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Mezinarodni audit .
vyzkumu, vyvoje a inovaci v CR
a implementace jeho vysledkii
do strategickych dokumentii

International evaluation
of research, development and innovation
in the Czech Republic and implementation
of its conclusions into strategic documents

Jitka Moravcova
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Cil projektu
The aim of the project

Vytvorit .
efektivni systém podpory Vaval v CR
atraktivni prostiedi pro plisobeni pracovniki ve Vaval

Zvysit
efektivitu védecké prace

Zlepsit
postaveni CR v mezinarodnim mé¥itku

To create an effective system supporting R&D&I in the Czech
Republic, which blish an attractive enviromental for the

activities and e the position of the Czech Republic within
international research.

Klicové aktivity
The milestones

Omezinarodni audit systému VaVval

Qimplementace jeho zavéri do strategickych dokumentt
v'Reforma systému VaVval v CR
vNarodni politika Vaval v CR na léta 2009-2015
v'Metodika hodnoceni vysledk@ Vav

Qinternational evaluation of the R&D&I system

Qimple jon of its conclusions into gic doc
v'Reform of the R&D&I System in the Czech Republic
v'National Policy of R&D&I in the Czech Republic between 2009
and 2015

v Guidelines for Evaluating R&D Resuli

Klicové aktivity
The milestones
Omezinarodni audit systému VaVval
v'Hodnoceni vefejnych vydaji na Vaval
v'Hodnoceni statni spravy
v'Hodnoceni programii v oblasti Vaval

Qinternational evaluation of the R&D&I system

VA t of public expenditure for R&D&I in the Czech
Republic

v Evaluation of state inistration

v Evaluation of R&D prog
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Klicové aktivity
The milestones

Omezinarodni audit systému VaVval
v Uroveii instituci vyzkumu a vyvoje
v gchrana prav dusevniho vlastnictvi a intelektualnich prav
v CR
v'Vztah mezi vyzkumnou a aplikacni sférou

Qinternational evaluation of the R&D&I system
v The level of research and devel t institutic

v Protection of intellectual property and other intellectual rights
in the Czech Republic

v'The relation between research and application spheres
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Klicové aktivity
The milestones

Omezinarodni audit systému VaVval
v'Lidské zdroje
v'Mezinarodni spoluprace ve vyzkumu a vyvoji
4 Porovnéni soucasného systému Fizeni a spravy v oblasti
VaVval v CR s principy ,Reformy", s ,Metodikou hodnoceni®
a ,Narodni politikou™

Qinternational evaluation of the R&D&I system
v'Human resources
v International cooperation in research and development

v Comparison of the current system of management and
administration in the field of R&D&I in the Czech Republic with
principles of ,Reform", ,Guidelines" and ,, jonal Policy"
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Soucasny stav
The present state

QOfeseni projektu zahajeno 1.1.2009
Qvybérové Fizeni na dodavatele mezinarodniho auditu
Qvybérové Fizeni na podpiirného partnera

Okonference CzechRDIForum je soucasti projektu

Qthe project started on 01.01.2009

Qthe tender documentation for public contract , International
Audit"

Q the tender documentation for public contract ,Supporting
Partner"

Qthe conference CzechRDIForum is a part of the project
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Ocekavané vystupy auditu

The expected outputs of the evaluation
Ocerven 2010: Metodika hodnoceni vysledkii VaV, urover
vyzkumnych instituci
Qlistopad 2010: Hodnoceni vefejnych vydajéi na Vaval,
hodnoceni statni spravy, hodnoceni programii v oblasti
VaVal
Osrpen 2011: Lidské zdroje, ochrana prav dusevniho
vlastnictvi a intelektualnich prav v CR, vztah mezi
vyzkumnou a aplikacni sférou

QOJune, 2010: Guidelines for Evaluating R&D Results, The level of

research and develop
QN ber, 2010: Ei jon of state -ation, financing
and R&D programmes

