Table S1: 14 focus groups on Research Performing Organisations
	Approach 
	Disciplines represented
	Participants 
	Country 
	Seniority of researchers 
	Gender F/M (%) 

	Humanities focus groups

	Historical 
	History of ideas, Archaeology 
	3
	DK
	Assistant professor (1),  Associate professor (1), Professor MSO (1)
	F (33%), M (67%)

	Language
	Theoretical and applied linguistics, Sociolinguistics, Computer-mediated communication 
	7
	NL
	Postdoc (1), Assistant professor (2), Lecturer (2), Associate professor (1), Professor (1)  
	F (57%), M (43%)

	Communication
	Information science, Communication science
	6
	HR
	Research assistant (1), Postdoc (1)
Assistant professor (3), Associate professor (1)
	F (33%), M (67%) 

	Social science focus groups

	Qualitative
	Sociology, Sociology and religion
	4
	ES
	Postdoc (2), associate professor (1), senior researcher (1)
	F (75%), M (25%)

	Quantitative
	Social psychology, Political science, Quantitative science studies, Education and child studies, Anthropology and developmental sociology 
	6
	NL
	PhD student (1), Postdoc (1), Assistant professor (3), Associate professor (1)
	F (33%), M (67%)

	Qualitative
	Qualitative science studies, Higher education research 
	5
	DE
	PhD student (1), postdoc (1), junior researcher (1), Senior researcher (2)
	F (60%), M (40%) 

	Natural science (incl. technical science) focus groups

	Experimental
	Water management, Biodiversity 
	2
	ES
	Senior researcher (2) 
	F (50%), M (50%)

	Theoretical
	Theoretical physics, Mathematics, Chemistry, Computer science 
	6
	DK
	Postdoc (2), Associate professor (4)
	F (33%), M (67%)

	Experimental
	Biology, Bioscience and engineering, Statistics 
	3
	BE
	Associate professor (1), Professor (2)
	M (100%)

	Experimental
	Geoscience, Mathematics, Physics, Translational biomedicine, Biology 
	6
	HR
	PhD student (1), Postdoc (1), Senior researcher (1), Professor (3)
	F (83%), M (17%) 

	Medical science (incl. biomedicine) focus groups

	Clinical 
	Clinical nursing, Oncology, Sexology
	3
	DK
	Associate professor (3) 
	F (100%) 

	Clinical 
	Gastroenterology, Clinical epidemiology, Physiology, Vascular surgery, Clinical neuroscience 
	6
	NL
	Postdoc (1), Senior clinical scientist (1), Senior researcher (1), Professor (3)
	F (67%), M (33%)

	Basic
	Forensic science, Histology and embryology, Anatomy, Neurobiology, Physiology
	7
	HR
	Research assistant (1), Assistant professor (1), Associate professor (2), Professor (2), Professor emeritus (1)
	F (43%), M (57%) 

	Basic
	Medical law and ethics, Neurobiology, Biophysics 
	3
	GR
	Senior researcher (2), Professor (1) 
	F (33%), M (67%)





Table S2: 16 focus groups on Research Funding Organisations
	Disciplines represented
	Stakeholder positions represented
	Participants 
	Country
	Seniority of researchers 
	Gender F/M (%)

	Humanities focus groups

	Linguistics, Medieval studies
	Researcher, RE and RI committee members, PhD programme coordinator, Public funder
	4
	ES
	Associate professor (1), Research professor (1), Professor (1) 
	F (75%), M (25%)

	Media and culture, Archaeology, Religion, Philosophy, Legal philosophy 
	Researcher, Confidential counsellor, RI committee member 
	5
	NL
	Postdoc (1), Assistant professor (1), Professor (3)
	F (60%), M (40%)

	Science communication, Migration and integration, Digital humanities, Sociology
	Researcher, Editorial director, Gender and equality commissioner 
	5
	DE
	Junior researcher (1), Senior researcher (3)

	F (80%), M (20%)

	Philosophy, Philosophy of architecture, Philology 
	Researcher, Member of RI committee 
	4
	GR
	PhD student (1), Assistant professor (1), Professor (2) 
	F (25%), M (75%) 

	Social science focus groups

	Economics (health and business), Political science 
	Researcher, RE coordinator, Member of RE committee, RIO, Management position at RPO 
	4
	DK
	Associate professor (2) 
	F (50%), M (50%)

