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Executive Summary

This report presents the findings of the POIESIS survey experiment, Task 2.4 of the project
Probing the Impact of Integrity and Integration on Societal Trust in Science (POIESIS,
HORISON-WIDERA-2021-ERA-01 grant number 101057253).

This task designed and fielded a survey experiment in the seven POIESIS partner
countries: Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Portugal, Spain, and UK. The aim of the
study was to experimentally investigate the effects of institutional commitment to
research integrity and societal integration on public trust in science. To do so, we fielded
a conjoint survey experiment in which levels of commitment to integrity and integration
was randomly assigned to fictional university profiles. These where then evaluated by
survey respondents, 400 in each country, who were asked how trustworthy they found
the fictional universities.

The key conclusions of the study are that:

o Consistent with the assumptions outlined in the POIESIS model, institutional
commitment towards both research integrity and societal integration produces
higher trustworthiness ratings.

e However, participants are not particularly sensitive to the level of commitment
but rather whether commitment is present at all. That is, participants rate
institutional commitment to national recommendations as highly as commitment
to strict procedures, but both of these higher than lack of commitment.

e While all included forms of research integrity and societal integration positively
affect trustworthiness ratings in all included countries (Denmark, France,
Germany, Greece, Portugal, Spain, and UK), patterns of magnitude vary. This
indicates that while integrity and integration matter cross-contextually the
specificities of their influence are sensitive to local and cultural factors.

o The effect of institutional commitment to research integrity and societal
integration is generally not diminished by cues on the reputation of organizations,
neither regarding their prestige nor achievements in specific fields of research.
This implies that effects of commitment towards integrity and integration is not
merely used as a proxy for institutional reputation but plays an independent role
in shaping trust.

o The effects of institutional commitment to research integrity and societal
integration are only sensitive to sociodemographic and attitudinal differences to
a minor degree. However, one notable exception is prior trust in science which is
highly related to the effectiveness of institutional commitment to research
integrity and societal integration. Specifically, the effect of institutional
commitment is confined to participants who indicate to trust science prior to the
experiment (above 5 on a 0-10 scale), whereas respondents who have low levels
of prior trust in science (5 or below) exhibit no differences in trustworthiness
ratings across levels of institutional commitment.
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1 Introduction

This deliverable outlines the approach and findings of the POIESIS survey experiment.
The study is a part of POIESIS (Probing the impact of integrity and integration on societal
trust in science) funded by the European Commission under the Horizon Europe scheme
(grant number 101057253). The POIESIS survey experiment is the final among three
empirical studies in Work Package 2. The POIESIS survey experiment was conceptualized
and designed from spring to early fall 2024 and fielded in October and November 2024.
The scope, hypotheses, research questions, and design of the study were first outlined in
the study protocol (Fuglsang, 2024), and the study was preregistered prior to fielding the
survey (see Appendix 7.2).

1.1 About POIESIS

The POIESIS project investigates the relationship between research integrity, societal
integration, and public trust in science. Core to this, is the interrogation of three widely
held assumptions on the role of research practice and research policies in maintenance
of high levels of trust in science. These assumptions were reiterated in the call that funded
POIESIS, as summarized in the project proposal (POIESIS consortium, 2021, Part B, p. 2):

- First, that “... trust depends on scientists and engineers’ capacity to demonstrate
high standards of research integrity and that breaches to research integrity, i.e.,
research misconduct or questionable research practices, will lead to mistrust.”

- Second, that “.. citizen and civil society’s involvement in co-creating R&I agendas
and contents makes research more relevant and responsive to society and
strengthens co-ownership and trust.”

- Third, the call assumes that these markers of responsible research practices -
integrity and societal integration - are “fostered by conducive institutional
governance arrangements and policy environments”™. The assumption is that
institutions matter by enabling and supporting researchers to act responsibly.

However, as noted in the project proposal, and reaffirmed in Work Package 1 of POIESIS
(Bauer et al, 2023), the level to which these assumptions reflect the reality of maintaining
public trust in science are scarcely illuminated. To further our understanding of the
dynamics at the core of the relationship between research institutions and public trust in
science, as well as the chains of mediation that connect the two spheres, POIESIS set out
to investigate four core research questions:

- RQT How can the nature and scale of public trust and mistrust in science be
characterised and which are the factors that affect the relationship?

- RQ2: To what extent and how does the alignment of research practices with
principles of research integrity (or, conversely, scientific misconduct, questionable
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research practices, poor or absent science communication, and/or
misinformation) impact public trust in science?

- RQ3 To what extent and how does the integration of citizens and societal
stakeholders in research practices (or, conversely, lack of co-creation and open
science practices) impact public trust in science?

- RQ4: To what extent and how can institutions provide policies and procedures that
enable researchers to act in ways that are conducive to public trust in science?

These research questions are investigated in a series of empirical studies that form a
collective body of evidence designed to provide firmer ground for evaluating and
informing the assumptions highlighted above. To do so, POIESIS curates existing data
and produces a rich set of new data. This deliverable outlines the design, implementation,
and results of the final of these data streams, the POIESIS survey experiment.

1.2 About the POIESIS Survey experiment

The survey experiment is task 2.4 of the POIESIS project. This investigates the effect of
institutional commitment towards research integrity and societal integration on societal
trust in science by employing an experimental design.

Experimental designs are at their core concerned with maximizing internal validity in the
interest of making causal claims. That is, it aims to ensure that an observed relationship
between two variables is the result of one of these (the independent variable) exerting a
causal effect on the other (the dependant variable). Experimental approaches do so by
utilizing random assignment. Treatment conditions are randomly assigned to research
participants, to safeguard from participant characteristics influencing who gets a certain
treatment (selection) and ensure control over the direction of the relationship
(simultaneity). Due to this, experiments are viewed as the golden standard for causal
inference (Angrist & Pischke, 2009).

Survey experiments are among the most widely implemented types of experiments in
the social sciences. In these, participants are randomly assigned to one or more
conditions within a questionnaire and are then asked to answer survey questions or
perform in-survey tasks. Experimental conditions are designed to stimulate certain
behaviour in the participants (or be a control) and often take the form of text or visual
stimuli. Due to random assignment of conditions, any variation in responses between
experimental conditions can only be assigned to the difference in treatment. As a
content-specific example, if participants assigned a high integrity treatment on average
indicate higher trustworthiness than participants assigned a low integrity treatment, the
utilization of random assignment means that we can say with certainty that the
difference in trust is caused by the difference in integrity cues.

The POIESIS survey experiment employs a conjoint design, meaning that it provides
multiple randomly assigned treatments simultaneously. Such designs are adept at
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investigating the relative effect of multiple factors. This is especially attractive in
answering the questions laid out by POIESIS, given the interest in both integrity and
integration, the interplay between the two, and findings from prior steps of POIESIS that
imply that these attributes are entangled with other attributes of research performing
organizations.

The POIESIS survey experiment was implemented in October and November 2024
fielding the questionnaire to a minimum 400 participants in each of the seven POIESIS
partner countries. In total a sample of 2847 respondents. This deliverable presents the
theoretical, conceptual, and methodological considerations that formed the basis of the
design (sections 2 and 3), as well as the findings and implications of the study (sections
4 and 5).

. . Funded by
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2 Theoretical and conceptual considerations

The mission of POIESIS is to probe the assumption that efforts towards research integrity
and societal integration in research are foundational to public trust in science. Prior
empirical efforts of the project have engaged the key actors in the relationship between
society and the institutions of science, that is the public (Entradas et al., 2023), researchers
and mediators of research (Woolley & Payd, 2024), and the institutional actors at the
centre of securing responsible research (Dubois, 2024). While views are neither
unanimous within nor between groups, all groups believe that different aspects of the
institutionalization of integrity and integration are relevant to maintaining, building, or
(when lacking such measures) undermining trust. However, not all aspects are seen as
equally relevant for trustworthiness, and some are even seen as insignificant or
potentially detrimental. Prior steps of POIESIS indicate that the assumptions highlighted
in section 1.1, to some degree, resonate with the public, mediators, researchers, and
institutional representatives. However, it is also clear that there is considerable nuance to
the way in which stakeholders view the relationship between science and society
generally, and the way in which the actions of the institutions and representatives of
science matters for trust and trustworthiness specifically.

Building on both the core assumptions highlighted above and insights from prior
empirical steps of POIESIS, the aim of this study is to employ experimental methods to
test the causal effect of institutional commitments towards societal integration and
research integrity on trust in science. This aim motivates the overarching question
guiding the POIESIS survey experiment:

- What are the effects of institutional research integrity and societal integration
commitments on trust in science?

2.1 Hypotheses and research questions

Embedded in this question are the two hypotheses that institutional commmitment towards
both research integrity and societal integration increases public trust in science.
Furthermore, findings both within and outside POIESIS motivate the question of whether
these dynamics are constant across countries and cultures, and prior POIESIS findings
on the role of the reputation of research, researchers and research performing
organizations motivate the question of whether reputation plays a role in shaping the
effectiveness of integrity and integration in fostering trust (Entradas et al, 2023). This
motivates the following hypotheses and research questions:

H1 Commitment to research integrity in research performing organizations
increases trust in science.
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H2 Commitment to societal integration in research performing organizations
increases trust in science.

RQ1 To which degree are effects of integrity and integration consistent across
countries?

RQ2 To which degree are effects of integrity and integration moderated by
organization reputation?

2.2 Relation to prior literature

As noted in POIESIS deliverable D1.2 (Bauer et al,, 2023), only limited knowledge on the
role of research integrity and societal integration in forming and maintaining public trust
in science exists. As such, the frame of reference for the POIESIS survey experiment is
limited. A small group of experiments investigate the role of the replication crisis for trust
in the field of psychology and potential remedies (Anvari & Lakens, 2019; Methner et al.,
2023; Wingen et al, 2020), and a single study investigates the impact of failed and
successful replications in the fictional case of a specific study on radiation (Hendriks et
al., 2020). Alongside this, two studies investigate the role of special interests in research,
specifically private company involvement, finding that this could deteriorate trust and
willingness to engage with science (Critchley et al,, 2015; Critchley, 2008). In the same vein,
though with conflicting results, a single study investigates the relationship between open
science practices and trust in science (Rosman et al,, 2022). Less research investigates
the effect of societal integration on trust in science. As noted in deliverable D1.2 (Bauer
et al, 2023), some research points toward citizen science (and other forms of integration)
as a potential source of trust in science, but findings are confined to specific efforts that
participants generally self-select into, and to the knowledge of the author no prior
experimental reference studies exist.

Common for these studies is a focus on a singular aspect of research integrity and
specifically a strong focus on reproducibility. In the POIESIS survey experiment, we
investigate a broad set of integrity and integration considerations simultaneously.
Moreover, prior studies overwhelmingly focus on the behaviour of (groups/fields of)
researchers, while largely ignoring the role of institutions and organizations. In this study,
we provide new insights by turning to research performing organizations, which are key
to fostering and maintaining responsible and inclusive research practice (Mejlgaard et
al,, 2020).

While it is impossible to incorporate the full corpus of potential integrity and integration
considerations in any one study, the aim of this study is to provide insights into how key
institutional commitments to such considerations resonate with members of the public.
That is, do they have the trust building and/or -maintaining functions that we tend to
assume they have. Moreover, the study has a particular interest in understanding how
people react when competing considerations are presented simultaneously. This latter
point is especially relevant given the complexities of the real-world research landscape
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that members of not only the public, but also researchers, mediators, and organizations
must navigate. The apparent adeptness in navigating such complexities identified in prior
steps of the project (Entradas et al., 2023) motivates the expectation that members of
the public are indeed able to disentangle different aspects of research integrity and
societal integration, but this study presents a first experimental investigation of such an
expectation.

2.3 Definitions and operationalizations of the core concepts

POIESIS adheres to an inclusive definition of research integrity as both the “core sins in
science” but also “research practices, blending into research ethics and professional
standards” (POIESIS consortium, 2021, Part B, p. 6). As such, research integrity is broadly
defined as the adherence to ethical, legal and professional standards in research. In
operationalising research integrity, the survey experiment is informed by articulation of
research integrity principles both in the specialized literature (Mejlgaard et al., 2020; Ryan
et al,, 2027), institutional guidelines for fostering research integrity (ALLEA, 2023), and the
way in which representatives of society understand and discuss research integrity in prior
steps of POIESIS (Dubois, 2024; Entradas et al., 2023; Woolley & Payd, 2024). In the design
of the survey experiment, this led to three focal points: First, on what we term infegrity
principles, that is commitment to “honesty, transparency, and responsibility”, these
principles follow the articulation European public policy for research integrity. Second,
we focus on conflicts of interest, which has proven to be a particularly salient theme for
participants in prior studies of the POIESIS project, who see the potential for outside
influence and politicization as a key integrity concern. Third, we include diversity and
inclusion among staff to incorporate commitments to taking care of the academic work
force. That is, the internal commitment to ensuring that working conditions are up to high
standards. As such, in operationalization research integrity we incorporate commitment
to the principles of research integrity, as well as safeguards against both external as well
as internal threats to integritu.

Societal integration is defined as the inclusion of the public and stakeholders in research
processes and decision-making. Once again, the project takes an inclusive approach
incorporating such factors as “engagement, co-creation, open science practices”
(POIESIS consortium, 2021, Part B, p. 7). As with integrity, the aim of the survey experiment
is to align the operationalization of integrity not only with academic literature and
institutional practice, but also the articulation of integration among participants in prior
studies of POIESIS. In the design of the survey experiment, two aspects of societal
integration are included: First, hearing the public when they are impacted by research,
the commitment to make sure that the societal impact of science is considered as a part
of the scientific process. Second, communicating science to the public, a point that was
of special interest among participants in prior steps of the project (Entradas et al., 2023),
capturing the commitment to making scientific insights available to society. As such, this
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operationalization attempts to capture both directions of the relationship between
society and science, by targeting efforts towards bringing societal concerns into science
as well at efforts towards making the knowledge of science available for society.

Finally, trust in science is a concept that enjoys considerable attention in contemporary
research. Dominant approaches tend to define trust or trustworthiness perceptions as a
multi-dimensional concept. Specifically, the three dimensions of competence,
benevolence, and integrity are well established while more recent approach additionally
incorporates openness (Besley et al, 2021; Hendriks et al., 2015). Particularly integrity and
openness intuitively relate to research integrity and integration in research. Due to these
clear conceptual overlaps between aspects of integrity and integrations and the cited
trustworthiness measures, that is the independent and dependent variables, we opt for a
direct trust measure. Using a direct trustworthiness measure has the upside of not
carrying the risks of conceptual overlap between the key variables, however, it also has
the weakness of removing the possibility of understanding the role of different aspects
of trust. To remedy this, we implement an exercise after the experiment, in which
participants are asked to self-indicate which of the four dimensions of competence,
benevolence, integrity, and openness (written in plain language see section 3.1) mattered
most for their ratings, to investigate the connection between experiment behaviour and
these theoretical models. As such, we avoid biasing the evaluations of participants
through conceptual overlap between treatments and outcome but still retain the ability
of investigating whether respondent behaviour follows commmon conceptualizations from
the study of trust in science.
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3 Methodology

The POIESIS survey experiment tests the causal effect of institutional commitment to
research integrity and societal integration on trust in science. As such, the fundamental
concern is designing treatments that provide cues indicating varying levels and forms of
research integrity and societal integration commitments. Furthermore, the study tests
the cross-contextual heterogeneity of such effects, which requires the implementation of
the study in multiple languages. Finally, the entanglement between these integrity and
integration commitments and organization reputation is of key interest, which requires
the design of additional treatments that provide cues on the reputation of research
performing organizations. In this section, the design of the POIESIS survey experiment, as
well as the logic behind it, is presented (3.1 and 3.2). After this, the integrity considerations
which were key to the design are discussed (3.3). Finally, the components and timeline of
the implementation is presented (3.4).

3.1 Experimental design

To enable discrimination between the effects of multiple aspects of integration, integrity,
and reputation the study utilizes a single-profile conjoint design (Bansak et al., 2021). That
is, participants rate the trustworthiness of fictional university profiles which have
randomly assigned levels on the variables of interest, ie. integrity commitments,
integration commitments, and reputation. The strength of the conjoint design is that it
allows for the randomization of multiple attributes simultaneously, which allows for the
estimation of the effect of any attribute while controlling for all other included attributes.
Furthermore, the conjoint design allows for the implementation of multiple ratings per
participant, increasing the number of observations.

