?

• Salaries in academia (N = 2141),

• Availability of permanent positions ( N = 2139),

• Teaching (N = 2129),

• Applying for and obtaining funding ( N = 2114),

• Service to society (N = 2124),

• Workload (N = 2128),

• Mobility (i.e. work in di!erent countries, cities) ( N = 2125),

• Compatibility of own career plans with career plans of partner (N = 2100),

• Compatibility of own career plans with having children ( N = 2090).

Radio buttons: “Attractive”, “Neutral”, “Unattractive”.

55. Which of the following types of scienti•c output have you published so far during your doctoral research?

Checkboxes: “Scienti•c talks at a conference”, “Posters at a conference”, “Articles in peer reviewed

journals”, “Book chapters”, “Patent applications”, “I don’t want to answer this question” ( N = 2218).

56. Why did you start your work on your doctoral thesis at the Max Planck Society? Checkboxes: “Scienti•c

excellence of Max Planck Institute or speci•c group”, “Interest in joining a structured PhD program such as

IMPRS”, “Interest in working with a speci•c scientist”, “Continuing previous scienti•c project (internship,

Master’s thesis, etc.)”, “Equipment and working facilities”, “Attractiveness of pay and bene•ts”, “Interest in

the research being carried out at the institute”, “I don’t want to answer this question”, “Other” [comment

box] (N = 2218).

Open Science

57. Do you have datasets that you would like to share in an open way but feel you cannot •nd an appropriate

outlet? Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No”, “Not applicable” ( N = 2091).
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58. Would you like to use an Open Access platform for publishing •ndings?Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I

don’t know” ( N = 2165). Subtext: At its most fundamental Open Access is when publications are available

online to all at no cost and with limited restrictions with regard to re-use. The unrestricted distribution of

research is especially important for authors (as their work gets seen by more people), readers (as they can

access and build on the most recent work in the •eld) and funders (as the work they fund has broader

impact by being able to reach a wider audience). Source: Springer website

59. Have you already published •ndings in an Open Access platform?Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t

know” ( N = 2175).

60. Does your supervisor support you in Open Access publishing?Dropdown menu: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t

know” ( N = 2158).
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