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Executive Summary 
CROS 2009 was a national anonymous survey of 51 HEIs within the UK.  The majority of the 
Russell and 1994 Group Universities participated.  This report compares the results from the 
University of Reading with  the Russell Group and the rest of the 199 4 Group.  This produces 
fresh data which supports  the conclusions in the 2008 report on the  4ŐŋŘŇŔŕŋŖśȃŕ ŒŔőŘŋŕŋőŐ for 
Research Staff (RS) mapped onto  the Concordat. 1  It concludes ŖŊŃŖ ŏŗŅŊ őň ŖŊŇ 4ŐŋŘŇŔŕŋŖśȃŕ 
provision for RS is of a high standard, but that good practice in the recruitment and 
management of Research Staff needs to be spread further throughout the institution . 

Response rate  
This was 38% at Reading, 13% higher than the 1994 Group and 17% higher than the Russell 
Group . 

Section 1 - Recruitment and Selection  

 The documentation in Welc ome Packs on their Contract and Probationary Procedure were 
welcomed by 60% or more Reading RS, significantly higher than in the comparator groups.  

 Cross-institutional induction received positive ratings by significantly more RS at Reading 
than in the comp arator groups.  

 Information about training and development opportunities were rated highly by more RS at 
Reading than in the comparator groups.  

Section 2 - Recognition and Value 

Research Communities 
More than 60 percent of Reading respondents felt integrate d into the research commun ities in: 
the University; the wider research community ; and their department . Over 70% of them  stated 
that their work  was stimulated by the U ŐŋŘŇŔŕŋŖśȃŕ ŔŇŕŇŃŔŅŊ ŅőŏŏŗŐŋŖśǮ In the first two 
categories Reading has a significant lea d over its comparators, in the second two Reading is on a 
par with them.  

Perception of being valued 
A mean of 71% of Reading respondents felt valued for their contribution to:  

 achieving the institution's research strategy   

 external collaborations  

 research culture within the department 

 world-class research 

 publications. 

These results were all significantly higher than in the comparator groups.  

Perception of equality with lecturers:  
A mean of 78% of respondents from Reading considered themselves treated equa lly with 
lecturers in the areas of:  

 requests for flexible working;  
 opportunities to attend conferences and external meetings;  
 visibility on websites and staff directories  
 and access to training and development opportunities.  

In all of these areas ReadŋŐŉȃŕ ŔŇŕŗŎŖŕ řŇŔŇ ŕŋŉŐŋňŋŅŃŐŖŎś ŊŋŉŊŇŔ ŖŊŃŐ ŋŖŕ ŅőŏŒŃŔŃŖőŔŕ őŖŊŇŔ ŖŊŃŐ 
ȂŔŇœŗŇŕŖŕ ňőŔ ňŎŇŚŋńŎŇ řőŔōŋŐŉȃǮ  (Ő ŖŊŇ ŎŃŖŖŇŔ 1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ ŔŇŕŒőŐŕŇ řŃŕ őŐŎś ŕŋŉŐŋňŋŅŃŐŖŎś ńŇŖŖŇŔ 
than the Russell Group.  

                                                        
1
 The Concordat to Support the Career Development of Researchers was signed on 25th June 2008 by Universities UK, 

Research Councils UK, trusts, Government departments and funders of research.   
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Knowledge of national research staff issues 
Fifty seven percent  of the respondents at Reading had a good or partial knowledge of the 
Concordat, which was over 20% higher than results from the comparators.  The 70% őň 1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ 
respondents who knew about the RAE/REF almost matched the 1994 Group and was 
significantly h igher than the Russell Group.  

Knowledge of University policy  
A mean of over 75% of RS respondents at Reading had a good or partial understanding of the 
following policy areas: appraisal/performance review, fixed term contracts and Research Codes 
of Practi ce.  All of these results were significantly higher than the comparator groups.  

Section 3 - Support and Career Development 

Career Planning 
The results from Reading in the area of Career Planning were positive with 80% and higher 
stating that they had: refl ected on their development needs;  considered their career options ; 
and felt encouraged to engage in personal and career development. In the first two categories 
Reading matched the comparator groups and in the last it exceeded them significantly.  

Staff Review/Appraisal  
Reading respondents indicate d that 65% of them have had a Staff Development Review over the 
last two years which is the same as CROS 2005 and a significantly higher response than either 
comparators.  Sixty percent of respondents at Reading al so indicated that their SDR overall was 
useful or very useful, significantly higher than the comparators.  A mean of 60% of respondents 
at Reading also stated that their SDR was useful or very useful in indentifying their strengths 
and achievements, highli ghting issues for them and reviewing their personal progress.  Apart 
ňŔőŏ ŖŊŇ ŎŃŖŖŇŔ ŋŕŕŗŇ řŊŇŔŇ 1ŇŃņŋŐŉ őŐŎś ŎŇņ ŖŊŇ 1ŗŕŕŇŎŎ &ŔőŗŒǫ 1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ ŔŇŕŗŎŖŕ řŇŔŇ 
significantly higher than the comparator groups.  

Participation in internal institutional training ac tivities  
Seventy eight percent of respondents from Reading said that they had attended a training 
session in the last year.  This indicated that the culture of training amongst RS at Reading was 
significantly higher than in its comparators.  

Development opp ortunities available to RS as part of their role  
Forty one percent of Reading respondents said that they had collaborated with industry in their 
current role, which was significantly higher than in the comparator groups.   

Section 4 - Equality and Diversity 
This section demonstrated  that the University, like its comparator groups, is perceived as a 
work -place where there is little discrimination and equality and diversity are valued.   