	Psychology (Developmental, methodology, cognitive, organisational), Political science 
	Researcher, Member of RE committee, Journal editor, RI course teacher, Management position at RPO 
	6
	NL
	Postdoc (1), Assistant professor (2), Associate professor (1) , Professor (2) 
	F (67 %), M (33%)

	Sociology, Pedagogy, Maritime studies, Psychology 
	Researcher, Management position at RPO, Researcher from industry, Former journal editor 
	5
	HR
	Assistant professor (1), Associate professor (3) 
	F (80%), M (20%) 

	Sociology, Linguistics
	Researcher, Researcher from industry, Member of RE committee 
	2
	GR
	Associate professor (1)
	F (100%)

	Natural science focus groups

	Indoor environment, Geometry, Wind energy
	Researcher, RIO, RPO codes of conduct working group, Researcher union representative, RI course teacher 
	5
	DK
	Professor (3) 
	F (20%), M (80%)

	Technical health research, Physics, Biomedical engineering, Nanoscience 
	Researcher, Research coordinator in RPO, Privacy coordinator in company, Compliance review member, Member of RE committee, Public funder 
	8
	NL
	Assistant professor (1), Professor (1)
	F (50%), M (50%)

	Physics, Chemistry
	Researcher, Researcher from industry, Management position at RPO 
	6
	HR
	Assistant professor (3), Professor (2) 
	F (50%), M (50%) 

	Chemical engineering, Mathematics, Geology, Physics, Engineering 
	Researcher, Management position at RPO, Public funder 
	6
	GR
	Assistant professor (4), Professor (1)
	F (17%), M (83%) 

	Medical science focus groups

	Molecular pharmacology, Biomedicine, Clinical medicine
	Researcher, Private funder, Management position at university, RE committee member, Funding adviser in RPO
	4
	DK
	Associate professor (1), Professor (1)
	F (75%), M (25%)

	Evolutionary biology, Developmental genetics, Bioinformatics 
	Researcher, RI working group member, PhD programme coordinator, Scientific coordinator
	4
	ES
	Senior researcher (1), Associate professor (1) 
	F (50%), M (50%)

	Physiology, Clinical medicine, Nursing education 
	Researcher, RIO, Management position at university, Public funder 
	5
	BE
	Senior researcher (1), Professor (2)
	F (40 %), M (60%) 

	Anatomy, Psychiatry, Health statistics, Gastroenterology, Biology, Physiology 
	Researcher, RE and RI committee members
	7
	IT
	Postdoc (1), Junior researcher (1), Assistant professor (3),
Associate professor (2)
	F (57%), M (43%)