QAugust, 2011: Human resources, International cooperation,
Intellectual property and other rights
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Webové stranky projektu

Webpage of the project
http://ipn.msmt.cz
Qinformace o postupu Feseni projektu
Omaterialy z konferenci (zaznamy vystoupeni, sbornik,
fotografie), tiskové zpravy, clanky
Qdiléi a zavéreéné zpravy z mezinarodniho auditu
Qinternetové diskusni forum

Qinformation on the progress of the project solution

Qc ence doc (pr abstract book, photos),
press releases, articles

Qinterim reports, final report of international audit
Qinternet discussion forum




Victoria Ley

R&D Evaluation and Funding Criteria in Spain



Victoria Ley is the Director of the National Evaluation and
Foresight Agency (ANEP) of Spain. Prior (1991 to 2003) she was
a senior researcher at the National Institute of Agriculture
Research (INIA). The ANEP is the national institution responsible
of the scientific evaluation of most of the RTD proposals applying

for public funding, including researcher’s CV and evaluation of

proposals, groups and institutions.

R&D evaluation and funding criteria in Spain

The National Evaluation and Foresight Agency (ANEP) is the Spanish institution responsible
of the scientific evaluation of most of the R&D proposals applying for public funding,
including researcher’s CV and evaluation of proposals, groups and institutions. The ANEP is
not a funding agency, but the funding decisions are based on the evaluation informs of ANEP
together with other criteria (strategic, specific call criteria) Evaluation and funding criteria of
calls designed to fund basic research are based on scientific quality, promoting researcher’s
freedom and creativity and avoiding politic interference (bottom up). This is the approach of
ERC. Criteria used on calls designed for strategic needs have different standards, related with
particular requirements (top-down). As a national agency, the ANEP applies both types of
criteria depending on the call objectives.

During the last 10 years Spain has improved significantly its R&D indicators: human
resources from 21 to 34%, investment from 0.82 to 1.87 of GDP, scientific production from
0,96% to 3,32% and its impact from 0,51% to 1,00%. However, on spite of these numbers, in
recent times there is a slowdown on the indicators concerning the impact and relevance of
Spanish research.

Therefore, government and agencies are considering new measures to boost the R&D system,
identifying the best proposals to be funded, increasing the number of well formed researchers
and promoting private investment on R&D. The objective is not only to increase the scientific
production, but above all to produce better and more relevant science.

Good practices and updated approaches in peer review are a key feature to achieve these
goals. The evaluation processes should be consistent with those applied across Europe and
with similar gquality standards. On the other hand should promote international collaboration

and the consolidation of the European Research Area.



The following issues will also be discussed:

. Best practices for the evaluation of breakthrough proposals with unpredictable wealth
creation outcomes and high risk ideas with commercial or technological promise.

. Two models to optimise the investment on R&D: 1) encouraging outstanding
researchers by ex-post funding (RAE model, based on the quality of the work undertaken and
allowing future researchers’ freedom), and 2) promoting relevant and innovative proposals by

ex-ante assessment (ERC and NSF model, driven innovation lines, societal and market needs).
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o ._ion and Foresigth Agency (ANEP)

National Science Context

During the last 10 years Spain has improved significantly its
R&D indicators : human resources, investment, scientific
production and its impact. However Innovation indicators are still
low

= Government and agencies are designing and applying new
measures to maintain this trend and to boost indicators
concerning R&D innovation , identifying the best proposals to
be funded, increasing the number of well formed researchers and
promoting private investment on R&D.