Section 5 - About Research Staff 
The results of this indicate that the t ypical respondent to this survey was a scientist on their 
first contract funded from a Research Council grant who is working full time . 

Section 6 - Reading Only Questions 
The demand for a Research Staff Conference and an Association was quickly followed up  with 
successful actions. 

Section 7: Demographics 
In the areas where  they  match up,  1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ ŔŇŕŗŎŖŕ were very close to  its comparators apart 
from that of gender distribution.   In this area Reading has more male than female Research 
Staff. 
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Areas for improvement  Proposed action  

Recruitment and Selection  
Significant numbers were not interviewed  by a 
departmental or cross institutional panel .  This 
demonstrates that University policy on the 
recruitment and selection of new staff is often not 
followed.  

 Recruitment & Selection training for 
all potential recruitment panel 
members for Autumn 2010.  
Potential participants in recruitment 
panels will be identified and trained 
on arrival at the University.  A form 
to sign up for the training is 
included in the Welcome Pack 

Role Induction /  Department Induction  
Over 50% were negative about or not offered a 
Ȅroleȅ or Ȅdepartmental ȅ induction .  This problem 
persists from earlier CROS Surveys.   

Cross Institutional Induction  
Positive response by attend ees, significantly  
higher than comparators.  However , 46% said they 
were not offered opportunity to attend.  

RS Perception of being valued  
A mean of only 43% considered that their work 
was valued by the University in 9 significant areas.  

Probation  
Only 43% said they had prob ation and 21% said 
they had discussed their progress towards 
probation with their PIs.  

 Include CROS results in PI training 
and development activities.  

 Discuss with/brief senior staff in 
Schools and Principal Investigators 
about the implication of the 
Concordat and CROS results. 

 Work with the School 
Administrators on local induction 
programmes, sharing good practice 
to improve induction at local level.  

 Investigate additional methods of 
notifying new Research staff of the 
central induction days such as 
targeted emails etc. 

Induction Documentation  
29% stated they did not receive a copy of the 
4ŐŋŘŇŔŕŋŖśȃŕ 1ŇŕŇŃŔŅŊ 2ŖŔŃŖŇŉśǮ  

 4ŐŋŘŇŔŕŋŖśȃŕ 1ŇŕŇŃŔŅŊ 2ŖŔŃŖŇŉś Ŗő ńŇ 
included in Welcome Pack for RS 
and for Academics.   Insert link to it 
on RS web-site. 

Perception of  equality with lecturers  
ʄ ŏŇŃŐ őň ɄɈȝ ņŋņ ŐőŖ ŃŉŔŇŇ őŔ ņŋņŐȃŖ ōŐőř 
whether they were on equal terms with lecturers 
in 5 areas, such as job evaluation of role (pa y and 
grading schemes). 

Knowledge of University Policy  
A mean of 50%+ have either never heard of or only 
know of the existence of 5 University policies such 
as institutional research strategy.  

 Include as part of discussion / 
briefing with Schools at all levels.  

 Open dialogue with RS via Research 
Staff Committee/Association . 

 Launch page on HR issues on RS 
web-site including section on 
equality.   Advertise revised web -site 
and contents.  

 University Research Strategy see 
above. 

Staff Review/Appraisal  
A mean of 40% ŖŊőŗŉŊŖ ŖŊŇ ŒŔőŅŇŕŕ řŃŕ ȄŐőŖ ŘŇŔś 
or not at all useful in: finding solutions to 
problems;  changing working practices or leading 
Ŗő ŖŔŃŋŐŋŐŉ őŔ ņŇŘŇŎőŒŏŇŐŖ ŃŅŖŋŘŋŖŋŇŕȅǮ 

 Include as part of discussion / 
briefing with Schools at all levels.  

 Investigate whether revised SDR 
policy used in Maths Met & Physics 
addresses these issues. 

Training and Dev elopment  
 41% wanted more training in research skills 

and techniques.  
 30% find it difficult to attend training and 80% 

of those consider this to be because of lack of 

 Discuss with/brief senior staff in 
Schools and Principal Investigators 
about the implication of the 
Concordat and CROS results.  In 
particular the benefits of a 
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time.  

 A mean of  26% took part in key training areas 
(Leadership & Management etc)  

 Results indicate a variation in the provision of 
mentoring for RS throughout the University.  

 Figures suggest that more development 
opportunities in key areas could be made 
available to RS in their daily work.  

 Twenty eight percent  or less have developed a 
personal development plan or maintain a 
professional development record.  Fifteen 
percent  had been involved in coaching, 
mentoring or action learning, but there was 
significant demand for these  approaches to 
development.  

mentoring scheme for RS.  

 Research the provision of mentoring 
within Schools (currently underway 
as part of Concordat Implementation 
Strategy) 

 Give personal development a high er 
profile via  RS Induction, a higher 
profile on RS web -site and in Staff 
Development Review.  

 

 Offering Action learning Sets as a 
development tool for RS.  

 Target PIs for coaching sessions. 

Communication  
 39% of respondents were unaware of the 

Research Staff Website 

 The development of termly email  
newsletters and regular updates to 
the web -site coupled with email 
notifications.  

 Use of social networking software to 
instigate discussion group for RS at 
the University.  

About Research Staff  
The number of RS on second contracts at Reading 
is proportionately less than in the comparator 
groups which may indicate that we are not 
retaining our RS as well as other institutions.  

 Therefore exit data for RS at Reading 
for the recent yea rs is being 
compared to figures obtained from 
another 1994 institution.  To 
investigate this disparity further a 
series of 3 focus groups per annum 
of RS at Reading should be initiated 
to discuss their experience of 
employment at the University and 
their r easons for leaving. 