As with any design, this is not without trade-offs. The most cited trade-offs are the tension
between control and cognitive burden, and the limits to participant attention across
multiple ratings (Bansak et al., 2021). Having a higher number of attributes allows for
additional control, increasing the precision of the treatment effects, but a high number
of attributes runs the risk of cognitive overload, introducing noise into the regressions
that counteract the gains from increased control. The POIESIS survey experiment assigns
random values to six attributes for each profile, a relatively low number of attributes.
Additionally, the number of ratings per participant presents a second trade-off between
amount of data and respondent fatigue. For the sake of data quality, the POIESIS survey
experiment will also opt for a relatively low number of ratings, four ratings per participant.

Among the six attributes, three provide cues on integrity: /ntegrity principles, special
interests, and dliversity and inclusion. Two provide cues on integration: Hearing the public,
and science communication. These first five attributes all assign level of commitment in

@ pOiESiS 14 - rhuengﬁfo!:)ian Union



the same way. They can either take the value of has strict procedures, indicating that the
university is highly committed to the issue, follows national recommendations, indicating
that the organization abides by the rules but does not commit itself further, and /acks
proceadures indicating a lack of commitment to the issue. The final attribute provides a
cue on reputation. This takes a unique form, as we have less interest in how it itself affects
trust but are rather interested in whether the effects of integrity and integration are
robust to control for reputation, and how reputation cues might moderate the effect of
the integrity and integration commitments. This attribute can take five potential values:
First, it can be omitted, to estimate the effect of the primary attributes without the
influence of a reputation cue. Second, it can take an abstract prestige value of either high
or Jow. Finally, it can take a research content value, indicating that the university has a
particular reputation regarding either climate research or covid research. Doing so,
allows for testing both whether different levels of prestige alter the way in which
universities are evaluated, i.e. are people more lenient when evaluating high prestige
institutions, as well as the influence of performance in specific value loaded areas of
research in climate and covid research.

This generates university profiles that look like the example in Figure 3.1.1 below. Note
that both the level and order of the attributes is randomized. Moreover, the attribute and
its level are highlighted in bold to make reading easier for study participants.

Figure 3.1.1: Example of a randomly generated university profile from the experiment

How trustworthy do you find this university?

Is among the less prestigious universities in the country

Has strict procedures ensuring hearing the public when they are impacted by university research

Lacks procedures on diversity and inclusion amongst staff

Follows national recommendations on conflicts of interests in research

Has strict procedures to uphold honesty, transparency, and responsibility of research

Lacks procedures on public communication of the knowledge it produces

Notes: Example university profile. Order and level of attributes randomized for all profiles.
Rated on a scale of 0-10.
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Participants rate the trustworthiness of the fictional university on a scale from 0 to 10.
This exercise is repeated four times, with a newly generated profile presented each time.
After participants are done with these ratings, they are then asked to rank which
considerations mattered the most for their behaviour in the experimental tasks based on
the dimensions of trustworthiness widely used in the literature, that is expertise,
benevolence, integrity, and openness (Besley et al.,, 2021; Besley & Tiffany, 2023; Hendriks
et al, 2015). These four dimensions are rewritten into the statements seen in Figure 3.1.1.
Respondents are then asked to rank these considerations in order of how influential they
were for their trustworthiness evaluations. The initial order (prior to ranking) was
randomized to safeguard against order effects.

Figure 3.1.2. Ranking of the influence of dimensions of trustworthiness in the
experimental tasks

Please rank how influential the considerations below were in shaping your reaction
to the university profiles you just rated:

(Drag statements to rank)
Their willingness to interact with the public
Their level of concern for the good of public
Their commitment to ensure professional standards

Their ability to produce high quality research

Notes: Trustworthiness dimensions presented in a random order prior to ranking.

3.2 Survey flow

Figure 3.2 below shows a graphical representation of the survey flow. The first page of
the survey contains the informed consent form (available alongside the entire
questionnaire in the appendix, master in English in Appendix 7.1.1, and translations in
Appendix 7.1.2-7.17). For the sake of demonstrating sample characteristics and balance,
and investigating heterogeneous effects, the survey then includes a limited set of
background variables. These are grouped into a set of sociodemographic variables
(gender, age, education, professional proximity to science) and a set of attitudinal
variables (trust in science, trust in political institutions, ideological position, religiosity).
Participants are then briefed on the experimental task they are about to perform, being
told that “This study seeks to understand what makes people trust universities and
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research centres. On the following pages, you will be presented with a series of fictional
universities. These have different characteristics. Based on these characteristics, please
indicate how trustworthy you would find each university”. This is followed by the conjoint
experiment. Each participant rates four randomly generated fictional university profiles.
After completing the four rating tasks, participants then rank which theoretical
dimensions of trustworthiness (expertise, benevolence, integrity, and openness) was
most influential for their ratings. Finally, participants are debriefed, disclosing the
research question and providing a final opportunity for withdrawing from the study.
Withdrawal at any point in the survey is considered a retraction of consent.

Figure 3.2.1: Survey flow
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3.3 Integrity considerations

Throughout the design and implementation phases of the POIESIS survey experiment,
outmost care has been taken to minimize harm while simultaneously maximizing
research quality and adhering to research integrity and open science principles.

The study is approved by the ethical committee at the School of Business and Social
Sciences at Aarhus University. The application contained a description of the study and
the ethical considerations discussed in this section. The study was approved by the ethical
committee on the June 14" 2024.

The key ethical consideration was whether participants would be subject to any risk and
harm. As participants rated fictional universities and were made aware that this was the
case in the experiment briefing, no form of deception was employed. As such, it is very
unlikely that treatments could have any adverse effects on participants. Participants also
received informed consent prior to participation and had to consent to be eligible for
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participation (see exact wording in Appendix 7.1.1, and translations in Appendix 7.1.2
through 7.1.7). In addition, participants that did not fully complete the survey were
considered to have withdrawn consent and were made aware of this practice. This
effectively enabled withdrawal of consent at any time during the survey. In the debriefing,
participants were once again made aware of this practice to allow for post-participation
retraction of consent. After completion of the survey, however, participants are not
identifiable and as such withdrawal of consent after finalized participation is impossible.

To ensure transparency of all components of the research process, the study protocol
was made publicly available on the POIESIS Zenodo repository (Fuglsang, 2024) prior to
data collection. Additionally, the study was pre-registered, to ensure transparency in the
methodological and analytical approach (see details in Appendix 7.2). Moreover, after
academic publication of the main findings of the study, the data will be made publicly
available. Participants were made aware of this practice in the informed consent form.
Prior to publication, the final dataset will only be shared within the POIESIS consortium.
The survey was coded in Qualtrics and all data was collected in the Qualtrics system.
Access to the raw data was exclusive to Aarhus university, and identifiers (e.g. IP
addresses) were not collected to ensure full anonymity. In accordance with Aarhus
University guidelines, the data was removed from Qualtrics after the data collection was
completed.

3.4 Implementation

The survey experiment was first drafted in English and then translated into local
languages of the partner countries by the project partners. The recruitment was done
through the panel provider Norstat. All survey coding and data administration was run
by Aarhus University. The design and implementation of the study followed the
procedure laid out by the study protocol (Fuglsang, 2024), also presented in Table 3.3
below. The first draft of the protocol was written and circulated in May 2024. The study
was submitted for ethical approval at Aarhus University and received approval on June
141 2024. The questionnaire was developed in the summer of 2024. The master
questionnaire was finalized and submitted along with the finalized protocol on August
30™ 2024. The survey was translated and the translated versions were tested by the
partners in the seven partner countries (except the UK) throughout September of 2024.
After this, the study was preregistered at OSF, see Appendix 7.2, and the survey was
fielded in October and November 2024. The writing of this deliverable, including internal
review marks the final subtask of Task 2.4.
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Table 3.4: Tasks, responsibilities, and timeline for Task 2.4

Task Partner(s) Completion
2.4.1. Protocol (draft) AU, feedback from partners May

2.4.2: Ethics approval AU June

2.4.3: Questionnaire design AU, feedback from partners August
2.4.1: Protocol (final) AU August
2.4.4: Translation All partners September
2.4.5: Survey coding AU September
2.4.6. Testing All partners September
2.4.7. Preregistration AU October
2.4.8: Fielding AU November
2.4.9: Analysis AU, feedback from partners November
2.4.10: Deliverable D2.4 AU January

Funded by
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4 Findings

This chapter presents the findings of the POIESIS survey experiment. These follow the
procedures outlined in the protocol and preregistration. Section 4.1 presents the
characteristics of the sample and experiment across countries. Section 4.2 then presents
main results, on which the hypotheses and research questions are evaluated. Finally,
section 4.3 contains exploratory analyses to gain further insight into the underlying
patterns of the results of the experiment.

The study was run among 400 people of the age of 18 or above in each of the seven
POIESIS partner countries. The total survey sample is 2847 participants, due to minor
oversampling in some countries. The data was collected through panel provider Norstat
in October and November 2024. The sampling was set up with quotas to ensure national
representation on Gender and Age, other demographic representation relied on
recruitment practices of the panel provider.

All results are based on regressions simultaneously including all attributes and all full
sample regressions control for country clustering (country fixed effects and country
standard errors). Fixed effects regressions use the feols() function from the fixest
package (Berge et al., 2022), single country regressions use the base r Im() function. All
analyses are presented in graphical form using GGplot 2 (Wickham, 2011), patchwork
(Pedersen, 2024), and ggridges (Wilke, 2024) to produce the figures. Furthermore, for all
analyses the trustworthiness measure has been standardized (mean O, standard
deviation 1) within countries. Moderation analyses are performed as split-sample
regressions for ease of presentation. Regression outputs for the main analyses are
included as tables in Appendix 7.3. Two additional models with further control are
available in Appendix 7.3.1. These show that control for rating order does not change
results, indicating that learning is not an issue across the repeated ratings. Moreover,
including individual fixed effects does not change results, indicating successful
randomization.

4.1 Descriptives

The sociodemographic characteristics of the sample can be seen in Figure 4.1.1. Gender
is split almost 50/50 in all countries, with a very small minority of non-binary participants
(in white in the middle, barely visible due to the low proportion). For Spain, Portugal, and
Greece respondents above 65 are underrepresented, due to difficulties in recruiting these
groups in online surveys. The educational makeup of the sample generally shows @
satisfactory distribution. However, it is worth noting that national educational
classifications, especially for Germany and Denmark, do not follow the same scheme as
the master questionnaire. As such the apparent imbalance is likely mostly an artefact of
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reclassifying the national setups, which were used in translated the surveys, to the
general scheme of the merged dataset. Finally, proximity to science is measured through
professional involvement with science. Most participants do not work with science, while
fewer are involved in various ways. Note that the Greek sample reports a particularly
high reported level relation to science. It is uncertain what exactly causes this pattern,
though we suspect this to be combination of language and institutional factors.

Figure 4.1.1: Sociodemographic characteristics of participants split by country

Gender Age Education Proximity
DE ] e N B -
DK l - || . 11
ES - /V\ - |
FR I =Hm_ i
GR - /\/L Ele_ b el e
PT B in._ i
UK B ml._ 1

0.0 0.5 1.0 20 40 60 80 Lower Higher Distant Proximate

Notes: For gender, light is women, dark is men and white (in the middle) is non-binary.
Eaducation shows the unified version of the education variable with the levels of: Primary
eaucation, Lower secondary education (Middle school) Upper secondary education
(High school), Bachelor’s or equivalent level Master's or equivalent level and Doctoral or
equivalent level Proximity to science asks respondents “Are you professionally involved
with science?” taking the levels of. Indirectly or occasionally, No/Not really, Yes, | am a
science student Yes, | am a scientist/researcher, and Yes, it is part of my work.

The participants were then asked to indicate their attitudes on four variables: Their trust
in science, their trust in political institutions, their ideology on a left-right scale, and their
level of religiosity. All of these were recorded on 11-point (0-10) scales. The distributions
of these variables across countries can be seen in figure 4.1.2 below. Across all countries
trust in science is high, the overall sample mean is 7.6 out of 10. This aligns with existing
knowledge on attitudes towards science as an abstract concept (e.g. European
Commission, 2021). There is however some slight variation, in that the French sample is
~.8 scale points below the full sample mean. The highest trusting country, Spain, is ~.5
above the sample mean. However, it is uncertain to which degree this variation is the
result of actual trust climates, cultures, or an artefact of language or other differences.
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Moreover, it should be noted that the distributions of trust in science are highly uniform
across countries, with a large group of high trustors and a smaller group of ambivalent
people in the middle in most countries.

In contrast to trust in science, trust in political institutions is lower. The mean trust is 4.1
and the variation is also small across countries (highest Denmark 4.8, lowest France 3.4).
However, there is clear variation in the modality of the distributions, indicating different
landscapes in trust in political institutions across countries. Regarding ideology on a
left/right scale, all countries are centred around a centrist position (mean = 5.2), with
approximately equal amounts of right- and left-wing participants. Finally, regarding
religiosity almost all countries have a considerable proportion of areligious participants
(at 0), then a group of agnostics (around 5), and a group indicating varying levels of
reported religiosity (i.e. above 5).

Figure 4.1.2: Prior attitudes of participants split by country

Trust in Science Trust in Politics Ideology Religiousity
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Notes: All attitudes are recorded on 0-10 scales, reported as density plots with a
banadwidth of .5. For both trust questions, 10 is very high trust, for ideology 10 is very right
wing, for religiosity 10 is very religious.

Finally, the distributions on the trustworthiness ratings from the experimental tasks as
well as the time spent interacting with the experimental tasks is worth noting. This can be
seen in Figure 4.1.3 below. As seen in the first pane, the participants use the entirety of the
scale in evaluating the universities, with a mean just above the midpoint at 5.9. This is a
bit higher in Spain and Portugal where the mean is around 6.3. For some countries,
notably France, there is a tendency to pick the middle category, perhaps indicating that
the exercise was seen as either difficult or unengaging for some participants. This later
point is also supported by the last two panes. First the rating time (note the exponential

N
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scale on the x-axis), shows that a high proportions of experimental tasks were done very
quickly (>10 seconds), which would indicate limited engagement among some
participants. Building on this, however, the rating time by rating order (all participants did
four ratings) shows how the mean rating time is considerably higher for the first rating
than the subsequent. This might indicate that once familiar with the format, rating time
reached a natural plateau.

Figure 4.1.3: Trustworthiness ratings of university profiles and rating time in the
experimental tasks split by country

Trustworthiness Rating time Rating time
Ratings (distribution) (by order)
o /\ =
- A
= L &
FR //\ k i —O0—
GR /\ /L_ 4
PT /\ k ¢ o
UK 3:_
0 5 10 10 30 60 120 0 10 20 30 40

Notes: Distributions on the trustworthiness ratings from the experimental tasks,
aistribution of rating time (note the exponential scale), and mean rating time across the
four rating tasks (white on top is first rating, dark blue on bottom is fourth). Note that
extreme outliers of rating time of 10 minutes or more are excluded.

4.2 Main analyses

The main analyses aim to answer the hypotheses and research questions:

H1 Commitment to research integrity in research performing organizations
increases trust in science.

H2 Commitment to societal integration in research performing organizations
increases trust in science.

RQ1 To which degree are effects of integrity and integration consistent across
countries?

RQ2 To which degree are effects of integrity and integration moderated by
organization reputation?
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The two hypotheses are investigated in full sample regressions simultaneously including
all attributes, these are presented in Section 4.21. RQ1 and RQ2 are answered through
split sample regressions on countries (4.2.2) and the reputation attribute level (4.2.3)
respectively.

421 The effects of research integrity and societal integration

The effects of commitment to integrity and integration on trustworthiness ratings are
shown in Figure 4.2.1. For this analysis the reference group for all integrity and integration
attributes is “lacks procedures”. For the reputation attribute the reference is when this
attribute is omitted. As such, the positive estimates for all integrity and integration
attributes indicates that all forms of commitment have a positive effect on
trustworthiness perceptions. That is, both levels of commitment, following national
recommendations or having strict procedures, produce higher trustworthiness
perceptions than the lack of commitment does. This supports both hypotheses H1 and
H2.