= The objective is not only to increase the scientific production, but
above all to produce better and more relevant science
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R&D INVESTMENT IN SPAIN (% OF GDP)
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Scientific Production and Impact
81-85 03-07 81-85 03-07 81-85 03-07
1 USA 894.855 1.389.809 39,30 32,65 1,36 142
2 UK 200.877 366.880 8,82 8,62 1,20 1,30
3 Japan 148.997 361.575 6,54 8,49 0,88 0,95
4 Germany 172.828 349.959 759 8,22 0,95 1,25
5 China 14.149 295.513 0,62 6,94 0,30 0,63
6 France 118.902 249.047 522 5,85 0,94 113
7 Canada 105.256 201.757 4,62 4,74 1,00 118
8 ltaly 54,237 189.982 2,38 4,46 0,86 111
9 Spain 21.822 141.118 0,96 332 0,51 1,00
10 Australia 52,937 127.487 2,33 2,99 0,98 1,09
1 India 65.322 116.862 2,87 2,75 0,30 0,54
12 Russia 119.929 116.199 527 2,73 0,26 0,48
13 40.547 111.458 178 2,62 1,24 143
1indicates mean of impact (4.8 citations/doc). Source: ISI a

o ._ion and Foresigth Agency (ANEP) Igﬁa;w et

Relative impact of the 14 most productive countries
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Relative impact of Spain vs UE-27




National Evaluation and Foresigth Agency (ANEP)
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Patent activity in Spain vs all countries

Distribution of PCT patents by type of applicant 2002-2007
€ ;gl%"c' Private  PublicInstit. Others University

1 USA 33,6% 87,8% 0,8% 1,1% 10,2%
2 Japan 17,5% 94,8% 2,7% 0,2% 2,2%
3 Germany 11,3% 98,8% 0,0% 0,2% 0,9%
4 Rep. of Corea 4,5% 85,1% 10,9% 0,0% 4,1%
5 France 4,1% 86,2% 11,6% 1,6% 0,7%
6 United Kingdom 3,5% 83,8% 1,3% 1,3% 13,5%
7 China 3,5% 91,9% 18% 0,0% 6,3%
8 Netherlands 2,6% 97,1% 0,0% 2,0% 0,9%
9 Switzerland 2,4% 96,3% 0,4% 0,2% 3,1%
10 Sweden 2,3% 99,8% 0,0% 0,2% 0,0%
11 Italy 1,8% 92,2% 3,0% 0,6% 4,2%
12 Canada 1,8% 81,3% 3,7% 1,5% 13,5%
13 Australia 1,3% 64,9% 14,8% 2,9% 17,5%
14 Finland 1,3% 97,9% 0,0% 2,1% 0,0%
15 Israel 1,1% 79,9% 0,2% 0,0% 19,9%
16 Spain 0,8% 51,6% 333% 0,0% 15,2%

GogEaNe  HsTERD
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Situacion de la I+D en Espafia

World Quote in High Tech Products (2006)

1 China 13,5% 14 Irlanda 1,6%
2 Estados Unidos 13,4% 15 Suiza 1,5%
3 Alemania 7.7% 16  Filipinas 1,4%
4 Japén 6,4% 17 Italia 1,3%
5  Singapur 6,2% 18 Tailandia 1,3%
6  Reino Unido 5,9% 19 Bélgica 1,2%
7 Hong Kong 5,4% 20 Suecia 1,0%
8  Rep. de Corea 4,7% 21 Hungria 0,8%
9  Francia 4,4% 22 Austria 0,8%
10 Holanda 4,2% 23 Finlandia 0,7%
11 Malasia 3,1% 24 Rep. Checa 0,6%
12 México 1,8% 25 Dinamarca 0,6%
13 Canada 1,6% 26 Espafia 0,5%
Fuente: Colec 8
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Spanish Indicators 2006: Research-Development-lnnov  ation

Scientific o o
Production (ISI) ilits e R
PCT Patents 0,8% 160 D

% of High Tech ® ®
Products &% 2o L

P8 | 27% | 8

Fuente: IS, WIPO, Cotec 9
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ANEP

v’ The National Evaluation and Foresight Agency ~ (ANEP) is the
Spanish institution responsible of the scientific evaluation of most of
the R&D proposals applying for public funding, including researcher’s
CV and evaluation of proposals, groups and institutions.