Equality and Diversity  
Significantly more RS from Reading considered 
that people were treated unfairly due to their 
gender and ethnicity than any other area (i .e. 
religion).  

 Further work and publicity around 
ŖŊŇ 4ŐŋŘŇŔŕŋŖśȃŕ ŒŗŔŕŗŋŖ őň Swan 
Awards 

 The perception of people being 
treated unfairly based on their 
ethnicity may bear further 
investigation by the Equal 
Opportunities and Diversity Office.  

Demographics  
The gŇŐņŇŔ ńŔŇŃōņőřŐ őň ŖŊŇ 4ŐŋŘŇŔŕŋŖśȃŕ 12 ŋŕ 
the reverse of both the compa rator groups with 
more men than women.  

 The reasons behind this may bear 
further investigation by the Equal 
Opportunities and Diversity Office.  
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Introduction  

The questions in CROS 2009 have been re-written since the previous survey to aid the 
benchmarking of the HE sector against the principles laid out in the Concordat for the 
Development of Researchers 2008. The report will cover the issues raised in the Survey 
according to its different sections.   

 

 Recruitment and Selection  
 Recognition and Value  
 Support and Career Development  

 Equality and Diversity  
 About you  
 Institutional Questions  
 Demographics  

 

The responses to the questio ns have been compared to the collective responses of the 1994 
Group and the Russell Group Institutions that participated in the Survey.  Due to changes in 
how the Survey is conducted comparisons against individual institutions and rankings are no 
longer av ailable.  Comparisons over time with preceding surveys are difficult to make.  

 

The CROS 2009 Survey was conducted in May 2009 and obtained a very hig h participation rate 
of 38%. This equated to responses from 158 research staff (RS) out of 412 potential pa rticipants.  
This compared well with the rest of the 1994 Group and  Russell Group who achieved 25% and 
20% respectively.   
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Section 1: Recruitment and Selection  
 

This section covers the time period from when participants found out about their post bein g 
available through to the end of the induction process.  There were sixteen questions, those 
answers are highlighted  where the responses given are significantly different from the 
comparator groups and where the questions have major implications for Unive rsity policy.  

 

The first three questions concern ed: how participants found out about their post, the details 
they received during the application process and how they were interviewed for their position.   
None of these questions are directly comparable to  the 1994 and Russell Groups as participants 
could choose more than one response.  Nevertheless some comparison is possible.  

 

How participants found out about their post  

It is interesting to note that the two most popular responses at Reading, the 1994 Gro up and the 
Russell Group are the same. Researchers say that they found out about their job firstly by word 
of mouth and secondly by jobs.ac.uk.  Therefore there is a strong informal element to how 
research staff found out about their posts.  

 

The details participants received  during the application process  

From the survey sixteen participants from Reading stated that they did not receive details of the 
post during the recruitment process. In the comparator groups significant numbers also did not 
receive post details. 

 

How were participants  interviewed for their position  

This data could be problematical as research staff who are on successive contracts may not have 
had interviews beyond their initial contracts for justifiable reasons.  Therefore this is only a n 
analysis of those RS respondents on their first contract with their institutions.  Reading and the 
comparator groups all have the same top two  responses to this question:  

 

1st By face-to-face interview with PI,  

2nd By an interview panel made up of repr esentatives from within the department,  

 

However t hose who responded could give more than one answer so it is difficult to come to 
exact conclusions.  This is a summary of the responses from those on their first contract at 
Reading: 
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There are signific ant numbers of research staff who did not receive an interview by a 
departmental or cross institutional panel which the University would consider to be good 
practice in recrui tment and selection.  

 

The Nature of Research Staff Employment Contracts 

 

 
 

This chart indicates  that Reading, as a proportion, have significantly less Research Staff on open 
ended contracts than the 1994 Group, and the Russell Group.   However when these statistics 
were compared with HR data for the period it showed that the survey un der represented the 
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staff on open ended contracts.  In fact Reading had the same percentage of RS on open ended 
contracts as the rest of the 1994 Group.  

 

Induction (Documentation)  

The first part of question five concerns the different information that RS r eceived on arrival at 
the University and how useful they found it.  The document s asked about were:  

 employment contract,  
 probationary information,  
 institutional policies and procedures (e.g. complaints procedures),  
 rights and responsibilities statement,   
 and the institutions research strategy.   

Significantly more Reading respondents were positive  about their employment  contract  and 
probationary information  than at the comparator institutions  
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In the other three categories Reading was only marginal ly ahead of the comparator groups.  
However the most significant statistic was the percentage of staff who considered that they had 
not been offered these  documents.   Reading was marginally  better  than all its competitors in 
these areas however the figures  are still not good .  

 

 
 

Induction Process 

This part of question 5 was split into three sections asking the respondents about inductions to: 
their role; their department; and to the institution.   

 

 
 

The high level of respondents who considered that they  were not offered this type of induction 
is the same in Reading and the comparator groups .  If the negative and the not offered 
categories are combined then they amount to over 50% of the respondents in all cases.   
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This report assumes that respondents  have transposed School for Department where relevant.  
The noticeable feature of these results is the high level of respondents who state they were not 
offered an induction at departmental level.  Combining the not offered and the negative 
categories they  amount to over 60% of the respondents in all cases . 