[bookmark: _Hlk75357528][bookmark: _Toc49334347]Document S3: Moderator/interview guide 
[bookmark: _Toc31020796]Consent form (5 minutes)
“Before we start the interview, we need you to sign the consent forms we send you in advance.” [Have extra copies ready for signing, in case the participants haven’t brought a signed version of the copy that was send to them].
[bookmark: _Toc31020797]Introduction (10 minutes)
[Parts of the following text – ‘Background’ and ‘What we are going to talk about today’ – will be send to participants beforehand, when the interview appointment is confirmed. During the interview, the main points are summarized in a few slides]. 
Welcome 
Thank you very much for taking the time to participate in this focus group study. We are very pleased that you accepted our invitation.
Background [May be done in the national language, if needed]
In the new research framework program in the EU – Horizon Europe – that kicks off in January 2021, the European Commission wishes to strengthen its commitment to Research Integrity by requiring that organisations, that receive EU funding, not only formally declare compliance with the European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity (ALLEA), but also do this in practice by implementing so-called Research Integrity Promotion Plans (RIPPs). [Have a copy of the Code of Conduct ready if anybody asks what that is]
A RIPP is a plan for how the organisation will ensure, foster and promote responsible research practices, avoid detrimental practices, and handle misconduct. 
Our project, [description of project anonymised], We are working towards creating an online, freely available toolbox with Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and Guidelines that Research Producing Organisations (RPO, e.g. universities) and Research Funding Organisations (RFO) can use in their work with the RIPPs.
· [Show an example of a guideline] By guidelines, we mean statements of principles or issues to consider when performing a task, aimed to guide courses of action. Guidelines give direction and help users make decisions. They may include checklists.
· [Show an example of a SOP] Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) are on the other hand a detailed, written instruction, aimed to achieve uniform action step-by-step. SOPs prescribe specific actions; they liberate users from decision-taking by ensuring that the procedure is followed. They may come in the shape of a ‘decision-tree’/flow-diagram, similar to what is referred to as an algorithm in clinical contexts. 
In order to make the toolbox useful for different organisations, it is important that it is sensitive towards national, organisational and disciplinary differences. In different work packages, we look into different aspects of this. The purpose of the focus group study, which this interview is a part of, is to help us gain a better understanding of different disciplines’/main research areas’ needs for research integrity support from RPOs and RFOs in the form of SOPs and/or guidelines. The focus group study consists of 32 interviews overall. 
What we are going to talk about today 
We have invited you today, because you are researchers [or stakeholders] within x main area of research.
In previous work in [anonymised project name], we have identified a number of topics that influence research integrity, and that are therefore important for universities and other research producing [or funding] organisations to address. Today, we will present you with some of the topics in order to learn more about your understanding of them – and your area of research’s needs for SOPs or guidelines for these topics. In all, we are going to discuss two [or three] topics in-depth. We also have an exercise where you will be asked to sort a longer list of topics into three different groups, depending on their relevance and importance for your field of research. More about that later.
Practical issues
The interview will take 2 hours including a short break after an hour. [There is coffee, tea and water on the table. There is also some cake and some fruit, so please help yourself to some of that OR sandwiches/light lunch in the break]. 
In the interview today, we start with a couple of open questions. We then specifically look at two [or three] topics in-depth before we have a break. Hereafter, we turn to the exercise before rounding off. 
In a focus group interview, there are fewer questions than in a normal interview. It is important that you talk together and discuss the issues. Our role is primarily to be moderators for a conversation between you. 
We also have to emphasise that all issues discussed in the focus group interview are confidential. It is important that everybody can talk freely without fearing that what he or she says here might be brought up elsewhere. 
After the interview 
The interview will be audio recorded so that we can remember what has been said today. The subsequent interview transcriptions will be anonymized and handled in alignment with the European Union’s General Data Protection Regulation as outlined in the consent form and the project’s privacy policy. 
Introduction of participants
All participants introduce themselves [starting with their names, so that the transcribers can separate their voices.] 
[bookmark: _Toc31020798]Opening questions (10-15 minutes)
For the 14 researcher-only groups
1) “When you think about your own work/research, are there any areas related to RI where it would be beneficial to have more clear guidelines or SOPs?” 
Probes: 
“Have you experienced any problems when it comes to being able to conduct your research in a responsible way and would it have been useful for you to have SOPs or guidelines here?”  “Do you sometimes experience that it is difficult to find out what the right way to act is, when you are working with RI issues, for example some of the issues you just mentioned?” 
2) “Which topics would you like to see covered in a RIPP at your institution?” 
Probe: 
“What is the most important topic for enhancing RI in your area of research?” 
For the 16 mixed groups
1) “Funders could potentially play a role in setting RI standards that beneficiaries – both researchers and their host institutions – should live up to in order to receive funding. Which areas related to RI would you like to see funders focusing on?
Probe: 
“What is the most important topic for enhancing RI in X main field of research – and is it a topic that funders should do something about?”
 “Which problems related to RI do you encounter in your work?” 
“Now we would like to delve into two [or three] RI topics that might be important for universities or other research producing organisations [or funders] to focus on: topic no. 1 is …, topic no. 2. Is … [and topic no. is …] 
[Overall, 40 minutes are allocated to the two or three topics]
[bookmark: _Toc31020799]First topic (15 minutes):
[bookmark: _Toc31020800]Second topic (15 minutes):
[bookmark: _Toc31020801]Third topic (15 minutes):
[bookmark: _Toc31020802]Break (10 minutes)
[Moderator explains when the interview will start again] 
[bookmark: _Toc31020803]The sorting exercise (25 minutes)
Introduction
In our project [anonymised name], we have via a Delphi survey [Explain, if needed, what a Delphi consensus consultation process is], expert interviews and scoping reviews identified a number of topics that effect research integrity and that universities and other research producing organisations [or RFOs, for mixed groups] might need to address. However, we don’t know which of these issues are especially important for x main field of research. We would therefore like you as a group to talk about and to sort these topics into three categories: 
· In group 1, you place the topics that are very important for RI within your field of research,
· In group 2, you place the topics that are somewhat important within your field of research,
· In group 3, you place the topics that are of no or minimal importance for research integrity within your field of research.