v The ANEP is not a funding agency, but the funding decisions are
based on the evaluation informs of ANEP together with other criteria
(strategic, specific call criteria)

v' Evaluation and funding criteria of calls designed to fund basic
research are based on scientific quality , promoting researcher’s
freedom and creativity and avoiding politic interference (bottom up).

v Criteria used on calls designed for strategic needs have different
standards, related with particular requirements (top-down). As a
national agency, the ANEP applies both types of criteria depending on

the call objectives.
10
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National Evaluation and Foresigth Agency (ANEP)

ANEP Objectives

v Assessment of the scientific quality of all R&D activities
that require funding, both from public and private  calls.

v' Spanish scientific observatory

v To driven up the quality of research, the international
competitiveness and to promote innovation.

v’ Projects
v Personnel

v Institutions

GogEaNe  HsTERD
DA DeCENCA
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National Evaluation and Foresigth Agency (ANEP)
ANEP Activity

1. RTD projects
v'Basic-fundamental

v'Knowledge transfer and innovation
2. Personnel

v'Fellowships
v'Contracts (R&D, in industry, mobility..)
v'Research groups

3. Other activities

+ Research institutes
v Hospital Departments
v" Infraestructure

Total evaluations in 2008: 24.320




National Evaluation and Foresigth Agency (ANEP)

£
Evaluation and selection of proposals

DIRECTION GENERAL OF RESEARCH AND NATIONAL R+D+| PL AN

ANEP FUNDING INSTITUTION

EVALUATION FUNDING

SCIENTIFIC QUALITY AND
RELEVANCE

STRATEGIC CRITERIA

ANEP is an independent agency for
evaluation (not funding)

National Evaluation and Foresigth Agency (ANEP)

Evaluation Process

GogEaNe  HsTERD
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v Each proposal is followed by a two-step evaluation

v First step is peer review, referees selected by ANEP coordinators
(27 scientific field panels)

v The ANEP inform is written by coordinators, based on the
individual peer informs.

v Assessment process is made using a web based tool

v Reviewers are evaluated (quality of the inform, disparity, time..)

v 15% of international reviewers

v Second step is a panel review (ANEP+ funding Institution).
Scientific or technical experts

GogEaNG  HsTERD
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National Evaluation and Foresigth Agency (ANEP)

Evaluation in ANEP

ANEP
27 coordination
panels

Peer selection

Web Evaluation Tool

—
Peer informs

Individual
peers

190 experts/3 years

l Researchers
Technics

Industry

Managers

FINAL INFORM

The Web Evaluation Tool is
very similar to the used by
ERC 15

[ e amm
Selection of funded proposals

ANEP INFORM \

SCIENTIFIC

National Evaluation and Foresigth Agency (ANEP)

COMISSION E=ed

FUNDING
s — G

TECHNIC

INSTITUTION /
INFORM

STRATEGIC
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National Evaluation and Foresigth Agency (ANEP)

Field distribution

42 %

ENGINEERING 13 %
VELECTRIC
v MECHANIC
Y COMMUNICATIONS
VINFORMATICS
VMATERIALS
vemIL
VCHEMISTRY ENGIIN.

HUMANITIES 19 %
VHISTORY AND ART
YLITERATURE, LANGUAGE
VSOCIAL SCIENCES
VECONOMICS
VEDUCATION

VLOW SCIENCES
VPSYCHOLOGY

FUNDAMENTAL
VMATHEMATICS
VPHYSICS AND SPACE
VCHEMISTRY
VEARTH SCIENCES

BIOL-BIOMED
VMOL. BIOLOGY
VBIOMEDICINE
VMEDICINE

VFOOD TECHNOL
VECOLOGY AND BIOL.
VAGRICULTURE
VANIMAL HEALTH

KNWOLEDGE TRANSFER: 10 %
40 % ENGINEERING
30 % BIO-BIOTECH-BIOMED
20 % FUNDAMMENTAL
10% OTHERS

10
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Improvements in evaluation