 

 
 

This set of data is distinguished from the others by the positive feedback concerning central 
induction provision for Research Staff  at Reading.  This is significantly higher than in the 
comparator i nstitutions.  The not offered category is also significantly lower as well.  Howeve r at 
45.8% it is still too high, especially when details of the induction programme are provided in the 
Welcome Pack sent to all new starters.  
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Respondents at Reading were significantly more positive about the information they received 
than the comparator groups.  Less of them also stated that they had not been offered 
information.  
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Conclusion 

 

Positive Results 

Documentation in Welcome Packs on their Contract and Probatio nary Procedure were 
welcomed by 60% or more Reading respondents which was significantly higher than in the  
comparator groups.  

 

Cross-institutional induction received positive ratings by significantly more RS at Reading than 
in the comparator groups.  

 

Infor mation about training and development opportunities were rated highly by more RS at 
Reading than in the comparator groups.  

 

Areas for improvement  and recommendations for action  

 

Areas for Improvement  Proposed action.  

Recruitment and Selection  

There are significant numbers of research staff who did not 
receive an interview by a departmental or cross institutional 
panel which the University would consider to be good practice 
in recruitment and selection.   

 

Role Induction  

This issue was covered in the CROS 2003 and 2005 survey and 
although the question has changed, responses continue to be 
ŒőőŔǮ  'őřŇŘŇŔ ŋŖ ŋŕ ŃŎŕő ŖŔŗŇ ŖŊŃŖ 1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ ŔŇŕŒőŐŕŇŕ őŐ ŖŊŋŕ 
issue almost exactly match those of both comparator groups.  
One other possible mitigating factor is that i nformal inductions 
may have been carried out but they have not been recognized as 
such by the respondents.  However the uniformity of responses 
from Reading and the comparator groups concerning the issue 
would count against that.  Other factors that may be  taken into 
account are the number of Ph.D students who transfer from 
doctoral studies through to post -doctoral research with their 
supervisor becoming their PI.  In this situation both parties may 
consider that there is no need for a role induction.  Neve rtheless 
there still is a significant change in roles which needs to be 
addressed.  Reading has introduced a range of support 
mechanisms for role induction for RS, and yet the problem 
remains. 2   

 

School/Department Induction  

In CROS 2005 the response on this issue had improved from 
2003, however this survey indicates that it is still a problem that 
the Reading has not solved.  2009 results show that there are 
significantly less Reading RS happy with their induction against 

The strategy used thus far to 
address these issues has largely 
been based on increased 
communication with RS from 
the centre of the University.  
The limited success indicates 
that it is necessary to emb ed 
the management of these 
issues at a School and 
Department level.  To this end 
the data and conclusions of 
this report will be used when 
executing  the Action Plan for 
the Implementation of the 
Concordat, passed by Staffing 
Committee in 2009. i.e.:  

 

 Recruitment & Selection 
training for all potential 
recruitment panel members 
by School for Autumn 2010.  
Potential participants in 
recruitment panels will be 
identified and trained on 
arrival at the University.  

 Discuss with/brief senior 
staff in Schools and 
Principal Investigators 
about the implication of the 
Concordat and CROS 
results. 

                                                        
2 For details of provision see Appendix 
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the comparator groups.  At the sam e time there is a very high 
level (50%) of RS who were not offered departmental induction.  
A number of approaches to support this process are already in 
place and yet this indicates that further work is necessary. 3 

 

Cross Institutional Induction  

Although there was a positive response to this provision by 
those who attended it, nevertheless there was still large 
numbers who stated that they were not offered the opportunity 
(46%).  A range of approaches to encourage RS to attend this 
have been introduced, ho wever as yet they appear to have had 
little impact. 4 

 

 

Induction Documentation  

These figures may indicate the numbers of Research Staff who 
do not read or have forgotten about the contents of their 
Welcome Pack where they will find  the staff rules and contract 
of employment . 

 

The dissemination of the Local Concordat which details RS 
rights and responsibilities has been enhanced greatly since the 
instigation of the Concordat Implementation Strategy in the 
Summer of 2009.  For further  details of this see Appendix  

 

"ŗŔŔŇŐŖŎś ŖŊŇ 4ŐŋŘŇŔŕŋŖśȃŕ 
Research Strategy, though 
available on the institutional 
web-site, is not part of the 
Welcome Pack for RS (or for 
academics for that matter).  
This omission should be 
corrected. 

 

 

                                                        
3 Ibid 
4 Ibid 
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Section 2: Recognition & Value  
 

Question 7 asks how participants rate their knowledge of sixteen different University policies, 
processes and initiatives in relation to research staff. 5  This section will highlight where Reading 
does well and where there are problems.  

 

 
 

This shows a significantly better result for Reading in comparison with the Russell Group.  
1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ ŔŇŕŗŎŖ őŐ ŋŖŕ őřŐ ŋŐņŋŅŃŖŇŕ Ń ŉőőņ ŇŐŉŃŉŇŏŇŐŖ řŋŖŊ 2ŖŃňň #ŇŘŇŎőŒŏŇŐŖ 1ŇŘŋŇřǫ ńŗŖ 
with room for improvement, nevertheless.  

 

 
 

                                                        
5 Appraisal/performance review, bullying and harassment policies and procedures, complaints process, departmental 
decision-making structures, equality and diversity policies, fixed-term contracts, institutional decision making structures, 
institutional research career pathways, institutional research strategy, internal funding sources, job evaluation processes, 
probation processes, promotions criteria and processes, redundancy and redeployment, research codes of practice (e.g. 
research integrity/academic conduct/ethics), and conditions of employment. 
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The response concerning fix ed term contracts from  Reading demonstrated  significantly better 
understanding of this issue than in the comparator groups.  Also the figure itself indicates that a 
high proportion of RS at Reading are aware of the policy and procedure surrounding fixed te rm 
contracts.  