Figure 4.2.1: Effects of integrity, integration, and reputation on trustworthiness ratings

Integrity recommendations | —O0—
principles strict procedures I . —
Conflicts of recommendations | — O
interest  strict procedures I — 00—
Diversity and recommendations | —0—
inclusion strict procedures I -0
Public  recommendations | —O0—
hearings  strict procedures I —O0—
Public  recommendations | —0—
communication  strict procedures I —0—
prestige (high) | —O0—
- prestige (low) —O0— |
Reputation research (climate) | —O—
research (covid) -T—0—
-0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6

Notes: Recommendations is ‘“follows national recommendations”. strict js “has strict
procedures”. For the five first attributes the reference level is “lacks procedures” for
reputation the reference level is no cue. OLS regressions with country fixed effects and
country clustered standard errors. Trustworthiness rating is standardized within
countries.
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There are, however, several noteworthy patterns to discuss. First, while participants are
quite receptive to commitment to all forms of integrity and integration, they clearly do
not distinguish between the two kinds of commitment. Across all attributes, the
effectiveness of the “national recommendations”™ and the “strict procedures” are
statistically indistinguishable. For all but the “diversity and inclusion” attribute the
difference is in the expected direction (strict procedures more effective), but of
insignificant magnitude. It should be noted that this finding is consistent with prior
research which similarly shows that while the public is sensitive to commitment towards
replication when contrasted with the lack thereof, they are less sensitive to the details of
replication (Hendriks et al,, 2020).

Second, integrity principles (commitment to “Honesty, transparency, and responsibility”)
outperforms all the other attributes in its effectiveness. Other than a small positive gap
for the conflict-of-interest attribute, the rest of the integrity and integration attributes
have approximately the same influence on the trustworthiness evaluation. It could be
seen as unexpected that the least concrete attribute causes the largest effect, especially
given findings from prior studies of POIESIS that indicate sensitivity to content and
context (Entradas et al, 2023). However, this further motivate the conclusion that it is
(lack of) commitment to good practice rather than the specificities of this practice which
resonates with the public.

Third, it should be noted that the effects of commitment to research integrity and societal
integration is robust to control for organizational reputation. Furthermore, integrity and
integration are also of comparable or greater magnitude than the effects of reputation.
As such, this is evidence supporting the assumptions that the public is sensitive to
commitments towards research integrity and societal integration alongside, and
potentially over, reputation.

4.2.2 Country differences

RQ1 asks whether the effects seen above are constant across countries. That is, if the
experiment is seen as seven separate studies set in different countries would these lead
to the same conclusion regarding the effectiveness of institutional commitment towards
integrity and integration? This question is investigated in Figure 4.2.2. Given the lack of
differences between the two levels of commitment to integrity and integration initiatives
found in the analysis of the main effect above, the model is run with a simplified version
of the treatment having either lack of commitment (reference) or having one of the two
forms of commitment. As such effects below are the effect of having any form of
commitment relative to having none. Separate analyses for each country, compared to
the full sample analysis, can be seen in Appendix 7.4
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Figure 4.2.2: Effects of integrity, integration, and reputation split by country.
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Notes: Effect of institutional commitment (either following national recommendations or
having strict procedures) compared to “lacks procedures’. and prestige/research
compared to no cue. OLS regressions separately run per country. Trustworthiness rating
is standardized within countries.

Across all countries all commitments have a positive effect on trustworthiness ratings.
Effect sizes and patterns do, however, differ. Regarding the highest performing attribute,
integrity principles, the Danish sample is more sensitive to the treatment than participants
in the other countries. Both Denmark and the UK are particularly sensitive to
commitments towards safeguarding against conflicts of interest, whereas the Greek
sample is not very sensitive to this. Commitment towards securing diversity and inclusion
among staff has the most grouped results of any of the attributes, with very little cross-
cultural variation. Regarding sensitivity to commitment to public hearings, the Greek and
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British sample are the least and most sensitive respectively. Finally, public
communication commitment produces a considerable spread between the sensitivity
across countries, Denmark most sensitive, UK and Greece close behind, and little
sensitivity in Spain and Portugal. As such, there is clearly a cultural dimension to how
commitment to research integrity and social integration affects trustworthiness
perceptions. However, it is equally notable that all commitments matter in all investigated
countries.

Turning to the country differences across the reputation cues, results show smaller
effects of these treatments in line with the full sample regressions. High prestige receives
higher trustworthy ratings than omitting the reputation cue, whereas low prestige does
the opposite, and the specific research cues does very little to trustworthiness ratings. It
should however be noted that the Portuguese respondents stand out as particularly
sensitive to these cues.

4.2.3 The moderating role of reputation

RQ2 asks whether general reputation moderates the effect of the focal attributes
concerning integrity and integration. As noted above, the mere inclusion of this attribute
in the university profiles does not eliminate the effects of the integrity and integration
attributes, which suggests that the main effects are not merely an artefact of reputation.
The key interest in this section, however, is whether the reputation attribute moderates
the effect of the integrity and integration attributes. This is examined in the split-sample
regressions in Figure 4.2.3 below. Again, given the lack of difference between forms of
commitment (see Section 4.2.1), the simplified commitment measure is implemented.

Overall, the effects of the integrity and integration attributes are not conditional on
whether a reputation cue is provided nor on the level that it takes. Generally, effects of
all research integrity and societal integration are very similar across split samples across
the reputation variable. Furthermore, interaction models in Appendix 7.3.2 confirm that
differences are below conventional thresholds for statistical significance for the vast
majority of interaction terms between the integrity/integration attributes and the
reputation attribute. As such, reputation is not a notable moderator of institutional
commitment to either integrity or integration.

Three minor but noteworthy exceptions should be highlighted. First, the effect of integrity
principles when given no reputation cue is slightly higher, indicating that this specific
attribute displays the expected reduction in effectiveness. However, even though effects
are reduced the effect of the integrity principles attribute remains the highest in the face
of reputation cues. Additionally, the effect of the diversity and inclusion attribute is slightly
lower when given the high prestige cue, and the effect of the public hearings attribute is
lower when given the “covid research” cue. These patterns may indicate that in some
instances reputation cues can reduce the effect of integrity and integration cues, or that
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some combinations of reputation and commitments affect trustworthiness in a certain
way. However, the overall conclusion is that commitment to both research integrity and
societal integration is very robust to reputation cues.

Figure 4.2.3: Effects of integrity and integration commitment split by reputation levels
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Notes: Effect of institutional commitment (either following national recommendations or
having strict procedures) compared to ‘lacks procedures”. Split sample regressions
across levels of the reputation attribute. OLS regressions with country fixed effects and
country clustered standard errors. Trustworthiness rating is standardized within
countries.

4.3 Exploratory analyses

While the main questions of study are answered by the above analyses, as outlined in
the preregistration a series of exploratory analyses are run in addition. These are chosen
to gain further insight on potential nuances missed above as well as testing for potential
issues. Specifically, these exploratory analyses investigate five additional questions. First,
Section 4.3.1 looks at the question of alignment between participants behaviour in the
experimental tasks and their rated importance of dimensions of trustworthiness. This is
done to align our findings with existing conceptualizations of trustworthiness. In the
second and third sections, heterogenous effects across prior attitudes (4.3.2) and
socioeconomics (4.3.3) are investigated. Both exploratory analyses are included to
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understand whether institutional commitments towards research integrity and societal
integration are more relevant for fostering trust for same than others. Fourth, Section
4.3.4 investigates the role of attention and interaction with the experiment by turning to
moderation from time taken in the experiment and the random order in which attributes
were presented. Finally, Section 4.3.5 shows cross-attribute interactions, to investigate
whether the combination of certain commitments lead to larger or smaller effects.

For all of these, the simplified versions of the treatment variables are used. In this
simplified treatment variable, both versions of commitment to the research integrity and
societal integration attributes (“national recommendations” and “strict procedures™) are
collapsed, to investigate the difference between commitment and lack of commitment.
This is implemented as both treatments have almost identical effects (see Section 4.2.1).

431 Comparing effects across importance of trustworthiness dimensions

As noted above, we seek to align our study with existing studies on trust perceptions by
incorporating existing conceptualizations of trustworthiness. We do this by investigating
whether the main findings of the experiment align with participants own reports of which
dimensions of trustworthiness mattered the most for them when rating the universities.
To gauge this, participants were asked to rank four dimensions relevant to trust in
science. These build on the work of Besley et al. (2021) asking participants to rank which
of openness (their willingness to interact with the public), benevolence (their level of
concern for the good of the public), integrity (their commitment to ensure professional
standards), or expertise (their ability to produce high quality research) was the most
important.

Figure 4.3.1.1: Ranked importance of trustworthiness dimension in experimental task

openness - benevolence - integrity - expertise

1st
2nd
3rd

4th

Proportion

Notes: Proportion ranking each of the four trustworthiness dimensions as ' to 4" most
important for how university profiles were ranked.
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Overwhelmingly, participants indicate that expertise was the most important dimension
for the way they rated the universities trustworthiness, 42 % of the sample indicating that
this was the most important, see Figure 4.3.1.1 above. This could be seen as inconsistent
with the smaller effects of the reputation cues in the analyses above. However, it might
be speculated that some of the integrity attributes, perhaps particularly the integrity
principles, might be perceived as a form of expertise. That is, a university which has the
ability to secure “honesty, transparency, and responsibility” could be interpreted as a
university that produces high quality research. The second most important dimension
according to the participants is integrity, which aligns with the finding that integrity
principles is the most effectful attribute in all analyses. In fact, 39 % of participants have
expertise and integrity as their top two most important characteristics for how they rated
the universities. On the opposite end, openness is clearly rated as least important for the
trustworthiness ratings, 46 % picking this as the bottom characteristic.

Figure 4.3.1.2: Effects of integrity, integration, and reputation split by most important
dimension of trustworthiness

Openness Benevolence Integrity Expertise

Integrity
principles
Conflicts of
interest
Diversity and
inclusion
Public

hearings
Public
communication

o

(o}

6 0 o ©

Prestige (high)
Prestige (low)
Research (climate)

Research (covid)

'#‘?‘*‘Ts"{'&‘ﬂ‘

%
e

0.0 03 06 0.0 0.3 0.6 0.0 0.3 0.6 0.0 03 06

Notes: Effect of institutional commitment (national recommendations or Strict
procedures) compared to ‘lacks procedures’ and prestige/research compared to no
cue. Split sample regressions across self-rated most important trustworthiness
dimension. OLS regressions with country fixed effects and country clustered standard
errors. Trustworthiness rating is standardized within countries.
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To further investigate these patters Figure 4.3.1.2 shows the results of regressions split by
which trustworthiness dimensions participants rated as the most important for their
ratings in the experimental tasks. This allows for assessing whether respondent
behaviour in the experiment aligns with self-reported prioritization. Doing so shows, first,
that participants who rank integrity or expertise to be most important for their
trustworthiness ratings are impacted the most by the university characteristics across
the board. Second, as might be expected those who find openness most important are
only affected by the two integration items alongside integrity principles, indicating that
their behaviour in the experiment mirrors their self-professed priorities. Third, across
benevolence, integrity, and expertise, in that order, the effect of prestige does slightly
increase, which aligns with an expectation that the more important the output is vis-a-vis
motivations the more prestige matters for trustworthiness ratings.

4.3.2 Heterogenous effects across attitudes

Turning to heterogenous effects of the treatments, the first point of interest is the role of
prior attitudes in moderating the effects of commitment to integrity and integration. All
four attitudes (trust in science, trust in political institutions, left-right ideology, and level
of religiosity) were included based on the expectation that they might matter for
differences in trustworthiness ratings. To investigate the moderating role of these
attitudes, split sample regressions are presented below for each of these attitudes,
splitting the sample into two groups, one below the neutral value (5, neither/nor) and one
above the neutral value. As such, in these splits participants saying neither/nor, i.e. the
middle value, are excluded. This is done for the sake of ease of presentation and has no
consequences for the conclusions.

Results show that differences in effect sizes across prior attitudes are generally low, with
the notable exception of trust in science. As such, further investigation of this particular
variation is presented below. For the three remaining attitudes, trust in political
institutions, political ideclogy, and religion, differences are generally quite small. The two
notable differences being that left-wing and areligious respondents are more sensitive
to the diversity and inclusion attribute as well as to the integrity principles attribute.
Especially the patterns for diversity and inclusion indicate that commitments might be
more effectful when they align with individual values.

As noted above, effects of the treatments are notably heterogeneous across prior levels
of trust in science. These differences are clear and of considerable magnitude. In fact,
for participants who indicate low trust in science, the effects of the treatments are nearly
undetectable. Though it should be noted that this group makes up only 5 percent of the
total sample, it is notable that this group is seemingly not receptive to differences in
university commitments.
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Figure 4.3.2.1: Effects of integrity, integration, and reputation split by prior attitudes
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Notes: FEffect of institutional commitment (national recommendations or Strict
procedures) compared to ‘lacks procedures” and prestige/research compared to no
cue. Split sample regressions either low (below 5) or high (above 5) on the prior attitude
measures. OLS regressions with country fixed effects and country clustered standard
errors. Trustworthiness rating is standardized within countries.

To further investigate this dynamic of heterogenous effects across prior trust in science,
Figure 4.3.2.2 below shows local regression estimates (LOESS) for trustworthiness ratings
(y-axis) across prior trust in science (x-axis). The mean trustworthiness rating in
commitment treatment conditions shown in blue and mean in lack of commitment
treatments in red. Mirroring the above, this shows that participants who indicate to have
a neutral (neither/nor) or lower level of trust in science prior to the experiment are not
sensitive to the integrity and integration commitments. The effect of the treatment,
corresponding to the gap between the two lines, is basically non-existent at low levels of
prior trust, but appears among participants who have at least some trust in science. This
could be read in two ways. First, the effect of integrity and integration commitments are
less effective in producing trust among those who lack it to begin with, but quite effectful
in bolstering trust in those who are trusting prior to receiving such information. Second,
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this could be interpreted as indications that lack of commitment does not further
decrease trust among low trusters, but it reduces trustworthiness perceptions among
those that trust science in first place, indicating that commitments towards research
integrity and societal integrations are needed to maintain trust,

Figure 4.3.2.2: Trustworthiness ratings in experimental groups across trust in science

Integrity Conflicts Diversity & Public Public

" principles of interest inclusion hearings comm
& 0.5
k=

(o2}
g °°
Q -
2 8 05 /
-
[72)
E -1.0

0 5 10 0 5 10 0 5 100 5 10 0 5 10

Prior trust in science

Notes: Trustworthiness ratings as smooth local regression (LOESS) in the no commitment
condiitions (red) and the commitment conditions (blue) across levels of prior trust in
sclence.

4.3.3 Heterogeneous effects across sociodemographics

Just like the attitudinal position might matter for sensitivity to the treatments, variation
in sensitivity across sociodemographics could also be expected. In this study, we
recorded gender, age, education, and professional proximity to science. The overall
conclusion from the split sample regressions below, however, is that sociodemographics
are not very consequential for receptivity to institutional commitment to integrity and
integration.

It should be noted that many sociodemographic groups have a low number of
respondents, and that the resulting uncertainty limits the strength of the conclusions
regarding heterogenous effects across sociodemographics. This is particularly important
to note given that prior research indicate that specific social groups have specific needs
and relations to science (Dawson, 2018; Humm & Schrogel, 2020). Therefore, the results
in this section should not be taken to indicate that everyone receives information on
institutional commitment in the same way, rather that we do not see systematic variation
in how the resulting trustworthiness ratings turn out. Dedicated research would be
needed to fully understand these dynamics.

Gender and age splits are shown in Figure 4331 below. Note that non-binary
respondents are not included in this analysis due to the very low number of participants
identifying as such, resulting in extreme uncertainty. The overall pattern for both gender
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and age is that neither produce heterogenous effects of the treatment. The one
exception that men are less sensitive to commitment to diversity and inclusion than
women.

Figure 4.3.3.1: Effects of integrity, integration, and reputation split by gender and age

Gender Age
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Notes: Effect of institutional commitment (national recommendations or Strict
procedures) compared to ‘lacks procedures’. and prestige/research compared to no
cue. Split sample regressions across gender and age. OLS regressions with country fixed
effects and country clustered standard errors. Trustworthiness rating is standardized
within countries.

Figure 4.3.3.2 shows heterogenous effects across educational levels. It should be noted
that both the group holding only primary education and the group holding doctoral
degree are very small. Especially for people with only primary education, the smallest
group, this means that the estimates are extremely uncertain, and as such this group has
been excluded from the figure. The overall pattern is that educational background
matters for the effects of some attributes, though the statistical certainty is quite low. For
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integrity principles, this does not affect people who hold PhDs but affects everyone else.
For the two other integrity attributes, conflicts of interest and diversity and inclusion, the
pattern is reversed, and the effect is slightly higher for PhD holders. Finally low prestige
seems to only matter for participants with Master’s or PhD degrees.