National Evaluation and Foresigth Agency (ANEP)

v Better recognition of all aspects of excellence: intellectual
quality, innovation, knowledge transfer and impact

v Assessment of applied/practice-based research and multi-
disciplinary research (and humanities)

v Emergent areas

v Using international standards and adapting evaluation methods

v Evaluating young scientists

v Good practices in peer review. Transparency

v Quality controls and monitoring
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Possible negative aspects

= Disciplinary structure of the ANEP (areas) and Interdisciplinary
proposals

= Incorrect use and abuse of bibliometric indicators

= Adaptation of scientific community — behaviour on publications
(quantity vs quality; being group leader, etc)

= Reviewers saturation

= Administrative burden

= Too “traditional” criteria and reviewers that benefit routine research

= Low incentives for excellent and innovative researchers and
universities

= Low incentives for innovation?

Measures to boost knowledge transference
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EVALUATION PROCESS (web tool)
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EVALUATION PROCESS (web tool)

= Gestion de evaluaciones

ANEP v20  Ley Vega de Seoane, Victoria - Supervisor/a
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EVALUATION PROCESS (web tool)
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Control and Monitoring

n Conflicts of interest and confidentiality

v Experts must sign a confidentiality and conflict of interest declaration
prior to beginning their work

v Applicants may ask to avoid some experts to avoid conflict of interests

v Panel members identify and correct biasses and incompatibilities

n Avoiding biases

v Monitoring gender and young researchers participation as peer

v Monitoring criteria

m Quality of peers

v The appointment of experts is based upon their field of expertise in a
given area

v' For each single inform, score is compared with other peers (web tool)

m Quality of informs

v Assesment exercice in collaboration with European Science Foundation

v Processes, criteria and panel members are monitored by an external
commission

m Statistics controls 23

11

o .-nal Evaluation and Foresigth Agency (ANEP) Eiﬁi SR mEe |

Benchmarking project ANEP-ESF: Objectives

= To determine the extent to which the evaluation of
scientific projects and curricula vitae by the ANEP is
consistent with international standards

= To know how Spanish applications would be evaluated in

an international context and how they would be rated.

= To determine if the priorities of the foreign evaluators are

the same to those of the ANEP

= To analyze and compare the scores glven and the
ualitative assessments made in ANEP's evaluations with
those of foreign experts.
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Methodology

v 125 project applications and 160 applications for young
}n\ﬁstigators (Ramon y Cajal Programme), grouped into 20
ields .

v 35 foreign experts proposed by the ESF (keywords and field)

v Experts were sent a letter explaining the principles and aims of
the exercise and applications assigned to those who agreed to
take part

v Each evaluator was sent between 4 and 8 projects and between
8 and 10 Ramén y Cajal applications in the same field (max 16).

v The allocation of projects was verified based on the evaluators'
field of specialisation and by the keywords  provided.

v Each group of applications was evaluated by two evaluators

v Comparative analysis of the results  of the evaluation by the
ANEP and ESF, using the same evaluation forms.

25
—
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Conclussions

v The overall analysis of the data shows patterns of behaviour which are
highly similar between national and ESF experts

ESF experts give slightly higher scores  than those given by the ANEP

Disparities between experts are of the same order. However, ESF and
ANEP ranking are often different

GENERAL OPINION OF ESF EXPERTS

Answers to questionnaire about some of the aspects of the
evaluation process

Aspect assessed Score (1-10)

Scientific Quality RyC applications 78
Scientific Quality of the Group Leader 7,6
Scientific Quality of Projects 7.4
Project Evaluation Form 7,0
RyC Evaluation Form 6,9

26
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Production and Impact in UE-27
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Michael Dinges

R&D Evaluation in Austria: The State of Play
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Michael Dinges is researcher and project manager at the JOANNEUM
RESEARCH Forschungsgesellschaft mbH - Institute of Technology and
Regional Policy, Vienna since 2003. Since 2005 he is in charge of the
' research area evaluations at the Institute of Technology and Regional
Policy. His main research areas and fields of expertise are research and

innovation policy, indicator development, evaluation methods and
transition economics. He carried out innovation research and evaluation studies both on
national and international level. Michael Dinges actively participates to the European
Network of Excellence "Policies for Research and Innovation in the Move towards the
European Research Area (PRIME) and to the Austrian Platform Research and Technology

Evaluation.