 

 
 

Although not significantly higher than the results from comparator groups the above 
demonstrates that a good percentage of Reading respondents are knowledgeable about research 
codes of practice. 

 

The following are results that should be m atters of concern even though Reading leads the 
comparators .  The percentage of respondents who claim to have a good or partial understanding 
of the se issues is worryingly low . These are:  

 departmental decision -making structures,  
 institutional research ca reer pathways,  

 institutional research strategy,  
 internal funding sources and  
 promotions criteria and processes.   

1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ results showed a mean of  47.5% who were positive about their understanding of these 
issues.  Therefore a mean of over 50% only knew the above policies or procedures exist , but 
ņőŐȃŖ ōŐőř ŖŊŇŋŔ ņŇŖŃŋŎ őŔ ŊŃŘŇ ŐŇŘŇŔ ŊŇŃŔņ őň ŖŊŇŏ 

 

This indicates  that there are significant gaps in the way these Research Staff have been 
integrated into the University of Reading.  The fact that similar o r larger gaps appear in the 
comparator groups demonstrates that, whilst Reading is not unusual, there is significant work 
to be done in communicating with researchers over these issues.  

 

Question 8  asks about the extent of understanding RS have of the foll owing areas:  

 the Concordat to Support the Career Development of Researchers;  
 the Research Assessment Exercise (RAE)/Research Excellence Framework (REF);  
 the 'Roberts' Agenda;  
 Vitae (incorporating UK GRAD Programme & UK HERD) .   
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The first two questions impinge directly on the life of Researchers at Reading, whilst the second 
two do have an effect they may not be known to Research Staff by these terms.  1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ 
response on the latter showed a poor knowledge of these subjects.  The survey at Reading 
showŇņ ŕŋŉŐŋňŋŅŃŐŖŎś ŎŇŕŕ ŗŐņŇŔŕŖŃŐņŋŐŉ őň ŖŊŇ Ȅ1őńŇŔŖŕ ʄŉŇŐņŃȅ ŖŊŃŐ ŋŐ ŇŋŖŊŇŔ ŅőŏŒŃŔŃŖőŔ 
ŉŔőŗŒŕǮ  3ŊŇŋŔ ōŐőřŎŇņŉŇ őň 5ŋŖŃŇ řŃŕ Ńŕ ŒőőŔ Ńŕ ŖŊŇ 1ŗŕŕŇŎŎ &ŔőŗŒ ŃŐņ ŖŊŇ ȃɉɄ &ŔőŗŒǮ   

 

Over the issue of the RAE/REF respondents at Reading demonstrated a good knowledg e, as did 
the comparators.  

 

 
 

In the case of the Concordat , 1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ ŕŗŔŘŇś ŕŊőřŇņ Ń ŎŇŘŇŎ őň ōŐőřŎŇņŉŇ ŃŊŇŃņ őň ŖŊŇ 
comparator groups.    

 

 
 

Question 9  addresses the issue of how Research Staff perceive their equality of treatment with 
lectur ers within their institution.  
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A mean of 78% of respondents from Reading considered themselves treated equally with 
lecturers i n the areas of:  

 requests for flexible working ;  
 opportunities to attend conferences and external meetings ;  
 visibility on websites and sta ff directories  
 and access to training and development opportunities .   

In all of these areas Reading was significantly higher than in its comparators other than in 
ŔŇœŗŇŕŖŕ ňőŔ ňŎŇŚŋńŎŇ řőŔōŋŐŉǮ  (Ő ŖŊŇ ŎŃŖŖŇŔ 1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ ŔŇŕŒőŐŕŇ řŃŕ ŏŃŔŉŋŐŃŎŎś ńŇŖŖŇŔ ŖŊŃŐ the 
1994 Group but  significantly better than the Russell Group.  

 

 
 

However significant numbers  őň ŔŇŕŇŃŔŅŊ ŕŖŃňň ŃŖ 1ŇŃņŋŐŉ ņŋŕŃŉŔŇŇ őŔ ņőŐȃŖ ōŐőř řŊŇŖŊŇŔ ŖŊŇś 
have equality with lecturers over the above issues.   
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The results of how Research Staff at  Reading perceive their opportunities in comparison with 
lecturers for: promotion and progression; participation in departmental and cross -institutional 
decision-making processes all show that there is a significant percentage who feel that they are 
not equally treated.  

 
Question ten  addresses the issue of whether Research Staff feel valued for their contribution in 
various areas of University activity.  In the following areas there was a mean of 71% of Reading 
respondents who felt valued for their contribut ion  to:  
 
 achieving the institution's research strategy   

 external collaborations  

 research culture within the department 

 world-class research 

 publications. 
 
These results were all significantly higher than in the comparator groups . 
 
In the following areas t here was a mean of 43% who considered that their work was valued by 
the University in the following areas.  
 

 Grant applications  

 Knowledge transfer and commercialisation activities  

 Managing resources 

 Managing staff  

 Promoting the institution  

 Public engagement  with research  

 Supervising students  

 Supporting others (e.g. informal mentoring)  

 Teaching and lecturing  

 

Whilst the majority of the se answers given by Reading respondents put them higher than their 
comparator groups the results themselves indicate that a si gnificant number of Research Staff at 
Reading do not feel or do not know that their work in these areas is appreciated.   Of particular 
note are Grant Applications where 40% did not know or ņŋņŐȃŖ agree that their contribution was 
appreciated. 
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Also 51% of Research Staff at Reading who were asked if their contribution to Managing 
1ŇŕőŗŔŅŇŕ řŃŕ ŃŒŒŔŇŅŋŃŖŇņ ņŋŕŃŉŔŇŇņ őŔ ŕŃŋņ ŖŊŇś ņŋņŐȃŖ ōŐőřǮ  3Ŋŋŕ řŃŕ Ɂ3% higher than those 
who agreed with the proposition.  
 