Figure 4.3.3.2: Effects of integrity, integration, and reputation split by education
—O—- Doctoral —=Q— Bachelor’s —@— Lower secondary

-O—- Master's —@— Upper secondary
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A
Research (climate)
I @
| Y

Research (covid) E?
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Notes: Effect of institutional commitment (national recommendations or Strict
procedures) compared to ‘lacks procedures’ and prestige/research compared to no
cue. Split sample regressions across unified educational level. OLS regressions with
country fixed eftfects and country clustered standard errors. Trustworthiness rating is
standardized within countries.

Finally, participants were asked to indicate their professional proximity to science. Split
sample regressions based on this variable are shown in Figure 4.3.3.3. This too produces
estimates of considerable statistical uncertainty. Furthermore, other than science
students being more sensitive to the climate research cue and science communication
commitment, no notable patterns are apparent. As such it seems that being involved with
science does not particularly matter for how people are affected by the integration and
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integrity profiles of the universities. However, the lack of respondents having close
relation to science might also play a role in the uncertainty of these findings.

Figure 4.3.3.3. Effects of integrity, integration, and reputation split by professional
proximity to science (Are you professionally involved with science?)

—O— | am a scientist/researcher —O— it is part of my work - No
—O— | am a science student —@— Indirectly or occasionally
Integrity | Q D
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Notes: FEffect of institutional commitment (national recommendations or Strict
procedures) compared to ‘lacks procedures” and prestige/research compared to no
cue. Split sample regressions across protfessional proximity to science. OLS regressions
with country fixed effects and country clustered standard errors. Trustworthiness rating
is standardized within countries.

4.3.4 Time and order effects

The following analyses investigate time spent on interacting with the experiment tasks
and the effect of the order of the presentation attributes. This aims to understand, first,
the role of attention in the experimental tasks for the results of the experiment. Second,
to assess whether learning plays a role in participants behaviour (which would violate
assumptions at the basis of repeated ratings). Finally, to understand whether participants
are differentially affected by cues based on the order in which they are presented.
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Figure 4.3.4.1. Effects of integrity, integration, and reputation split by time spent on
experimental task and viewing order
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Notes: Effect of institutional commitment (national recommendations or Strict
procedures) compared to ‘lacks procedures’ and prestige/research compared to no
cue. Split sample regressions across time spent rating and the position in the order of
rating tasks. OLS regressions with country fixed effects and country clustered standard
errors. Trustworthiness rating is standardized within countries.

The left pane of Figure 4.3.4.1 shows regressions split by how much time respondents
spend rating the university profiles. Splits are based on quartiles of time spent. The
quarter of participants who spent the least amount of time, spending less than 6.8
seconds, are hardly affected by the treatment. This is not surprising given the very limited
interaction with the treatment possible in such a short time. It could be argued that this
low engagement group should be excluded from the study. However, it might
alternatively be argued that it is very reasonable to expect a large portion of people in
the real-world being disengaged with this form of information (or science in general; Losi,
2023). In the design of the study, we aligned with the later argument, and as such, these
disengaged participants are included for the sake of realism. The last 75 % of
participants, spending more than 6.8 seconds on the ratings, are affected by all integrity
and integration attributes indicating that even very brief consideration makes a
difference for evaluation.
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The right pane in Figure 4.3.4.1 turns to viewing order. All participants rate four fictional
universities in the experiment. It might be feared that effect sizes changes across viewing
order as this would indicate learning, which would violate the assumptions that form the
base of the conjoint design. There are however no signs that effectiveness of the integrity
and integration attributes vary significantly across viewing order, though minor changes
can be seen for the prestige levels. This latter point is however not a problem for the
main interest of the study, the effect of integrity and integration commitments. It should
also be noted that if the study had been run as a single-evaluation study, the main
conclusions would be unaltered.

Turning to viewing position, i.e. the random placement of the attribute on a university
profile, Figure 4.3.4.2 shows how these matter for effect sizes. This is presented both with
and without the prestige attribute as this attribute has a considerably different character
than the rest. However, both versions clearly show that being lower on the list of attributes
hardly changes effect sizes, indicating a similar level of interaction with the attributes
regardless of position. As such, participants seem to interact with the full list of university
characteristics. They do not latch on to the first and/or last attribute and ignore the rest
of the information.

Figure 4.3.4.2: Effect of commitment by position of attribute in the order of university
attributes

Effect of position Effect of position
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First - —0— First | ——
Second I —e— l
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Notes: Effect of attribute position ie. was it first second. etc, in the list of attributes
describing any fictional university. The left pane includes the prestige attribute (coded as
no cue or cue), right pane excluding prestige due to the different variable characteristic.
OLS regressions with country fixed effects and country clustered standard errors.
Trustworthiness rating s standardized within countries.
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4.3.5 Cross-attribute interactions

Finally, it might be asked whether attributes moderate the effects of each other. To
provide an overview of cross-attribute interactions, Figure 4.3.5 shows split samples
across all simplified integrity and integration attributes. The general picture emerging
from this analysis is that none of the integrity and integration attributes matter
dramatically for the effects of the remaining attributes. It might be noted that while
moderations among integrity and integration attributes are very minor, some of the
reputation attribute values are sensitive to commitment to specific integrity and
integration measures. These, naturally, mirror the interactions seen in section 4.2.3, as
they show the same moderations from the opposite perspective.

Figure 4.3.5.1: Effects of integrity, integration, and reputation split by integrity and
integration attributes
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Notes: Effect of institutional commitment (national recommendations or Strict
procedures) compared to ‘lacks procedures”, and prestige/research compared to no
cue. Split sample regressions across each of the (simplitied) integrity and integration
attributes. OLS regressions with country fixed effects and country clustered standard
errors. Trustworthiness rating is standardized within countries.
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5 Discussion and conclusions

The POIESIS survey experiment tests the expectation that institutional commitment to
research integrity and societal integration affects trust in science. It does so in a conjoint
survey experiment in which respondents rate the trustworthiness of fictional university
profiles, which are randomly assigned levels of institutional commitment to research
integrity and societal integration.

The main result of the study is that institutional commitment to both research integrity
and societal integration affects trustworthiness perceptions. However, participants are
not particularly sensitive to the character of the commitment. Participants have nearly
identical ratings of “adhering to national recommendations”™ and “having strict
procedures”, but both are rated as more trustworthy than “lacking procedures”. These
findings are mirrored across the seven countries investigated, though the patterns in
magnitudes of effects differ. Moreover, the effects of such commitments are not
significantly diminished by providing information on organization reputation.

The primary finding, that members of the public are sensitive to institutional commitment
to integrity and integration, is consistent with the assumptions that POIESIS sets out to
test. That is, it does indeed matter whether research organizations commit to research
integrity and societal integration when their trustworthiness is evaluated. In fact, all forms
of commitment included in the experiment affect trustworthiness ratings and do so
independently from one another. Prior studies identify related integrity measures,
especially among researchers, as relevant for trust, i.e. replicability (Anvari & Lakens,
2019; Hendriks et al, 2020; Methner et al., 2023; Wingen et al., 2020), special interests in
research (Critchley et al,, 2015; Critchley, 2008), and open science practices (Rosman et
al., 2022). However, this study is the first to turn attention to the commitments of research
performing organizations, demonstrating the potential of institutional commitment
towards integrity and integration to influence trust.

However, this simple interpretation could naturally be nuanced, and two points of
discussion may be of special relevance in understanding the implications of these
findings. First, it might be asked whether the results indicate sensitivity to specific integrity
and integration commitments or to commitment to doing good as such. That is, what
exactly is it that people are reacting to, and does this correspond to what we are
assuming? The lack of difference between the effects of “national recommendations”
and “strict procedures” suggests that while commitment matters, its form and degree
might be less crucial. The pattern of almost equal magnitude of effects of different forms
of commitment, other than commitment to integrity principles, hints in the same direction.
As such, it might be asked whether what we see is sensitivity to commitment to specific
standards of research, or if it is merely sensitivity to good intentions in a more abstract
sense. While the simple implication of either interpretation is perhaps similar, institutional
commitment to integrity and integration matters for trust, this could challenge
assumptions on sensitivity to specific aspects of these commitments. l.e. it might not be
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committing to a specific practice (e.g. safeguarding against special interests) that
matters, but rather the good intentions inherent to committing to research integrity and
societal integration.

The second consideration is the degree to which the results of this study are transferable
out of the proverbial laboratory. We show notable effects in the very short term, and
while results are clear, the setting is artificial. It should be noted that even among
recruited and compensated survey participants, a sizeable amount of about a quarter
chooses not to meaningfully engage with the integrity and integration information. This
might lead to an underestimation of the influence of such commitments for people who
receive this type of information but should also be an indication that this is not a form of
information that is naturally engaging. Moreover, given the subject matter of the study,
it might also be asked whether participants might alter their behaviour to mirror what
they believe we want (demand bias) or to appear as they think is most desirable (social
desirability bias). As such, while we clearly demonstrate sensitivity, the breadth and
magnitude of such effects are not clearly established. Deeper understanding of the
underlying psychological mechanisms for how people make these evaluations and
when/whether they receive it requires additional investigation.

The study also tested the potential cross-cultural heterogeneity of effects of institutional
commitment to research integrity and societal integration. While translations pose some
difficulties in precisely evaluating cultural differences, it seems that sensitivity to integrity
and integration cues is universal, at least in the included countries. The exact patterns of
magnitude, however, are different. It might rightfully be asked whether different patterns
in magnitude are a matter of cultural differences, differences in local science systems,
political climates, or any other potential factors. Furthermore, while the countries included
represent a wide range in the context of Europe, though with the notable exception of
eastern Europe, it might be asked whether these results are applicable to other contexts.
Cross-cultural uniformity in large parts of Europe does not equate to generalizability
elsewhere, and additional research would be needed to establish the apparent
universality of the findings of this studu.

The final research question asked whether the effects of commitment towards research
integrity and societal integration would be less impactful when respondents
simultaneously receive cues on organization reputation. That is, if people are told that
the university is good does it then matter whether it does good? The answer to this
question, is that integrity and integration clearly matters, even when a reputation cue is
given. In fact, whether cues on prestige level or research contents are given hardly
matters for the effect sizes of institutional commitment to integrity and integration. The
only, but perhaps notable, exception is regarding the principles of integrity, which does
perform better when no reputation cue is given. Overall, this finding implies that
commitment to research integrity and societal integration is separate and robust to
reputation, and notably that respondents do not apply different standards to universities
based on university prestige.
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Sensitivity to institutional commitment to integrity and integration is not highly differential
across individual characteristics included in the experiment. Across attitudinal levels,
there are minor differences regarding the diversity and inclusion attribute indicating
some value-based differences in sensitivity. Across sociodemographic groups, education
and professional proximity to science seems to relate to some differences in effects, but
such patterns have high statistical uncertainty. The notable finding regarding
heterogenous effects is the differences in effect sizes across prior trust in science.
Specifically, among participants who have low trust in science, i.e. indicate 5 or less on
the 11-point trust in science scale prior to the experiment, there is no effect of the integrity
and integration commitments. As noted above, this could motivate two interpretations.
First, the interpretation that low trust individuals are not sensitive to efforts towards
research integrity and societal integration, and that institutional commitments to these
therefore cannot produce trust. Second, it could be interpreted as an indication that the
lack of commitment to these ideals is detrimental to trust, but only for those who started
out trusting science, and that such commitments are therefore crucial to maintaining
trust. These two readings are not mutually exclusive, and it should be noted that the low
trust participants are a very small percentage of the total sample. However, it is worth
noting this difference in sensitivity, as it speaks to the core question of the trust-building
and/or -maintaining properties of institutional commitment to research integrity and
societal integration.

This study provides evidence for the claim that institutional commitments towards
research integrity and societal integration matters for public trust in science. Across
countries and in the face of competing cues on organization reputation effects are clear.
However, the findings also provide nuances to the discussion of what exactly it is about
these commitments that make it to the public understanding of science. Prior results in
the POIESIS project suggest that the public is receptive to nuances in forms of
commitment to integrity and integration. While the results of the POIESIS survey
experiment reiterates sensitivity to institutional commitments towards research integrity
and societal integration, it also raises questions on the character of this sensitivity and
the degree to which different forms of commitment are really seen as sides to the same
issue. The next steps of the POIESIS project will bring together the different streams of
evidence to provide more broadly founded discussions on when and how these
commitments matter for public trust, and how trust-building and -maintenance may be
achieved.
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7 Appendix

7.1 Questionnaires in all languages

All questionnaire translations are available below. Each subheading was presented as a
new page. Possible responses are provided as bullet points.

711  English (Master)

7.1.1.1 Consent
Thank you for your interest in participating in this studu.

This study investigates what makes people trust scientific institutions. The survey will take
about 10 minutes to complete. The study is a part of the POIESIS project financed by the
European Union’s horizon Europe programme (HORISON-WIDERA-2021-ERA-01) under
grant number 101057253. Recruitment is administered by Norstat. The study is led by
Aarhus University (Denmark) in collaboration with London School of Economics (UK),
Wissenschaft im Dialog (Germany), National Technical University of Athens (Greece),
Instituto Universitario de Lisboa (Portugal), Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique
(France), and Agencia Estatal Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas (Spain).

Data will be fully anonymous, and the researchers behind the study will not be able to
identify you or connect you to your responses. If you wish to contact the researchers
behind the study, please email research responsible Simon Fuglsang at
simon.fuglsang@ps.au.dk.

Data will be administered by Aarhus University in Denmark. Data will be shared among
the partner organizations. After publication of the study, the data will be made public to
facilitate transparency and reuse. Data will be kept indefinitely but will in no way be
traceable back to you, i.e. they will be fully anonymised. Findings will be published in a
public report and may be published in one or more research articles.

If you consent to the above please indicate so by clicking “I consent” below.

While answering the survey, you may withdraw your consent at any time by leaving the
survey. Any survey that is not completed is treated as having withdrawn consent and will
be deleted from the final data. Complete answers will not be traceable back to you:
therefore, it will not be possible to delete your answers after completion.
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e | consent
e | do not consent

7112 Demographics
What is your gender?

e Woman

e Man

e None of the above / Non-binary
e Prefer not to say

What is your age (in full years)?
e [Entered by respondent]
What is your highest level of education?

e Primary education

e Lower secondary education (Middle school)

e Upper secondary education (High school)
e Bachelor's or equivalent level

e Master's or equivalent level

e Doctoral or equivalent level

Are you professionally involved with science?

e Yes, | am a scientist/researcher
e Yes, | am a science student

e Yes, itis part of my work

e Indirectly or occasionally

e No/Not really

7113  Attitudes
How much trust do you have in science?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Very low level of trust
o (5) Neither/nor
o (10) Very high level of trust

How much trust do you have in political institutions?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Very low level of trust
o (5) Neither/nor
o (10) Very high level of trust
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Where do you place yourself on a political left-right scale?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Very left wing
o (5) Neither/nor
o (10) Very right wing

How religious would you say that you are?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Not at all religious
o (5) Neither/nor
o (10) Very religious

711.4  Briefing

This study seeks to understand what makes people trust universities and research
centres. On the following pages, you will be presented with a series of fictional
universities. These have different characteristics. Based on these characteristics, please
indicate how trustworthy you would find each university.

7115  Conjoint experiment
How trustworthy do you find this university?

e Respondents rate profiles with one random characteristic from each group,
presented in a random order, on a 0-10 slider
o (0) Very low trustworthiness
o (5) Neither/nor
o (10) Very high trustworthiness

High Has strict procedures to uphold honesty, transparency,
and responsibility of research
ﬂ? Neutral Follows national recommendations on honesty,
8 transparency, responsibility of research
C
Low Lacks procedures regarding honesty, transparency,
responsibility of research
High Has strict procedures that safeguard against conflicts of
Z interest in research
)
o Neutral Follows national recommendations on conflicts of
-
- interest in research

°
o,
o
@
(7]
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Low Lacks procedures regarding conflicts of interest in
research
High Has strict procedures to secure diversity and inclusion
amongst staff
& Neutral Follows national recommendations on diversity and
g inclusion amongst staff
@)
Low Lacks procedures on diversity and inclusion amongst
staff
High Has strict procedures ensuring hearing the public when
impacted by university research
8 Neutral Follows national recommendations on hearing the public
3 when impacted by university research
T
Low Lacks procedures regarding hearing the public when
impacted by university research
High Has strict procedures securing public communication of
.5 the knowledge it produces
‘8 Neutral Follows  national recommendations on  public
-
g communication of the knowledge it produces
% Low Lacks procedures on public communication of the
~ knowledge it produces
Prestige (high) Is among the most prestigious universities in the country
5 Prestige (Low) Is among the less prestigious universities in the country
% Covid Played an active role in developing vaccines during the
OSC.} Covid-19 pandemic
Climate research Is leading in climate change research

711.6 Selfrate

Please rank how influential the considerations below were in shaping your reaction to the
university profiles you just rated:

(Drag statements to rank)

e Their level of concern for the good of public

e Their willingness to interact with the public

e Their commitment to ensure professional standards
e Their ability to produce high quality research

@ poiesis
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7117  Debrief
Thank you for your participation.