[We are especially interested in hearing their thoughts on how it should be – what we ideally should focus on – seen from their disciplinary perspective.]
[The cards with the topics are placed on the table together with three other cards with group numbers, all participants get 3 minutes for themselves to think about the question, and collectively they hereafter negotiate which cards to put into group 1, 2 and 3.] 
[Remember to take a photo of the cards at the end of the exercise!] 
Follow up questions, examples: 
· For the topics that are placed in group 1, “Is there a need for SOPs or guidelines for these topics?”  
· “Why have you placed X in group Y?”
· “Is X not important since you have placed it in group 3?”  

[bookmark: _Toc31020804]Add to topics (5 minutes)
“Are there important topics for RI that we have missed? Are there other topics we need to include? Things that RPOs and RFOs have to pay attention to and implement SOPs and guidelines for?” 
[bookmark: _Toc31020805]Rounding off/debriefing (5 minutes)
· Thank you for your participation.  
· What will happen now: transcripts, analysis, report to the EC (we’ll send the report to you) plus academic papers. 
· End with a short evaluation of the interview ”How have you experienced the focus group?” 


[bookmark: _Hlk77778232]Table S4: Invitations, acceptance rates, cancellations 

	Focus groups on Research Performing Organisations

	Approach
	Country
	Invited
	Accepted
	Acceptance rate
	Cancelled (see table notes for reasons) 

	Humanities focus groups

	Historical
	DK
	21
	5
	23,8%
	21 

	   Language
	NL
	28
	7
	25%
	0

	Communication
	HR
	6
	6
	100%
	0

	Social science focus groups 

	Qualitative 
	ES
	18
	6
	33,3%
	22, 3 

	Quantitative
	NL
	47
	6
	12,8%
	0

	Qualitative
	DE
	9
	5
	55,5%
	0

	Natural science focus groups

	Experimental
	ES
	9
	6
	66,7%
	44 (all four)  

	Theoretical
	DK
	21
	6
	28,6%
	0

	Experimental
	BE
	11
	6
	54,5% 
	34 (all three) 

	Experimental
	HR
	6
	6
	100%
	0

	Medical science focus groups

	Clinical 
	DK
	21
	6
	28,6%
	34 (all three) 

	Clinical
	NL
	94
	6
	6,4% 
	0

	Basic
	HR
	9
	8
	88,9%
	13

	Basic
	GR
	5
	3
	60%
	0

	Focus groups on Research Funding Organisations

	Main area of research
	Place
	Invited
	Accepted
	Acceptance
rate
	Cancelled

	Humanities 
	ES
	23
	5
	21,7%
	11

	
	NL
	95
	6
	6,3%
	11

	
	DE
	113
	6
	5,3%
	11

	
	GR
	5
	4
	80%
	0

	Social science
	DK
	28
	6
	21,4%
	22, 3 

	
	NL
	95
	12*
	12,6%
	23, 5 

	
	HR
	7
	5
	71,4% 
	0

	
	GR
	5
	2
	40%
	0

	Natural science
	DK
	13
	6
	46,2%
	13

	
	NL
	10
	8
	80%
	0

	
	HR
	6
	6
	100%
	0

	
	GR
	10
	7
	70%
	0

	Medical science
	DK
	16
	6
	37,5%
	21, 5

	
	ES
	6
	6
	100%
	24

	
	BE
	13
	7
	53,8%
	24 

	
	IT
	7
	7
	100% 
	0



Notes: * 4 were uninvited as the group was too large. 
Reasons for cancellation: 1 = illness, 2 = change of mind, 3 = competing obligations, 4 = covid-19 lockdown related inabilities to participate, 5 = unknown (no show) 




[bookmark: _Hlk77778013]Document S5: The sorting exercise – two examples 
Example 1: Natural science (incl. technical science) group, mixed group/RFO focus, Denmark 
[image: ]
Example 2: Social science, qualitative, RPO focus, Spain
[image: ]
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