Question 11 dealt  with  the extent that Researchers f elt  integrated into and motivated by the 
various communities that they were part of .  The questions were as follows:  
 
To what extent do you agree that...  
 

 The research culture of the institution stimulates your work?  
 You are integrated into your department 's research community?  
 You are integrated into your institution's research community?  
 You are integrated into your wider disciplinary community?  

 
On the first two of these questions the respondents at Reading matched their comparators and 
gave a mean posit ive response of 76 ȝǮ  (Ő ŖŊŇ ŕŇŅőŐņ Ŗřő 1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ ŔŇŕŗŎŖŕ řŇŔŇ ŕŋŉŐŋňŋŅŃŐŖŎś 
higher than their comparators:  
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Question 12 asked respondents to provide any additional comments on how they are recognised 

and valued by their institution, or what more it could do to recognise and value their contributions?  

There were two positive comments about recognition, five neutral and fourteen critical comments.  

There was no overall theme in the critical comments, other than for a variety of reasons these 

research staff did not feel valued by the institution. 

 

Conclusion 
 

Positive Results 
 
Research Communities 
Over 70% of Reading respondents stated that ŖŊŇŋŔ řőŔō řŃŕ ŕŖŋŏŗŎŃŖŇņ ńś ŖŊŇ 4ŐŋŘŇŔŕŋŖśȃŕ 
research community. More than 60 percent of them felt integrated in to the research 
community in their department.  The same  percentage felt  integrated into the research 
communities in the University an d the wider research community.  On the first two of these 
questions the respondents at Reading matched their comparators, ŋŐ ŖŊŇ ŕŇŅőŐņ Ŗřő 1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ 
results were significantly higher than their comparators  
 
Perception of being valued 
A mean of 71% of Reading respondents felt valued for their contribution to:  
 
 achieving the institution's research strategy   

 external collabora tions  

 research culture within the department 

 world-class research 

 publications. 
 
Perception of equality with lecturers: 

A mean of 78% of respondents from Reading considered themselves treated equally with 
lecturers in the areas of:  

 requests for flexible w orking;  
 opportunities to attend conferences and external meetings;  
 visibility on websites and staff directories  
 and access to training and development opportunities.  

 

In all of these areas Reading was significantly higher than in its comparators other than in 
ŔŇœŗŇŕŖŕ ňőŔ ňŎŇŚŋńŎŇ řőŔōŋŐŉǮ  (Ő ŖŊŇ ŎŃŖŖŇŔ 1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ ŔŇŕŒőŐŕŇ řŃŕ ŏŃŔŉŋŐŃŎŎś ńŇŖŖŇŔ ŖŊŃŐ ŖŊŇ 
1994 Group but significantly better than the Russell Group.  

 

Knowledge of national research staff issues 

Fifty seven percent  of the respondents at Readi ng had a good or partial knowledge of the 
Concordat, which was over 20% higher than the results from the comparator groups.   The 
ŒŇŔŅŇŐŖŃŉŇ őň 1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ ŔŇŕŒőŐņŇŐŖŕ řŊő ōŐŇř ŃńőŗŖ ŖŊŇ 1ʄ$ȣ1$% ŃŖ ɇɀȝ řŃŕ ŃŎŏőŕŖ ŖŊŇ ŕŃŏŇ 
as the result of the 1994 Group and significantly higher than that of the Russell Group.  

 

Knowledge of University policy  
A mean of over 75% of RS respondents at Reading had a good or partial understanding of the 
following polic y areas: appraisal/performance review, fixed term contracts and R esearch Codes 
of Practice.  All of these results were significantly higher than the comparator groups.  
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Areas for improvement and actions 
 
Area for improvement  Proposed action 

Perception of being valued 

A mean of only 43% of respondents at Reading conside red 
that their work was valued by the University in these 
areas: 

 Grant applications  

 Knowledge transfer and commercialisation 
activities  

 Managing resources 

 Managing staff  

 Promoting the institution  

 Public engagement with research  

 Supervising students  

 Support ing others (e.g. informal mentoring)  

 Teaching and lecturing  

 

Using this data  

 Discuss with/brief senior 
staff in Schools and 
Principal Investigators 
about the implication of 
the Concordat and CROS 
results  

Perception of equality with lecturers: 

A mean of 48% of Reading respondents did not agree or 
ņŋņŐȃŖ ōŐőř řŊŇŖŊŇŔ ŖŊŇś řŇŔŇ őŐ ŇœŗŃŎ ŖŇŔŏŕ řŋŖŊ 
lecturers in these areas:  

 Opportunities for promotion and progression?  
 Opportunities to participate in Departmental 

decision-making processes (e.g. committees)? 
 Opportunities to participate in cross -institutional 

decision-making processes? 

 Terms and conditions of employment (excl. any 
fixed -term nature of contract)?  

 The job evaluation of your role (pay and grading 
schemes)? 

 

Using this data  

 Discuss with/brief senior  
staff in Schools and 
Principal Investigators 
about the implication of 
the Concordat and CROS 
results . 

Communicate with RS 
through:  
 

 Research Staff 
Committee/ Association, 

 School Meetings with RS  
 Launch page on HR 

issues on RS web-site 

Knowledge of University Policy 

A mean of over 50% of respondents from Reading only 
know of the existence of these policies or have never 
heard of them : 

1. departmental decision -making structures,  

2. institutional research career pathways,  

3. institutional research strategy,  

4. interna l funding sources and  

5. promotions criteria and processes.  
 