This study investigated how the behaviour of universities and research centres affects
trust. In the experiment we randomly assigned levels of research integrity (upholding
ethical, legal and professional standards) and societal integration (including and
engaging society in research), and university reputation. This was done to investigate the
relative  weight of these factors in shaping trustworthiness perceptions.

If you wish to retract your consent, you can do so by leaving the surveuy. If you do so your
data will be deleted, and your answer will be considered incomplete. Once you press
“next” you will not be identifiable, and you will no longer be able to retract your consent.

the European Union
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712 German

7121 Consent
Vielen Dank fUr Ihr Interesse, an dieser Studie teilzunehmen.

Diese Studie untersucht, welche Aspekte das Vertrauen der Menschen in Universitaten
und Forschungszentren ausmacht. Das Ausfullen der Umfrage dauert etwa 10 Minuten.
Diese Studie ist Teil des POIESIS-Projekts, das durch das Programm Horizon Europe der
Europdischen Union (HORISON-WIDERA-2021-ERA-01) unter der Fdrderungsnummer
101057253 finanziert wird. Die Rekrutierung erfolgt durch den Dienstleister Norstat. Die
Studie wird von der Universitat Aarhus (Danemark) in Zusammenarbeit mit Wissenschaft
im Dialog (Deutschland), dem Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique (Frankreich),
der Nationalen Technischen Universitat Athen (Griechenland), dem Instituto Universitdrio
de Lisboa (Portugal), der Agencia Estatal Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas
(Spanien) und der London School of Economics (Grofibritannien) durchgefihrt.

Die Daten werden vollsténdig anonymisiert. Die Forschenden, die die Studie durchfUhren,
werden weder in der Lage sein, Sie zu identifizieren, noch Ihre Antworten mit lhnen in
Verbindung zu bringen. Wenn Sie mit den beteiligten Forschenden Kontakt aufnehmen
mochten, senden Sie bitte eine E-Mail an den Forschungsverantwortlichen Simon
Fuglsang unter simon.fuglsang@ps.au.dk.

Die Daten der Studie werden von der Universitét Aarhus in Dadnemark verwaltet und von
den Partnerorganisationen gemeinsam genutzt. Nach Verdffentlichung der Studie
werden die Daten freigegeben, um Transparenz zu férdern und eine Wiederverwendung
zu ermoglichen. Die Daten werden auf unbestimmte Zeit aufbewahrt, kénnen aber in
keiner Weise zu lhnen zurUckverfolgt werden, d.h. sie werden vollsténdig anonymisiert.
Die Ergebnisse werden in einem Bericht verdffentlicht und kéonnten in einem oder
mehreren Forschungsartikeln publiziert werden.

Wenn Sie damit einverstanden sind, bestdtigen Sie dies bitte, indem Sie unten auf ,Ich
stimme zu” klicken.

Wahrend der Beantwortung der Umfrage kédnnen Sie lhre Zustimmung jederzeit
zurUckziehen, indem Sie die Umfrage verlassen. Jede nicht abgeschlossene Umfrage
wird als Widerruf der Zustimmung behandelt und aus den endgultigen Daten geldscht.
Vollsténdige Antworten konnen nicht zu Ihnen zurUckverfolgt werden; es ist daher nicht
moglich, Thre Antworten nach Abschluss der Umfrage zu |&schen.

e |ch stimme zu
e |ch stimme nicht zu
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71.2.2 Demographics
Mit welchem Geschlecht identifizieren Sie sich?

e Weiblich

e Mdannlich

e Keines der oben genannten / nicht-binar
e |ch mdchte nicht antworten

Wie alt sind Sie? (bitte tragen Sie eine Zahl ein)
e [Entered by respondent]
Was ist Ihr hochster formaler Bildungsabschluss?

e Grundschulabschluss

e Volks- /Hauptschulabschluss

e Mittlere Reife / Realschulabschluss

e Lehre oder gleichwertige Berufsausbildung

e Fachhochschulreife / Abitur / erweiterte Oberschule

e Bachelorabschluss oder gleichwertig
e Masterabschluss oder gleichwertig
e Doktorgrad / PhD

Haben Sie beruflich mit Wissenschaft zu tun?

e Ja, ich bin Wissenschaftler*in /Forscher*in
e Jqg, ich bin Student*in

e Jqg, esist Teil meiner Arbeit

e Indirekt oder gelegentlich

e Nein / Nicht wirklich

71.2.3 Attitudes
Wie viel Vertrauen haben Sie in die Wissenschaft?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Sehr geringes Vertrauen
o (5) Weder noch
o (10) Sehr hohes Vertrauen

Wie viel Vertrauen haben Sie in politische Institutionen?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Sehr geringes Vertrauen
o (5) Weder noch
o (10) Sehr hohes Vertrauen
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Wie wirden Sie sich selbst politisch einordnen?

e 0-10 slider
o (0)Sehrlinks
o (5) Weder noch
o (10) Sehr rechts

Als wie religidos wUrden Sie sich selbst bezeichnen?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Uberhaupt nicht religids
o (5) Weder noch
o (10) Sehr religios

71.2.4 Briefing

In dieser Studie geht es darum, zu verstehen, was das Vertrauen der Menschen in
Universitaten und Forschungszentren ausmacht. Auf den folgenden Seiten werden Ihnen
eine Reihe fiktiver Universitaten vorgestellt, welche unterschiedliche Merkmale haben.
Bitte geben Sie an, wie vertrauenswirdig Sie die Universitdten jeweils finden wirden und
bericksichtigen Sie dabei deren unterschiedlichen Merkmale.

7125 Conjoint experiment
FUr wie vertrauenswirdig halten Sie diese Universitat?

e Respondents rate profiles with one random characteristic from each group,
presented in a random order, on a 0-10 slider
o (0) Sehr wenig vertrauenswurdig

o (5) Weder noch

o (10) Sehr stark vertrauenswurdig

VerfUgt Uber strenge Verfahren zur Gewdhrleistung von
Ehrlichkeit, Transparenz und Verantwortlichkeit in der

Befolgt nationale Empfehlungen in Bezug auf Ehrlichkeit,
Transparenz und Verantwortlichkeit in der Forschung

VerfUgt Uber keine Verfahren in Bezug auf Ehrlichkeit,
Transparenz und Verantwortlichkeit in der Forschung

High
Forschung

2
5 Neutral
)
<

Low
& High
o L
<

Verfogt Uber strenge Verfahren zum Schutz vor
Interessenkonflikten in der Forschung

@ poiesis

53 Funded by
the European Union



Neutral Befolgt nationale Empfehlungen in  Bezug auf
Interessenkonflikte in der Forschung
Low Verfogt Uber keine Verfahren in  Bezug auf
Interessenkonflikte in der Forschung
High Verfogt Uber strenge Verfahren zur Sicherstellung von
Vielfalt und Inklusion unter den Mitarbeitenden
% Neutral Befolgt nationale Empfehlungen zu Vielfalt und Inklusion
g der Mitarbeitenden
@)
Low Verfogt Uber keine Verfahren zu Vielfalt und Inklusion
unter den Mitarbeitenden
High VerfUgt Uber strenge Verfahren zur Sicherstellung der
Einbeziehung der Offentlichkeit, wenn diese von der
Forschung der Universitat betroffen ist
o Neutral Befolgt nationale Empfehlungen zur Einbeziehung der
‘% Offentlichkeit, wenn diese von der Forschung der
£ Universitat betroffen ist
Low Verfugt Uber keine Verfahren zur Einbeziehung der
Offentlichkeit, wenn diese von der Forschung der
Universitat betroffen ist
High Verfugt Uber strenge Verfahren zur Sicherstellung der
o6ffentlichen Kommunikation des von ihr produzierten
,5 Wissens
.g Neutral Befolgt nationale Empfehlungen in Bezug auf die
g o6ffentliche  Kommunikation des von ihr produzierten
= Wissens
o
~ Low VerfUgt Uber keine Verfahren in Bezug auf die 6ffentliche
Kommunikation des von ihr produzierten Wissens
Prestige (high) Gehort zu den renommiertesten Universitéten des Landes
- Prestige (Low) Gehort zu den weniger renommierten Universitaten des
e Landes
ke
a Covid Spielte eine aktive Rolle bei der Entwicklung von
e Impfstoffen wé&hrend der Covid-19-Pandemie
Climate research Ist fUhrend in der Forschung zum Klimawandel

@ poiesis

54 Funded by
the European Union



71.2.6 Selfrate

Bitte ordnen Sie die nachfolgenden Merkmale nach der Starke des Einflusses, den diese
fur Sie personlich bei der Bewertung der verschiedenen Hochschulprofile hatten. Sie
kédnnen dafUr die einzelnen Aussagen in die von Ihnen gewinschte Rangfolge ziehen.

e Die Sorge der UniversitGten um das Wohl der Allgemeinheit

e Die Bereitschaft der Universitaten zur Interaktion mit der Offentlichkeit

e Das Engagement der Universitaten zur Sicherstellung professioneller Standards
e Die Fahigkeit der Universitaten, qualitativ hochwertige Forschung zu produzieren

71.2.7 Debrief
Wir danken lhnen fOr Ihre Teilnahme an der Studie.

In dieser Studie wurde untersucht, wie das Verhalten von Universitéten das Vertrauen in
diese Institutionen beeinflusst. In dem Experiment wurden den Universitatsprofilen nach
dem Zufallsprinzip verschiedene Stufen wissenschaftlicher Integritdt (d.h. die Einhaltung
ethischer, rechtlicher und professioneller Standards) und &ffentlicher Beteiligung am
Wissenschaftsprozess (d.h. die Einbeziehung und Beteiligung der Gesellschaft an der
Forschung) sowie unterschiedliche Reputationen zugewiesen. Dadurch sollte untersucht
werden, wie diese Faktoren die Wahrnehmung der VertrauenswUrdigkeit der
Universitaten beeinflussen.

Wenn Sie lhre Zustimmung zur Teilnahme an der Studie zurUckziehen mochten, kénnen
Sie die Umfrage jetzt verlassen. In diesem Fall werden lhre Daten geldscht, und lhre
Antwort wird als unvollsténdig gewertet. Sobald Sie auf "Weiter” klicken, sind Sie und Ihre
Daten nicht mehr identifizierbar. Sie kdnnen lhre Einwilligung dann nicht mehr
zurickziehen.,

71.3 Danish

7131 Consent
Tak for din interesse [ at deltage i denne undersggelse.

Studiet undersgger, hvad der fér folk til at stole p& universiteter og forskningscentre.
Undersggelsen vil tage ca. 10 minutter at gennemfgre. Undersggelsen er en del aof
POIESIS-projektet, der er finansieret af EU's Horizon Europe-program (HORISON-
WIDERA-2021-ERA-01) under bevillingsnummer 101057253, Rekrutteringen administreres
af Norstat. Undersggelsen ledes af Aarhus Universitet (Danmark) i samarbejde med
London School of Economics (UK), Wissenschaft im Dialog (Tyskland), National
Technical University of Athens (Greskenland), Instituto Universitdrio de Lisboa (Portugal),
Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique (Frankrig) og Agencia Estatal Consejo
Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas (Spanien).
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Data vil veere helt anonyme, og forskerne bag undersggelsen vil ikke kunne identificere
dig eller forbinde dig med dine svar. Hvis du gnsker at kontakte forskerne bag
undersggelsen, bedes du sende en e-mail til forskningsansvarlig Simon Fuglsang pé
simon.fuglsang@ps.au.dk.

Data vil blive administreret af Aarhus Universitet. Data vil blive delt mellem
partnerorganisationerne. Efter offentliggerelsen af undersggelsen vil data blive
offentliggjort for at facilitere gennemsigtbarhed og datagenbrug. Data vil blive
opbevaret pd& ubestemt tid, men vil p& ingen mdé&de kunne spores tilbage til dig.
Resultaterne vil blive offentliggjort i en offentlig rapport og kan blive offentliggjort i en
eller flere forskningsartikler.

Hvis du giver dit samtykke til ovensté&ende, bedes du angive det ved at klikke pé& "Jeg
giver samtykke” nedenfor.

Under din besvarelse, kan du til enhver tid treekke dit samtykke tilbage ved at forlade
undersggelsen. Enhver undersggelse, der ikke er afsluttet, behandles som om, du har
trukket dit samtykke tilbage og vil blive slettet fra det endelige dataset. Fuldendte
besvarelser vil ikke kunne spores tilbage til dig; derfor vil det ikke veere muligt at slette
dine svar, efter du har fuldendt spgrgeskemaet.

e Jeg giver samtykke
o Jeg giver ikke samtykke

71.3.2 Demographics
Hvad er dit kgn?

e Kvinde

e Mand

e Ingen af de ovenstéende /non-bineer
e (nsker ikke at svare

Hvad er din alder (i hele &r)?
e [Entered by respondent]
Hvad er dit hgjeste uddannelsesniveau?

e Folkeskole

e Guymnasial uddannelse (f.eks. stx, hf, eux)

e Erhvervsuddannelse

e Bachelors (kort-mellemlang videreg&ende)
e Kandidat (lang videreg&ende)

e PhD (eller anden forskeruddannelse)

Er du professionelt involveret med videnskab?
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e Ja,jeger forsker

e Ja, jeg studerer videnskab

e Ja, det er en del aof mit arbejde
e Indirekte, eller nogle gange

e Nej/Ikke rigtigt

71.3.3 Attitudes
Hvor meget tillid har du til videnskab?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Meget lavt niveau aof tillid
o (5) Hverken/eller
o (10) Meget hgjt niveau af tillid

Hvor meget tillid har du til politiske institutioner?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Meget lavt niveau aof tillid
o (5) Hverken/eller
o (10) Meget hgjt niveau af tillid

Hvor placerer du dig selv p& en politisk hgjre-venstre skala?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Meget venstreorienteret
o (5) Hverken/eller
o (10) Meget hgjreorienteret

Hvor religigs vil du sige, at du er?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Overhovedet ikke religigs
o (5) Hverken/eller
o (10) Meget religigs

71.3.4 Briefing

Denne undersggelse forsgger at forstd, hvad der f&r folk til at stole p& universiteter og
forskningscentre. P& de falgende sider vil du blive praesenteret for en reekke fiktive
universiteter. Disse har forskellige karakteristika. Angiv venligst, hvor tillidsveekkende du
finder disse universiteter baseret p& disse karakteristika.