Communicate with RS 
through:  
 
1. Promoting this through 

changes to local 
induction.  

2. Additional information 
on Careers section of RS 
web site.  Research Staff 
Committee /Association.  

3. Inclusion of Unive rsity 
Research Strategy in RS 
& Academic Welcome 
Packs.  Inclusion on RS 
web site.  Discussion held  
in Reading Research Staff 
Conference 2009. 

4. Promote Research 
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Funding section of RS 
web-site though all 
contacts with RS (email, 
RS Induction, RS 
Committee/As sociation 
etc) 

5. Launch HR page on RS 
web site. 
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Section 3: Support and Career Development 
 
The first set of questions  (question 13) asked in this section  was about the extent of RS career 
planning.  The questions were:  
 
To what extent do you agree that  
 

1. You have reflected on your development needs?  
2. You have considered your career options?  
3. You have a clear career development plan?  
4. You are encouraged to engage in personal and career development?  

 
In answer to the first two questions RS at Reading gave simila r responses to those in the 
comparator groups.  These were very high positive responses of just over 90%.  
 
1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ ŕŗŔŘŇś ŔŇŕŒőŐŕŇ Ŗő ŖŊŇ ŖŊŋŔņ œŗŇŕŖŋőŐ ŋŐņŋŅŃŖŇņ ŖŊŃŖ ŖŊŇŔŇ řŇŔŇ significantly more RS 
at Reading with a clear career development plan than in comparator groups.  However 43% of 
the Reading respondents had not got a clear career development plan.  This is a high figure 
considering the uncertainty that exists for people on a research contract.  
 

 
 
Another area where the Reading survey significa ntly led its comparators was in the 81% of RS 
that felt encouraged to be involved in personal and career development.  
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Question 14 asked: Over the past two years (or since taking up your current position if that is 
more recent) have you participated in probation? * These were the responses: 
 

 
 
6ŊŋŎŕŖ 1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ ŔŇŕŒőŐŕŇ ŕŊőřŇņ significantly higher participation in probation than the 
comparator groups, it is nevertheless a low percentage in its own right.  This indicates that  the 
management of probation am ongst research staff has significant room for improvement.   
 

Question 15 asked: Over the past two years (or since taking up your current position if that is more 

recent) have you participated in staff appraisal/review? These were the results: 
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1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ result on staff appraisal/review is significantly higher than its competitors, and 
although the question has been changed, the result  is similar to that it ob tained in the CROS 
2005 survey.  The survey then goes on to explore the reasons for those who had  not had an 
appraisal/review.  
 

 
 
From the explanations outlined above t he only responses at Reading that might be of concern 
are those RS who state that they have not been invited to participate.  However, this only 
amounts to 14 RS out of the 158 who res ponded to the survey . 
 
The overall usefulness of the staff appraisal/review was rated by the participants as follows:  
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Reading did particularly well in this as it did in a number of the other questions related to staff 
appraisal concerning:  

1. identifying RS strengths and achievements; 
2. highlighting issues for RS; 
3. reviewing RS personal progress. 

In these areas a mean of 60% of respondents felt that staff appraisal was useful or very useful.  
In all of these areas Reading achieved significantly better results  than both  comparators apart 
from number 3 where it was only significantly ahead of the Russell Group comparator . 
 
There were three further areas where Reading was either significantly better than its 
comparators or equal to them but nevertheless has room for improvement : 
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Career Aspirations 
 
Question 17 asked about this subject giving two broad directions inside and outside higher 
education and two time frames, now and in five year.   Initially it asked about career directions 
within academia.  
 

 
 
These results indicate that the majority of research staff at Reading have the ambition to be 
either lecturers or readers. Outside higher education RS at Reading continue to prefer the 
option of a career in research although there are other options being consid ered in the long 
term.  
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Question 18 addressed who research staff consult about training and development iss ues and 
probation.  It also asked  about attendance at internal and external training and development 
activities.  Seventy nine percent of the su rvey respondents at Reading and similar numbers in 
the comparator groups discussed their training and development needs with their  Princip al 
Investigator.  However,  more  respondents from Reading indicated that they had sought  advice 
from elsewhere than in the comparator groups.   Significantly more Reading respondents had 
consulted a mentor or a staff developer on these matters than in comparator groups:  
 

 
 

 
 
The response concerning consulting Careers Advisors was low with Reading and the comparator 
groups indicating that 15% or less had done this in the last year.  Reading was on a par with the 
Russell Group comparator and significantly ahead of the 1994 Group on this issue.  
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The question about the discussion of probationary arrangements showed that th is issue is 
discussed by a minority of eligible respondents at Reading and in the comparator groups.  This 
may indicate that RS probation is not being managed very well across the sector.  
 

 
 
The results of the question  about external training  showed that Reading respondents matched 
their  comparators with 46% attending such courses.  In the area of internal training Reading had 
a significantly better result than its competitors with 78% attending such courses in the last 
year: 
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Question 19 asked within t he last year approximately how many days have RS spent on their  
continuing professional development (e.g. training, conference attendance, individual 
reflection, mentoring)?   The results showed that RS at Reading were very similar to those in the 
comparato r groups.  Approximately 50% of RS spent between 3 and 10 days on continuous 
professional development over a 12 month period.  
 