7135 Conjoint experiment
Hvor tillidsveekkende finder du dette universitet?
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Respondents rate profiles with one random characteristic from each group,
presented in a random order, on a 0-10 slider

o (0) Slet ikke tillidsveekkende

o (5) Hverken/eller

o (10) Meget tillidsvaekkende

High Har strenge procedurer for at opretholde eerlighed,
gennemsigtighed, og ansvarlighed i forskning
.? Neutral Folger nationale anbefalinger omkring eerlighed,
g gennemsigtighed, og ansvarlighed i forskning
-
Low Har ikke procedurer omkring eerlighed,
gennemsigtighed, og ansvarlighed i forskning
High Har  strenge  procedurer der  beskytter imod
interessekonflikter i forskning
*G% Neutral Folger nationale anbefalinger omkring
@ interessekonflikter i forskning
£
Low Har ikke procedurer omkring interessekonflikter i
forskning
High Har strenge procedurer der sikrer diversitet og inklusion
blandt deres medarbejdere.
% Neutral Folger nationale anbefalinger omkring diversitet og
g inklusion blandt deres medarbejdere
[
Low Har ikke procedurer omkring diversitet og inklusion
blandt deres medarbejdere
High Har strenge procedurer der sikrer, at offentligheden
bliver hgrt, nér universitetets forskning p&virker dem
) Neutral Folger nationale anbefalinger om hvorvidt
c . . . : . .
e offentligheden bliver hart, nér universitetets forskning
L pdvirker dem
Low Har ikke procedurer om hvorvidt offentligheden bliver
hert, ndr universitetets forskning pévirker dem
2 High Har  strenge  procedurer der sikrer offentlig
_8 kommunikation af den viden, universitetet producerer
C
D C
- Neutral Folger nationale anbefalinger omkring offentlig
% kommunikation af den viden universitetet producerer
&)
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Low Har ikke procedurer omkring offentlig kommunikation af
den viden universitetet producerer

Prestige (high) Er blandt de mest prestige_fulde universiteter i landet
.5 Prestige (Low) Er blandt de mindre prestige_fulde universiteter i landet
% Covid Spillede en aktiv rolle i at udvikle vacciner under Covid-19
§ pandemien

Climate research Er ledende indenfor forskning i klimaforandringer

71.3.6 Selfrate
Ranger venligst de nedenstéende overvejelser efter, hvor relevante de var for dine
reaktioner til de universitetsprofiler, du lige har vurderet:

(Treek i udtalelserne for at rangere)

e Deres bekymring for offentlighedens ve og vel

e Deres villighed til at interagere med offentligheden

e Deres dedikation til at sikre professionelle standarder
e Deres evne til at producere forskning af hgj kvalitet

71.3.7 Debrief
Tak for din deltagelse.

Dette studie undersggte, hvordan universiteters og forskningscentres adfeerd pdvirker
tillid. I eksperimentet tildelte vi tilfeeldige niveauer af forskningsintegritet (opretholdelse
af etiske, juridiske og professionelle standarder), samfundsmeessig integration
(inddragelse og engagement af samfundet i forskning), og universitetets omdgmme.
Dette blev gjort for at undersgge den relative veegt af disse faktorer, nér folk danner
troveerdighedsopfattelser.

Hvis du gnsker at treekke dit samtykke tilbage, kan du ggre det ved at forlade
undersggelsen nu. Hvis du ger det, vil dine data blive slettet, og dit svar vil blive betragtet
som ufuldsteendigt. N&r du trykker p& "naeste”, vil du ikke kunne identificeres, og du vil
ikke leengere kunne treekke dit samtykke tilbage.

714 Spanish
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7141 Consent
Gracias por su interés en participar en este estudio.

Este estudio investiga los factores que hacen que la gente confie en las universidades y
centros de investigacion. Completar la encuesta le llevard unos 10 minutos. El estudio
forma parte del proyecto POIESIS financiado por el programa Horizonte Europa de la
Union Europea (HORISON-WIDERA-2021-ERA-01) con numero de referencia 101057253.
Norstat es la organizacion encargada del reclutamiento de los participantes. El estudio
estd coordinado por la Universidad de Aarhus (Dinamarca) en colaboracion del Consejo
Superior Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas (Esparia), el Centre National de la
Recherche Scientifique (Francia), Wissenschaft im Dialog (Alemania), la Universidad
Técnica Nacional de Atenas (Grecia), el Instituto Universitario de Lisboa (Portugal) y la
London School of Economics (Reino Unido).

Los datos obtenidos en esta encuesta serdn totalmente andnimos y el equipo de
investigacion del estudio no podrd identificarle ni relacionarle con sus respuestas. Si
desea ponerse en contacto con el equipo de investigacion del estudio, envie un correo
electronico al responsable de la investigacion Simon Fuglsang
(simon.fuglsang@ps.au.dk).

Los datos obtenidos en esta encuesta serdn tratados por la Universidad de Aarhus
(Dinamarca) y se compartiran con las organizaciones colaboradoras del proyecto
(mencionadas anteriormente). Tras la publicacion del estudio, los datos se hardn
publicos por motivos de transparencia y para facilitar su reutilizacion. Los datos se
conservardn indefinidamente, pero en ningun caso se podrd rastrear su vinculacion con
usted, es decir, serdn totalmente andnimos. Los resultados se publicardn en un informe
publico y podran aparecer en uno o varios articulos de investigacion.

Si acepta lo anterior, indiquelo a continuacidn haciendo clic en «Acepto».

Puede retirar su consentimiento en cualguier momento abandonando la encuesta. Se
considerard que se ha retirado el consentimiento de toda encuesta que no se complete.
Las encuestas incompletas se eliminardn de los datos finales. No serd posible vincular
las respuestas de las encuestas completas con la persona que las aportd y, por tanto,
no serd posible borrar sus respuestas una vez finalizadas.

e Acepto
e No acepto

71.4.2 Demographics
¢Cudl es su género?

e Femenino
e Masculino
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e Ninguno de los anteriores / no binario
e Prefiero no contestar

¢Qué edad tiene (en afios)?
e [Entered by respondent]

¢Cudl es tu nivel superior de formacion?

Educacion primaria

e FEducacion secundaria
Bachillerato

Grado Universitario o equivalente
Master Universitario o equivalente
Doctorado o equivalente

¢ Tiene vinculacion profesional con la ciencia?

Si, soy cientifico/investigador

Si, soy estudiante de ciencias

Si, es parte de mi trabajo
Indirectamente u ocasionalmente
No /No realmente

7.1.4.3 Attitudes
¢Cudnto confia en la ciencia?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Nivel muy bajo de confianza
o (5) Nivel medio
o (10) Nivel muy alto de confianza

¢Cudanto confia en las instituciones politicas?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Nivel muy bajo de confianza
o (5) Nivel medio
o (10) Nivel muy alto de confianza

¢Donde se situa usted en la escala politica izquierda-derecha?

e 0-10 slider
o (0)Muy de izquierdas
o (5) Intermedio
o (10) Muy de derechas

¢Hasta qué punto dirfa que es usted religioso?
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e 0-10 slider
o (0) Nada religioso
o (5) Intermedio
o (10) Muy religioso

71.4.4 Briefing

Este estudio pretende entender qué hace que la gente confie en las universidades y
centros de investigacion. En las siguientes pantallas se presentan una serie de
universidades ficticias con diferentes caracteristicas. En funciéon de estas caracteristicas,
indique qué grado de confianza le inspiraria cada universidad

7145 Conjoint experiment
¢Qué grado de confianza le inspira esta universidad?

e Respondents rate profiles with one random characteristic from each group,
presented in a random order, on a 0-10 slider
o (0) Nivel de confianza muy bajo

o (5) Nivel medio

o (10) Nivel de confianza muy alto

High Tiene procedimientos estrictos para mantener la
honestidad, la transparencia y la responsabilidad de la
investigacion.

)}

=

o) Neutral Sigue las recomendaciones nacionales sobre honestidad,
= transparencia y responsabilidad de la investigacion

Low Carece de  procedimientos  sobre  honestidad,
transparencia y responsabilidad de la investigacion

High Tiene procedimientos estrictos que protegen contra los
conflictos de interés en la investigacion

w)

g Neutral Sigue las recomendaciones nacionales sobre conflictos de
o interés en la investigacion

Q9

C

Low Carece de procedimientos sobre conflictos de interés en
la investigacion

High Tiene procedimientos estrictos para garantizar la

o diversidad y la inclusion entre el personal

—

O

5 Neutral Sigue las recomendaciones nacionales sobre diversidad
y la inclusion del personal
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Low Carece de procedimientos sobre diversidad y la inclusion
entre el personal
High Tiene procedimientos estrictos que garantizan la escucha
ala ciudadania cuando se ve afectada por la investigacion
universitaria
< Neutral Sigue las recomendaciones nacionales sobre escucha a
j-—
3 la ciudadania cuando se ve afectada por la investigacion
L universitaria
Low Carece de procedimientos de escucha a la ciudadania
cuando se ve afectada por la investigacion universitaria
High Tiene procedimientos estrictos que garantizan la
comunicacion a la ciudadania de los conocimientos que
,5 produce
S
O Neutral Sigue  las  recomendaciones  nacionales  sobre
C
g comunicacion a la ciudadania de los conocimientos que
c produce
S
Low Carece de procedimientos sobre comunicacion a la
ciudadanfa de los conocimientos que produce
Prestige (high) Se encuentra entre las universidades mds prestigiosas del
pais
5 Prestige (Low) Se encuentra entre las universidades menos prestigiosas
5 del pais
S
i)
> Covid Desempefid un papel activo en el desarrollo de vacunas
a . .
durante la pandemia de Covid-19
Climate research Lidera la investigacion sobre el cambio climdtico

71.4.6 Selfrate
Indique en qué medida han influido las siguientes consideraciones en su reaccion ante
los perfiles de las universidades que acaba de valorar:

(Arrastre  las  frases  para  ordenarlas  por orden de  importancia)

e Su nivel de preocupacion por el bien publico
e Su disposicion a interactuar con el publico
e Su compromiso de garantizar la calidad profesional
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e Su capacidad para producir investigacion de alta calidad

7.1.4.7 Debrief
Gracias por su participacion.

Este estudio explora como afecta el comportamiento de las universidades y los centros
de investigacion en la confianza que la ciudadania deposita en ellos. En el experimento
se asignaron aleatoriamente diferentes niveles de integridad investigadora (respeto de
las normas éticas, legales y profesionales) y de integracion social (inclusion y
participacion de la sociedad en la investigacion), asi como de reputacion universitaria.
Se hizo asf para investigar el peso relativo de estos factores en la configuracion de las
percepciones de confianza.

Si desea retractarse de su consentimiento, puede hacerlo abandonando la encuesta. Si
lo hace, sus datos se borrardn y su respuesta se considerard incompleta. Una vez que
pulse «Siguiente» no podrd ser identificado y ya no podrd retractarse de su
consentimiento.

715 French

7151 Consent
Nous VOus remercions de votre intérét pour cette étude.

Cette étude porte sur les raisons qui poussent les gens & faire confiance aux universités
et aux centres de recherche. Il vous faudra environ 10 minutes pour répondre & I'enquéte.
L'étude fait partie du projet POIESIS financé par le programme Horizon Europe de I'Union
européenne (HORISON-WIDERA-2021-ERA-01) sous le numéro de subvention 101057253,
Le recrutement est géré par Norstat. L'étude est dirigée par l'université d'Aarhus
(Danemark) en collaboration avec le Centre national de la recherche scientifique
(France), Wissenschaft im Dialog (Allemagne), I'université technique nationale d'Athenes
(Grece), I'Instituto Universitario de Lisboa (Portugal), I'Agencia Estatal Consejo Superior
de Investigaciones Cientificas (Espagne) et la London School of Economics (Royaume-
uni).

Les données seront totalement anonymes et les chercheurs & l'origine de I'étude ne
seront pas en mesure de vous identifier ou de vous relier a vos réponses. Si vous
souhaitez contacter les chercheurs a l'origine de I'¢tude, veuillez envoyer un courriel au
responsable de la recherche, Simon Fuglsang, & I'adresse simon.fuglsang@ps.au.dk.
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Les données seront gérées par l'université d'’Aarhus au Danemark. Les données seront
partagées entre les organisations partenaires. Apres la publication de I'étude, les
données seront rendues publiques afin de faciliter la transparence et la réutilisation. Les
données seront conservées indéfiniment mais ne permettront en aucun cas de remonter
jusqu'a vous, c'est-a-dire qu'elles seront entierement anonymisées. Les résultats seront
publiés dans un rapport public et pourront faire l'objet d'un ou plusieurs articles de
recherche.

Si vous consentez & ce qui précéde, veuillez I'indiquer en cliquant sur « Je consens » cCi-
dessous.

Pendant que vous répondez & l'enquéte, vous pouvez retirer votre consentement & tout
moment en quittant I'enquéte. Si vous ne répondez pas a I'enquéte, vous serez considéré
comme ayant retiré votre consentement et vous serez supprimé des données finales. Les
réponses complétes ne permettront pas de remonter jusqu'a vous ; il ne sera donc pas
possible de supprimer vos réponses une fois qu'elles auront été complétées.

e Jeconsens
e Je ne consens pas

715.2 Demographics
Etes-vous..?

Une femme

Un homme

Aucun des deux / non binaire
Je préfere ne pas le dire

Quel adge avez-vous ? (en année)
e [Entered by respondent]
Quel est votre niveau d’étude le plus éleveé ?

e Enseignement primaire

e Enseignement secondaire (college)
e Enseignement secondaire (lycée)

e Baccalauréat ou niveau équivalent
e Master ou niveau équivalent

e Doctorat ou niveau équivalent

Etes-vous professionnellement en lien avec la science ?

e Oui, je suis un scientifique / un chercheur
e Oui, je suis étudiant en sciences
e Qui, cela fait partie de mon travail
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e Indirectement ou occasionnellement
e Non/ pas vraiment

7.15.3 Attitudes
Quel est votre niveau de confiance dans la science ?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Un tres faible niveau de confiance
o (5 Nilun nilautre
o (10) Un tres haut niveau de confiance

Quel est votre niveau de confiance dans les institutions politiques ?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Un tres faible niveau de confiance
o (5 Nilunnilautre
o (10) Un tres haut niveau de confiance

Ou vous situez-vous sur un axe politique allant de gauche & droite ?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Alextréme gauche
o (5 Nilun nilautre
o (10) A l'extréme droite

Vous considériez-vous comme étant religieux ?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Pas du tout religieux
o (5 Nilunnilautre
o (10) Tres religieux

715.4 Briefing

Cette recherche s’interroge sur ce qui conduit les gens & accorder leur confiance aux
établissements de recherche et denseignement supérieur. Les pages suivantes
présentent une série d'universités fictives. Celles-ci ont des caractéristiques différentes.
Sur la base de ces caractéristiques, veuillez indiquer dans quelle mesure vous trouveriez
chacune de ces universités digne de confiance.

715.5 Conjoint experiment
Dans quelle mesure trouvez-vous cette université digne de confiance ?

e Respondents rate profiles with one random characteristic from each group,
presented in a random order, on a 0-10 slider
o (0) Tres faible niveau de confiance

@ pOiESiS 66 - rhuengﬁfo!:)ian Union



o (5 Nilun nilautre
o (10) Niveau de confiance tres élevé

High Dispose de procédures strictes pour garantir 'honnéteté,
la transparence et la responsabilité de la recherche
> Neutral Respecte les recommandations nationales en matiere
S5 d'honnéteté, de transparence et de responsabilité de la
O
= recherche
Low Manque de procédures concernant |'honnéteté, la
transparence et la responsabilité de la recherche
High Dispose de procédures strictes pour éviter les conflits
d’intéréts dans la recherche
w)
*g Neutral Respecte les recommandations nationales sur les conflits
o) d’intéréts dans la recherche
Q
-
Low Manque de procédures concernant les conflits d'intéréts
dans la recherche
High Dispose de procédures strictes pour garantir la diversité
et I'inclusion au sein du personnel
% Neutral Respecte les recommandations nationales concernant la
g diversité et I'inclusion au sein du personnel
@)
Low Manque de procédures concernant la diversité et
I'inclusion au sein du personnel
High Dispose de procédures strictes garantissant I'écoute du
public en cas d'impact de la recherche universitaire
(@) X - » 2
c Neutral Respecte les recommandations nationales sur 'écoute
-
3 du public en cas d'impact de la recherche universitaire
T
Low Manque de procédures garantissant I'écoute du public en
cas d'impact de la recherche universitaire
High Dispose de procédures strictes garantissant la
communication publique des connaissances quelle
,5 produit
Is)
) Neutral Respecte les recommandations nationales sur la
c S . . )
é communication publique des connaissances quelle
c produit
S
Low Manque de procédures sur la communication publique
des connaissances produites
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Prestige (high)

Fait partie des universités les plus prestigieuses du pays

Prestige (Low)

Fait partie des universités les moins prestigieuses du pays

Covid

Reputation

A joué un réle dans le développement de vaccins lors de
la pandémie de Covid-19

Climate research

Est alatéte delarecherche sur le changement climatique

71.5.6 Selfrate

Veuillez indiquer dans quelle mesure les considérations ci-dessous ont influencé votre
réaction aux profils des universités que vous venez d'évaluer :

(Faire glisser les affirmations pour les classer)

e Leur degré dintérét pour le bien du public

e Leur volonté dlinteragir avec le public

e Leur engagement & respecter les normes professionnelles
e Leur capacité & produire des recherches de haute qualité

71.5.7 Debrief

Nous vous remercions de votre participation.

Cette étude s'est intéressée & la maniére dont le comportement des universités et des
centres de recherche affecte la confiance. Dans I'expérience, nous avons attribué au
hasard des niveaux d'intégrité de la recherche (respect des normes éthiques, juridiques
et professionnelles) et d'intégration sociétale (inclusion et engagement de la société
dansla recherche), ainsi que la réputation de l'université. Ceci afin d'étudier le poids relatif
de ces facteurs dans la perception de la confiance.

Si vous souhaitez retirer votre consentement, vous pouvez le faire en quittant I'enquéte.
Dans ce cas, vos données seront supprimées et votre réponse sera considérée comme
étant incomplete. Une fois que vous aurez appuyé sur « suivant », vous ne serez plus
identifiable et vous ne pourrez plus retirer votre consentement

716 Greek
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716.1 Consent

EuxoploToUpe Yl To eVELAPEPOV GG VU CUPHUETACYETE OE QUTI TNV EPELVA.

Avutn 1 peAETN SlepEUVA TL KAVEL TOUG avBP®TTOUG VO EUTTLOTEVOVTAL T TTAVETTIOT UL KOL TX
epevvnTika kévtpa. Fa v oAokAnpwon ¢ €pevvag Ba xpewaoteite Tepimov 10 Aemtd. H
UEAETN atToTeAel puEPog Tou gpevvnTikov Tpoypdaupatos POIESIS, Tov xpnuatodoteital amd
Tov Opilovta Evpwmm ¢ Evpwnaikig Emrtpormg (Bepatikn meploxn; HORISON-WIDERA-
2021-ERA-01), pe apBuod ypnuatodotnong 101057253, H Swayeipion g Sadikaciog
TTPOGEAKUGT|G GUUUETEXOVTWY GTNV TTAPOVOA EPEVVA YIVETAL ATTO TNV NAEKTPOVIKT] TTAXTPOPU
Norstat. Tng Tapovoag €psuvag nyeitar to Aarhus University (Aavia) kot Siegdyetal oe
ovvepyaoia pue to EOvikd Metoofio IMoAvteyvelo (EAAGSa), to Wissenschaft im Dialog
(Tepuavia), to Instituto Universitdrio de Lisboa (IMoptoyaiia)to Centre National de la
Recherche Scientifique (TaAAia), v Agencia Estatal Consejo Superior de Investigaciones
Cientificas (Iemavia) kat to London School of Economics (MeydAn Bpetavia).

Ta deSopéva TTov Ba cUAAEYOUV aTTO TNV TTapovoa £peuva Ba elval TTANPWS AVOVUHA KAL Ol
EPELVNTEG TTOL B TNV Stegarydyouv Sev Ba LImopoLV va 6§ avayvwpioouy 1) va 6ag cuvSEéaouy
e TS armavinioelg ocog. Edv emBupeite va €MKOWVWVNOETE UE TOUG €PEUVNTEG TTou O
Ste€ayayouv Vv €pevva, TTapakaAovpe oteilte email otov urevBuvo €peguvvag Simon
Fuglsang (simon.fuglsang@ps.au.dk) TOU Aarhus University (Aavia).

H Swayeiplon twv dedopévwv Ba yiver amd to Aarhus University (Aavia). Ta dedopéva Ba
KowvoTTomBoUv PETAE) TWV oUVEPYA{OUEVWY OPYAVICUWY TOU EPEVVITIKOU TIPOYPAUUATOS
POIESIS. Metd TN Snupocicvon ™G ueAétng, ta deSopéva Ba dnpoctomombolv yia Adyoug
Stapavelag kat eravayxpnotporoinong tovs. Ta dedopéva autd Ba StatnpnBolv €' adploTov,
aAAG elval TANpwG avovupa. Ta gupipata G TTapovoag €pevvag Ba dnpoctevBovv oe
dnuooia éxBeon (Mapadotéo) kat evdéxetar va Snuoctevbolv oe éva 1 TIEPLOCOTEPX
EPEVVNTIKA ApBpa.

EGv ouvp@wveite pe Ta TTHpATIAvW, SNAMOTE TN OUYKATAOECT 0AG TO KAVOVTAG KALK OTO
«ZUVALV®D» TAPAKAT®.

MrTopeite va amocVPETE TN CUYKATADESTN GG KAL VX ATTOXWPT)OETE ATTO TNV EPELVA AVA TTAC
OTLYUT], OKOUO KOL EVW ATTAVTATE oty £pevva. Omoladnmote épevva 6ev €xel oAokAnpwOel
QVTILETWTTIETAL WG AVAKANOT ouyKatdBeong kat Ba Staypagel amd ta teAkd deSopéva. Ot
TTANPELS aTTavTioels Ba elval TTANPwG avwVvupes, SnAadt) Sev Ba PIopel va aviyveuTel TT0L0G TIG
éxel dwoel Xuverwg, dev Ba eival duvat) 1 Slaypa@r TwV ATTAVINCEWDV CAG UETA TNV
0AOKANPWON NG EPEVVAS.

e  Juvavw
e Agv ouvawvw
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71.6.2 Demographics

ITowo eivat to VAo oag;

Mvaika

Avtpag

Kavéva amd ta mapardvw,/Mn Suasdikd @vAo
[IpoTiuw va unv anavtiow

[Mowx eiva n NAwkia oag (oe AN P €TN);

e [Entered by respondent]

[Towo elval To avwtato eMiredo 6TTOLSWV COG;

[MpwTtoBabuia ekTTaiSevon

Tvuvaoto

AVkelo

[Ttuyio Mavermotuiov 1 avtioTtolog TitAog
Metantuylakdg TitAog oTToudwV 1 avTioToLX0G TITAOG
AldakTopikd 1 avtiotolyog TitAog

'EXeTe EUTTAQKEL [LE TNV ETTIOTNHUN OE EMAYYEAUATIKO ETT{TTESO;

Nat, eipat emotipovag/epguvntig
Nat, elpat gortntng

Nat, aroteAel pépog g epyaciog pov
Eppéows 1 TTEPLOTACIAKGWG

Oxu

71.6.3 Attitudes

[1600 epmmoTeVESTE TNV ETTOTHUN;

0-10 slider
o (0) oAV yaunAo ertirnedo eurmotoovvng
o (5) Kavéva aréd ta 0o
o (10) oAV vymAo emTimedo eurmoToovVNG

[1660 eUMMOTEVESTE TOUG TTOALITIKOUG BECUOVG;

0-10 slider
o (0) IIoAY xaunAo emimedo eumotooVvNg
o (5 Kavéva amé ta dvo
o (10) oAV vymAo emimedo gurmoToovvng
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[Mowx eivat ) TTOALTIKY oA TOTTOBETNOT 0TV KAILAKX aploTEPAG-SeELAG;

e 0-10 slider
o (0)Axpa aplotepa
o (5 Kavéva amé ta vo
o (10) Akpa €€l

[1600 BpNoKOG TTIOTEVETE OTL E(OTE;

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Kaboérov Bprokog
o (5) Kavéva aré ta Vo
o (10) oAV Bpnokog

71.6.4 Briefing

Autn 1 peAETN SlepEUVA TL KAVEL TOUG avBp@TTOUSG VO EUTTLOTEVOVTAL T TTAVETTIOT UL KL TX
EPEVVNTIKA KEVTIPA. ZTIG ETTOUEVEG OeAISeG, Ba cag TTapouoLHOTElL Hlat CEPA ATTO VTTOBETIKA
TTAVETTIOTI LA, HE SLLPOPETIKA XAPAKTNPLOTIKA. Me BAoN QUTAE TA XAPAKTNPLOTIKA, VTTOSE(EeTE

moo0 aflo1oto B Bewpovoate KABE TTAVETTIGTHHLO.

71.6.5 Conjoint experiment

[1600 a&lomioto BplokeTe QUTO TO TTAVETTIOTILO;

e Respondents rate profiles with one random characteristic from each group,

presented in a random order, on a 0-10 slider
o (0) oAV xaunAd ermirnedo alomoTtiag
o (5 Kavéva arro ta §vo
o (10) ToAV vymAG emimedo afloTTioTiag

High AwBétel auotnpég Swadikaocieg yw v Tipnon TG
EVTIHOTNTAG, TG SLa@Aavelag kal g vVITELVOVVOTNTAG NG
Epevvag
3
'(18; Neutral AxoAovOel EOVIKEG CUGTAGELG OXETIKA IE TNV EVTIHOTNTA, TN
= Swx@avewa, tnv viievBuvoTNTA NG £pEVVaG
Low Aev SwnBitel SLadikaoieg oxetikd pe MV evopdTyTa,
Stax@averag kat v vITELOVVOTHTA TS £PEVVAS
@ High AwxBétel avotnpég SLadikacieg TTov TTpootateovy ATIO TV
}LC) 2 £PELVA ATTO GUYKPOVGELS GUUPEPOVTWV
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Neutral AxkoAovBel €OVIKEG GUOTACELS OXETIKA HE OUYKPOUVGELS
CULPEPOVTWYV GTNV EPELVU
Low Aev SuaBétel Suadikacieg Tov oxetilovtal e CUYKPOVGELS
CUHQPEPOVTWV 0TIV £pELVA
High AwBétel avotnpég Swadikaocieg ya T So@diion TG
Stx@opeTikOTNTAG KL TNG £vTagng 6To TTPOCWTTIKO
% Neutral AxolovBel €BVIKEG GUOTAGELG OXETIKA LE TN SLAoPAALOT TNG
g Stax@opeTikOTNTAG KL TG £VvTAgnG 6To TTPOoWITIKO
(@)
Low Aev  SwaBétel Swadwkacieg ywx TN Swo@dAlon TG
Stx@opeTikOTNTAG KL TNG EVTAENG GTO TTPOCWTTIKO
High Awbétel avotnpég Sradikacieg mMov Sao@arilovv OtL TO
(Spupa a@ovykpaletal To £upy KOwd Otav To Sevitepo
ETMPEACETAL ATTO TNV TTAVETTIOTN LLXKT £PEVVX
) Neutral AxolovBel €0vikég ovetacelg Tov Swac@alifouv 6TL TO
C 14 U 14 /4 7
E iSpuua a@ovykpaletal To €upyv Koo O6tav 1o SeUTEPO
L ETMPEAlETAL ATTO TNV TTAVETTLOTILLOKT) EPEVVX
Low Agv SwaBétel Sladikaoieg mov Swao@arifovv 4TI To (Spupa
a@ovykpaleTal To vpv Koo dtav to SeVtepo emmpedleTal
aTTo TNV TTAVETTIOTNULOKY £PEVVA
High AwBétel auotnpéc Swadikacieg Tou Swxo@aAilovv v
Snudowax emkowvwvia ™G Tapayousevns yvoonsg afid To
.5 iSpupa
,8 Neutral AxolovBel €OvikéG ovoTdoelg Tou  Sao@aAilovv TNV
C
g Snudowax emKowvwvia ™G Tapayousvns yvoonsg afid To
g iSpupa
© Low Agv SwaBétel Swadikaoieg Mov Sao@arilovv v dnuocla
£MKoWwWVia ™m¢ Tapayduevns yvoong améd to iSpupa
Prestige (high) Elvat petadd twv o €UumoANTTwV TTavemotnpuiov g
Xwpag
- Prestige (Low) Elvat peta&d tTwv AtydTteEpo VVTTOANTTITWV TAVETIOTNUIWY TNG
2 Xopag
9
o Covid Eixe evepyd pdéro omnv avantuvin twv eufoAimwv kKatd T
£ Suapkela g mavénuiag tov COVID-19

Climate research

Elvat TpwTtomopo otnv £pevva €MAV® OTNV KALUATIKY
aAdayn

@ poiesis

72 Funded by
the European Union



71.6.6 Selfrate

[MapakaAoVpe KATATAETE TTOCO ETSPACTIKEG NTAV OL TTAPAKATW OKEYELS TN SLAUOPPWOT] TWV
ATTAVTNOEWY  0O¢  OTK  TTAVETTIOTNUKA  TTIpo@A  Tou  poAlg  PBabBporoynoarte:

ZUPETE TIG TTAPAKATW SNAWMOELS YIX VO TIG KATATAEETE

o To erimedo evSLa@EPOVTOS TOUS YIX TO KAAOG TOU EVPUTEPOV KOLVOU

e H mpoBupia toug va aAANAeMSpAcouVY e TO EUPV KOLVO

o H &éopevon Toug ot Slac@AEALoT VPMA®Y ETTAYYEALATIKWY TTPOTUTIWY
e H kavoTtntd Toug va TTapayayouv £peuva VPMANG TTOLOTN TS

71.6.7 Debrief

Tag eUXAPLOTOVE YLA TI CUUUETOXT OO,

H mapovoa peAétn Siepevvnoe Tov TPOTIO UE TOV OTTO0 1 CUUTTEPLPOPE TWV TTAVETTIOTNUIWY
KOL TWV EPEVVNTIKWV KEVTPWV ETTNPEAIEL TNV EUMLOTOOVVI. ITO Telpapa avabeoaue Tuyaia
eMimeda akepaldTNTAG NG €pevvag (LTooTnpilovTag Ta NOKA, VOULKA Kol ETTOYYEAMATIKA
TTPOTUTIAL) KAL TNV KOWWVIKY EVOWUATWON (CUUTEPLAXUBAVOUEVNG KAL TNG CUUUETOXNS TNG
KOLVWVING oTNV £peuva) KAL TNG PNUNG TOU TTaverotnuiov. Autd €ywve ya va StepeuvnBel
OXETIKN BaplTNTA AUTWV TWV TTAPAYOVTWY 0T SLapdp@womn avtiAnPewv yia v aflormoTtia.

Eav emBupeite va avakoAEoeTe T CUYKATAOEST 0AG, UTTOPEITE VA TO KAVETE QATTOXWPWVTAS
aro v épevva. Eav to kavete, ta Sedopéva oag Ba Staypa@ovv kal n aravtnon cog Oa
BewpnBel eAlrmg. MoOAg Matioete "emopevo” dev Ba elote T avayvwpiowot kat dev Ha
urmopeite MA£ov va avaKoAECETE TN oUYKATABEOT oag.

71.7 Portuguese

7171 Consent
Obrigado pelo seu interesse em participar neste estudo.

Este estudo investiga a confianca publica nas universidades e centros de investigacdo.
O inquérito demorard cerca de 10 minutos a ser preenchido. O estudo faz parte do
projeto POIESIS, financiado pelo programa Horizonte Europa da Uniéo Europeia
(HORISON-WIDERA-2021-ERA-01) com o numero 101057253, O recrutamento de
participantes é gerido pela Norstat.

O estudo ¢ conduzido pela Aarhus University (Dinamarca) em colaborac&o com o Iscte
- Instituto Universitdrio de Lisboa (Portugal), Wissenschaft im Dialog (Alemanha),
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National Technical University of Athens (Grécia), Centre National de la Recherche
Scientifique (Franca), Agencia Estatal Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas
(Espanha) e London School of Economics (Reino Unido).

Os dados serdo totalmente andnimos e os investigadores responsdveis pelo estudo ndo
poder&o identificd-lo/a ou associd-lo/a as suas respostas. Se desejar contactar os
investigadores responsdveis pelo estudo, pode enviar um e-mail para o responsdvel pela
investigacdo, Simon Fuglsang: simon.fuglsang@ps.au.dk.

Os dados serdo administrados pela Aarhus University, na Dinamarca, e partilhados entre
as organizacdes parceiras. Apods a publicacdo do estudo, os dados serdo tornados
publicos para transparéncia e reutilizacdo. Os dados serdo mantidos indefinidamente,
mas ndo serdo rastredveis até si, ou seja, serdo totalmente andnimos. As conclusdes
serdo publicadas num relatério publico e poderdo ser publicadas num ou mais artigos
cientificos.

Indique o seu consentimento clicando em “Eu aceito”.