Question 20 focused  on the areas in which research staff have either undertaken training and 
development or would like to. In the  ŕŇŅŖŋőŐ 4ŐņŇŔŖŃōŇŐ ŃŐņ ňőŗŐņ ŗŕŇňŗŎǫ 1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ 
respondents have significant lead over their comparators in five of the nine areas and in the rest 
they are on a par with them.  
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A mean of 26.1% of the respondents at Reading undertook training and develop ment  in these 
areas.  Although this is significantly higher than the comparator groups it demonstrates that 
there is further room for the growth of a culture of training and development amongst 
Research Staff at the University.  
 
Of interest is the request that 41% of the Reading respondents would like to do training is 
research skills and techniques.  Whilst this result is almost identical to the comparator groups it 
does raise further questions.  Are a large proportion of RS insufficiently trained in resea rch 
techniques?  If so, how should the Un iversity address this situation?   This issue may call for 
further investigation.  
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Question 21 asked about RS reaction to diff erent approaches to delivering training and 
ņŇŘŇŎőŒŏŇŐŖǮ  1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ ŔŇŕŒőŐŕŇŕ řŇŔŇ ŋŐ-li ne with the comparator groups.   The response to 
the question concerning mentoring and coaching indicated  for 27% of the respondents this was 
not applicable or they had no experience of this approach.  
 

 
 
 
Question 22 asked who research staff had or would  ŅőŐŕŗŎŖ ŃńőŗŖ ŖŊŇŋŔ ŅŃŔŇŇŔŕǮ  1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ 
results matched their comparator groups.   
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This ņŇŏőŐŕŖŔŃŖŇŕ ŖŊŃŖ ŖŊŇ 1ŇŃņŋŐŉ ŔŇŕŒőŐņŇŐŖŕȃ ŒŔŇňŇŔŇŐŅe for talking to their Principal  
Investigator and those close to them at home and work about their careers.  Wh ilst Careers 
Advisors are top of the others that they consult it appears there  is work to do for them to have 
more of an impact with this group of staff.  However there is a structural issue that they have to 
overcome.  Research Staff have already made an initial choice to pursue an academic career and 
therefore they are likely to consult those who they perceive know most about this subject.  
 
The results to question 23 reinforce th e above argument as it asks about which areas RS would 
like assistance in car eer decision-making.  The responses from Reading demonstrate that advice 
on an academic career is what is wanted  primarily, although there is also significant demand 
for information about jobs outside academia .6 
 

                                                        
6 Respondents could give multiple answers to this question so there is no direct comparability with other groups 
completing the survey  
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Question 24 asked Research Staff about t heir response to a range of development opportunities 
ŃŘŃŋŎŃńŎŇ Ŗő ŖŊŇŏ Ńŕ ŒŃŔŖ őň ŖŊŇŋŔ ŔőŎŇǮ  1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ ŔŇŕŒőŐŕŇŕ řŇŔŇ ŏŋŔŔőŔŇņ ŖŊőŕŇ ŋŐ ŖŊŇ 
ŅőŏŒŃŔŃŖőŔ ŉŔőŗŒŕ őŖŊŇŔ ŖŊŃŐ ŋŐ ŖŊŇ ŃŔŇŃ őň Ȃ"őŎŎŃńőŔŃŖŋŐŉ řŋŖŊ ŋŐņŗŕŖŔśȃǮ  2ŋŉŐŋňŋŅŃŐŖŎś ŏőŔŇ 
of Reading respondents had experience in this area.  
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Question 25 discussed the opportunities for RS to develop management experience be being 
involved in a variety of activities.  The question addresses the issue from three angles, Ȃhave you 
had experienceȃ, Ȃwould you like to and I have no interest in this ȃ.  In all areas there was 
considerable demand to be involved in these activities from Reading and the comparator 
groups.  Therefore the graph below just compares those who have had experience in these 
areas.  It is noticeable that Reading is significantly behind at least one comparator if not both in 
three out of four of these areas. 
 

 
 
Question 26 focused on the extent to which RS have developed a broader experience of research 
functions by participating in various a ctivities.  It is noticeable that only in two of these 
categories does Reading match all its comparators: writing up research for publication ; and 
explaining work to people outside your field.  In two further areas Reading ȃŕ ŔŇŕŗŎŖŕ ŃŔŇ 
significantly lower  than  the Russell Group although matching the rest of the 1994 Group: 
developing specialist research skills and techniques ; and supervising a doctoral or masters 
studentǮ  1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ ŔŇŕŗŎŖŕ ŃŔŇ ŕŋŉŐŋňŋŅŃŐŖŎś ŎőřŇŔ ŖŊŃŐ ńőŖŊ ŅőŏŒŃŔŃŖőŔŕ ŋŐ ŖŊŇ ŃŔŇŃŕ őňǭ 
applying for a fellowship ; and knowledge transfer.  
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Question 27 addressed the development activities that Research Staff have undertaken to 
improve their communication and ŇŐŉŃŉŇŏŇŐŖ ŕōŋŎŎŕǮ  1ŇŃņŋŐŉȃŕ ŔŇŕŗŎŖŕ ŏŃŖŅŊ ŖŊőŕŇ őň ŖŊŇ 
comparator groups, therefo re the chart below only shows Reading.  Whilst there is little 
demand by Research Staff to be involved in demonstrating, there are large numbers who would 
like to do public engagement and lecturing activit ies. 
 

 
 
Question 28 asked about personal developme nt activities, focusing on personal development 
plans, records, and the use of coaching, mentoring and action learning.  Significantly more RS 
at Reading had developed a personal development plan than in the comparator groups. 
Nevertheless it was only 25% of the respondents at Reading who had done this.  There was 
significant demand to do this activity but also a worryingly large percentage of RS (21%) who 
were not interested.  This indicates that there is still work to do on persuading RS of the 
importance  of active career management.   