Enquanto responde ao inquérito, pode retirar o seu consentimento em qualquer
momento, abandonando o inquérito. Qualquer inquérito que ndo seja completado é
considerado como tendo sido retirado o consentimento e serd apagado dos dados
finais. As respostas completas né@o serdo rastredveis até si; por conseguinte, ndo serd
possivel apagar as suas respostas apods a sua conclusdo.

e Aceito
e Nd&o aceito

71.7.2 Demographics
Qual é o seu género?

e Mulher

e Homem

e Nenhum dos anteriores/ndo bindario
e Prefiro n@o responder

Qual ¢ a sua idade (em anos)?
e [Entered by respondent]
Qual é o nivel de escolaridade mais elevado que concluiu com éxito?

e 1°ciclo do Ensino Bdsico
e 2°ciclo do Ensino Bdsico
e 3°ciclo do Ensino Bdsico
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e Ensino Secunddrio

e Licenciatura ou equivalente

e Mestrado ou equivalente

e Doutoramento ou equivalente

Estd profissionalmente ligado a ciéncia?

e Sim, sou cientista/investigador
e Sim, sou estudante de ciéncias
e Sim, é parte do meu trabalho
e Indireta ou ocasionalmente

e Na&o

7.1.7.3 Attitudes
Qual é o seu nivel de confianca na ciéncia?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Nivel de confianca muito baixo
o (5) Nem muito baixo nem muito alto
o (10) Nivel de confian¢ca muito alto

Qual é o seu grau de confianga nas instituicdes politicas?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Nivel de confianca muito baixo
o (5) Nem muito baixo nem muito alto
o (10) Nivel de confian¢ca muito alto

Onde ¢ que se situa numa escala de esquerda-direita politica?

e 0-10 slider
o (0) Muito & esquerda
o (5) Nem muito & esquerda nem muito a direita
o (10) Muito & direita

Até que ponto se considera religioso/a?

e 0-10 slider
o (0)Nao sou religioso/a de todo
o (5 Nem um nem outro
o (10) Muito religioso/a
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71.7.4 Briefing

Este estudo pretende compreender a confian¢a publica nas universidades e centros de
investigacdo. De seguida, ser-lhe-8o apresentadas universidades ficticias, com
diferentes carateristicas. Com base nessas carateristicas, por favor indique o seu grau
de confianca em cada uma dessas universidades

7175 Conjoint experiment
Em que medida considera esta universidade configvel?

e Respondents rate profiles with one random characteristic from each group,
presented in a random order, on a 0-10 slider
o (0) Nivel de confiabilidade muito baixo
o (5 Nem um nem outro
o (10) Nivel de confiabilidade muito Elevado

7.1.7.6 Selfrate
Por favor, ordene a influéncia que as consideracdes abaixo tiveram na sua reacdo aos
perfis das universidades que acabou de classificar:

(Ordene as frases, arrastando-as)

e seu nivel de preocupacdo com o bem do publico

e A sua vontade de interagir com o publico

e seu compromisso em garantir padrdes profissionais

e A sua capacidade de produzir investigacdo de elevada qualidade

71.7.7 Debrief
Obrigado pela sua participacdo.

Este estudo investigou a forma como o comportamento das universidades e dos centros
de investigacdo afeta a confianca. Na experiéncia, atribuimos aleatoriamente niveis de
integridade da investigacd@o (manutencdo de normas éticas, legais e profissionais) e de
integracdo social (incluséo e envolvimento da sociedade na investigacdo), bem como a
reputacdo da universidade. O objetivo era investigar o peso relativo destes fatores na
formacdo das percecdes de confianca.

Se desejar retirar o seu consentimento, pode fazé-lo abandonando o inquérito. Se o fizer,
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0s seus dados ser@o apagados e a sua resposta serd considerada incompleta. Uma vez
que clique ‘proximo’, ndo serd identificado e ndo poderd retirar o seu consentimento’
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7.2 Pre-registration

The study was preregistered at OSF (https.//osf.io/uj9hw). All of the information from
the preregistration can also be seen below, with “no response questions excluded”:

STUDY INFORMATION
Hypotheses

H1. Higher research integrity in research performing organizations increases
trust in science

H2: More societal integration in research performing organizations increases
trust in science

RQ1: Are the effects of integrity and integration consistent across countries?

RQ2: Are the effects of integrity and integration moderated by organization
reputation?

DESIGN PLAN
Study type

Experiment - A researcher randomly assigns treatments to study subjects, this includes
field or lab experiments. This is also known as an intervention experiment and includes
randomized controlled trials.

Study design

The study is a survey experiment employing a conjoint design. In this participants rate
fictive university profiles that are assigned random values on six attributes presented in
a random order. The experiment utilizes a single profile design (i.e. one university is
rated at a time), and participants each perform four rating tasks.

SAMPLING PLAN

Existing Data

Registration prior to creation of data
Data collection procedures

400 participants recruited in each of the 7 partner organization countries (DE, DK, ES,
FR, GR, PT, UK). Recruitment through Norstat.
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Sample size

2800 (400*7)
Variables
Manipulated variables

Profiles have 6 randomly assigned attributes. Three which are designed to manipulate
perceptions of research integrity, two manipulating perceptions of societal integration,
and one manipulating prestige:

e (integrity h1) Honesty, transparency, and responsibility
e (integrity h1) Conflicts of interest

o (integrity h1) Diversity and inclusion

e (integration h2) Hearing the public

e (integration h2) Public communication

e prestige

For the first five attributes, on integrity and integration, these can take the values of
high (strict procedures), neutral (national recommendations) or low (lacks
recommendations). The final attribute, prestige, is included to investigate how other
reputation indicators interact with the focal attributes. In a third of the profiles, this
takes no value and is omitted. In a third it takes an abstract prestige value of either high
prestige or low prestige. In the final third it take a research content value of either
climate research or covid resaerch.

Measured variables
Demographics

e gender

e age

e education

e professional proximity to science

Attitudes

trust in science

trust in political institutions
left-right ideology
religiosity

Post-survey

e self-reported importance of trustworthiness factors (expertise, integrity,
benevolence, openness)

ANALYSIS PLAN
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Statistical models

Hypotheses 1 and 2 will be evaluated on the basis of multiple regression simultaneously
including all manipulated attributes and country level fixed effects. Research questions
1and 2 will be evaluated on the basis of per country regressions (RQ1) and split sample
regressions across the three versions of the prestige attribute (RQ2).

Exploratory analysis

e Relationship between self-rated importance of trustworthiness factors and
experiment behavior.

e Heterogeneous effects across demographic and attitudinal variables.

e Investigation of the role of order and time, as a proxy for attention.

e Cross-attribute interactions.
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7.3 Regression outputs for main analyses

7.31 Main regressions

Main + control for order + individual FE
Integrity principles (lacks commitment)
National recommendations 0470 04771 0474
(0.040) (0.040) (0.055)
Strict procedures 0.517 0.517 0.518**
(0.039) (0.039) (0.053)
Special interests (lacks commitment)
National recommendations 0.227* 0.227* 0.241*
(0.057) (0.057) (0.067)
Strict procedures 0.297* 0.297* 0.295*
(0.057) (0.057) (0.066)
Diversity and inclusion (lacks commitment)
National recommendations 0.203*** 0.203* 0.227
(0.022) (0.022) (0.024)
Strict procedures 0.189* 0.189** 0.225"
(0.020) (0.020) (0.020)
Hearing the public (lacks commitment)
National recommendations 0.210" 0.210™* 0.233*
(0.029) (0.029) (0.040)
Strict procedures 0.238*** 0.238"** 0.267**
(0.039) (0.039) (0.035)
Science communication (lacks commitment)
National recommendations 0.195* 0.195* 0177
(0.033) (0.033) (0.022)
Strict procedures 0.223*** 0.223*** 0.217%*
(0.032) (0.031D) (0.025)
Reputation (no cue)
Prestige (high) 0.145* 0.145* 0.120*
(0.030) (0.029) (0.028)
Prestige (low) -0167%* -0167 -0.147
(0.022) (0.022) (0.024)
Research (climate) 0.094* 0.094* 0.108*
(0.029) (0.029) (0.026)
Research (covid) 0.056 0.056 0.055
(0.041 (0.040) (0.037)
Order (first)
Second -0.099* -0.099*
(0.017) (0.019)
Third -0.104* -0.105*
(0.021) (0.025)
Fourth -0.107* -0.1071*
(0.023) (0.026)
Num.Obs. 11388 11388 11388
R2 0.108 0.109 0.624
R2 Adj. 0.106 0108 0498
Country fixed effects v v v
Individual fixed effects v
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7.3.2 Per country regressions

DE DK ES FR GR PT UK
(Intercept) -0.799* 1348 -0.753**  -0.769" 0751 -0.967**  -1.249*
(0.084) (0.080) (0.088) (0.089) (0.083) (0.087) (0.085)
Integrity principles (lacks)
recommendations  0.379*** 0.617* 0.366** 0.378** 0459 0.570™ 0.542%
(0.059) (0.055) (0.058) (0.059) (0.056) (0.058) (0.056)
strict 0464 0.723 0.493** 0.394* 0.518* 0.518* 0.458**
(0.059) (0.055) (0.059) (0.059) (0.056) (0.058) (0.057)
Special interests (lacks)
recommendations 0.217 0.429* 0.093 0.205" 0.065 0.185* 0.445
(0.059) (0.055) (0.058) (0.060) (0.056) (0.058) (0.056)
strict 0.292% 0.496™* 0.208™* 0.212% 0.130* 0.270* 0.527
(0.059) (0.055) (0.058) (0.060) (0.056) (0.058) (0.056)
Diversity and inclusion (lacks)
recommendations 0.132* 0.266" 0.214* 0.166* 0147 0.271% 0.237%
(0.059) (0.055) (0.058) (0.060) (0.056) (0.058) (0.056)
strict 0.187* 0.209* 0.262% 0109+ 0.214* 0.200™ 0.139*
(0.059) (0.055) (0.059) (0.059) (0.056) (0.058) (0.056)
Hearing the public (lacks)
recommendations 0.188* 0.263** 0199 0.185* 0.088 0.210™ 0.327
(0.059) (0.055) (0.058) (0.060) (0.056) (0.058) (0.057)
strict 0.185* 0.307 0.281%* 0.203** 0.096+ 0.206™* 0409
(0.059) (0.055) (0.058) (0.059) (0.056) (0.058) (0.056)
Science communication (lacks)
recommendations 0.145* 0.335" 0.094 0.170* 0.285"* 0.125* 0.208™*
(0.059) (0.055) (0.058) (0.060) (0.056) (0.058) (0.057)
strict 0.207** 0.318* 0.139* 0.200* 0.273" 0.116* 0.327
(0.059) (0.055) (0.059) (0.060) (0.056) (0.058) (0.057)
Reputation (no cue)
prestige (high) 0134+ 0.128+ 0.084 0123+ 0.183* 0.282 0.050
(0.072) (0.067) (0.072) (0.073) (0.068) (0.071D (0.069)
prestige (low) -0.195* -0.159* -0.261% -0.090 -0.167* -0.200* -0.115+
(0.072) (0.067) (0.071D (0.073) (0.068) (0.071D (0.069)
research (climate) 0.144* 0.082 0.000 0.07 0.009 0.165* 0.190*
(0.072) (0.067) (0.072) (0.073) (0.069) (0.071D (0.069)
research (covid) -0.062 0.096 0.008 0.074 -0.063 0.211* 0132+
(0.072) (0.067) (0.072) (0.073) (0.068) (0.071) (0.069)
Num.Obs. 1600 1600 1620 1600 1760 1604 1604
R2 0.090 0.213 0.092 0.068 0.097 0125 0.167
R2 Adj. 0.082 0.206 0.084 0.060 0.089 0117 0160
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7.3.3 Cross-reputation interactions

a’l a2 a3 a4 a5 all
Integrity principles (lacks)
recommendations 0.536™* 0.470%* 0.477%* 0469 0.477%* 0.535%*
(0.028) (0.040) (0.040) (0.039) (0.039) (0.028)
strict 0.615™* 0.510** 0.512* 0.510** 0.577% 0.615*

(0.037) (0.039) (0.039) (0.038) (0.039) (0.037)
Special interests (lacks)

recommendations 0.228™ 0.225* 0227+ 0.226™ 0227+ 0.224~
(0.057) (0.084) (0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.083)
strict 0.295* 0.318* 0.296™ 0.295* 0297 0.313*

(0.057) (0.063) (0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.062)
Diversity and inclusion (lacks)

recommendations 0204 0204*  0197** 0203  0203**  0.198**
0022)  (0.022) (0031  (0.022)  (0.022)  (0.030)
strict 0190  0189™  0229*  0188™  0189™  0.229*

(0.020) (0.020) (0.039) (0.020) (0.020) (0.039)
Hearing the public (lacks)

recommendations 0.208™* 0.209"* 0.210™* 0.270* 0.210™* 0.270*
(0.030) (0.029) (0.029) (0.046) (0.030) (0.046)
strict 0.237 0.237 0.238"** 0.277 0.237 0.279"*
(0.039) (0.039) (0.039) (0.040) (0.039) (0.040)
Science communication
(lacks)
recommendations 0.194* 0.194* 0.194* 0.195** 0.184* 0.183*
(0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (0.038) (0.037)
strict 0.222%* 0.223** 0.224* 0.223** 0.236* 0.236*

(0.032) (0.031) (0.032) (0.032) (0.043) (0.043)
Reputation (no cue)

prestige (high) 0.210"* 0178 0.2071* 0.207* 0.115* 0.330*
(0.035) (0.024) (0.055) (0.053) (0.030) (0.067)
prestige (low) -0.067 -0176* -0.162* -0.125* -0.159* -0.024
(0.040) (0.048) (0.0617) (0.047) (0.050) (0.081
research (climate) 0.163* 0.073 0.087 0.076 0.085 0.106
(0.042) (0.057) (0.050) (0.049) (0.057) (0.118)
research (covid) 0.163** 0.089 0.066 0.170* 0.094+ 0.379*

(0.034) (0.052) (0.059) (0.059) (0.043) (0.087)
Integrity principles

recommend*highprestige -0.052* -0.052*
(0.016) (0.017)
strict*highprestige -0.140* -0.137*
(0.053) (0.055)
recommend*lowprestige -0M4 -0M5
(0.067) (0.066)
strict*lowprestige -0.186* -0.189*
(0.046) (0.046)
recommend*climateresaerch  -0.099* -0.097*
(0.019) (0.018)
strict*climateresaerch -0.106* -0.104*
(0.037) (0.034)
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al a2 a3 a4 a5 all
recommend*covidresaerch -0.125+ -0.133*
(0.056) (0.054)
strict*covidresaerch -0.192* -0.203*
(0.075) (0.070)
Special interests
recommend*highprestige -0.002 0.001
(0.057) (0.058)
strict*highprestige -0.101+ 0.027
(0.043) (0.059)
recommend*lowprestige 0.021 0.021
(0.062) (0.069)
strict*lowprestige 0.007 -0.032
(0.056) (0.077)
recommend*climateresaerch 0.018 -0.097+
(0.066) (0.043)
strict*climateresaerch 0.042 0.012
(0.062) (0.056)
recommend*covidresaerch -0.022 0.046
(0.080) (0.062)
strict*covidresaerch -0.076 -0.088
(0.050) (0.051
Diversity and inclusion
recommend*highprestige -0.024 -0.024
(0.059) (0.059)
strict*highprestige -0.145+ 0.006
(0.072) (0.100)
recommend*lowprestige 0.006 0.045
(0104 (0.064)
strictlowprestige -0.023 0.0M
(0.069) (0.051
recommend*climateresaerch 0.044 -0.145+
(0.064) (0.069)
strict*climateresaerch -0.024 -0.019
(0.067) (0.070)
recommend*covidresaerch 0.013 -0.023
(0.057) (0.067)
strict*covidresaerch -0.043 -0.050
(0.065) (0.062)
Hearing the public
recommend*highprestige -0.104+ -0.105*
(0.046) (0.041D)
strict*highprestige -0.080 -0.084
(0.064) (0.051
recommend*lowprestige -0.081 0.017
(0.050) (0.074)
strict*lowprestige -0.045 -0.198*
(0.071D (0.063)
recommend*climateresaerch 0.017 -0.083
(0.073) (0.063)
strict*climateresaerch 0.034 -0.048
(0.051 (0.068)
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a’l a2 a3 a4 a5 all
recommend*covidresaerch -0.189* 0.031
(0.064) (0.051)
strict*covidresaerch -0.152* -0.162*
(0.057) (0.060)
Science communication
recommend*highprestige 0.069 0.066
(0.050) (0.046)
strict*highprestige 0.021 0.001
(0.055) (0.060)
recommend*lowprestige 0.001 0.017
(0.062) (0.058)
strict*lowprestige -0.024 -0.023
(0.087) (0.067)
recommend*climateresaerch 0.020 0.019
(0.057) (0.056)
strict*climateresaerch 0.008 -0.024
(0.059) (0.088)
recommend*covidresaerch -0.027 0.009
(0.058) (0.059)
strict*covidresaerch -0.084+ -0.084*
(0.036) (0.034)
Num.Obs. 11388 11388 11388 11388 11388 11388
R2 0.109 0.108 0.108 0.109 0.108 0.1
R2 Adj. 0.106 0.106 0.106 0.106 0.106 0.106
FE: country X X X X X X
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7.4 Figure 4.2.1, results per country
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7.5 Reputation interactions with non-simplified treatments
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