R&D Evaluation in Austria: The State of Play

Evaluation mechanisms and the evolving of a specific evaluation culture follow specific
trajectories over time. This contribution will describe the Austrian situation, the individual
levels of evaluations and will try to link these levels to historical developments and
governance structures.

Starting with the project level the main Austrian funding organisations have employed
appropriate ex ante evaluation mechanisms for more than four decades. A highly autonomous
research council developed international peer review, while the likewise independent
industrial research promotion fund employed in-house expertise; both standing a step apart
from research policy. Monitoring and ex post evaluation came in much later.

From the 1990s onwards many funding programmes were established in line with technology
policy and innovation systems approaches; consequently programme evaluation became a
ubiquitous and highly visible instrument of policy intelligence, with ministries stronger in
charge. Extended peer review, method mixes and rather formative approaches are typical
properties on this level. This development was supported by Austria’s participation in the EU
Framework Programmes and to a much lesser degree in the Structural Funds.

A third level of evaluations in the 2000s deals with comparative, institutional and systems
properties; also as a reaction of an originally (too) simple innovation system having become
(too) complex. Such evaluations in the last years had considerable influence on the
development of funding and governance structures. It has to be seen however, whether the
recently published Austrian RTDI systems evaluation will have a similar impact, as now the

commissioning ministries themselves have also been under scrutiny.

14



Universities and research institutes have — compared to the levels described above — been for
a long time remarkably untouched by evaluative pressure. Some however employ self-
evaluations. In the university sector we still find strong General University Funds, few
meaningful indicators and toothless performance contracts, while summative performance
assessments or comparable steering instruments have not been adopted. This contrasts with a
recent reform leading to much stronger university autonomy.

Overall evaluation in the Austrian RTDI policy has rather developed from the fringes of the
system, from pockets of excellence and from bottom up initiatives like the Austrian RTDI
Evaluation Platform FTEval and less as a result of strong top down legal measures. The
upside of this development is the now established strong and broad evaluation culture. The

price to pay is the often friendly and formative character of the whole evaluation business.

15



wﬂ’*’%&! Evaluation of Research and Technology Policies in
» > Austria:
:/{)224 The State of Play

at

m

Contribution to the Pardubice Conference

Michael Dinges
michael.dinges@joanneum.at
10/12/2009

WWWw.joann

a TRADITION of It

JOANNEUM

RESEARCH

at

um

joann

Some stylized facts on RTI policy in Austria

Research, Technology and Innovation Policy (RTI — Policy)

have considerably gained importance in Europe and Austria:

= Lisbon Strategy, Barcelona Targets

= European Innovation Scoreboard ,On the move from an
innovation follower to an innovation leader"

= Common reasoning:

= Investments in RTI positively affect economic growth and quality
of life

Indications for increased relevance:

= Prominence in government declarations

= Increased media attention

= Measures for Public Understanding of Science and Technology

Increased spending on RTI since 1990s

TRADITION of INNOVATION

JOANNEUM JOANNEUM
Development of R&D expenditures as a Performing and financing of R&D in
Y Y .
’///// percentage of GDP by country ’///// Austria for 2006 (versus 2004)
RESEARCH RESEARCH
9 (2006-2000) e
& = L Corporate sector (+ 25 %) \
Belgium 197 183 -0.14 ;\3 Ve € 131 million (+24 %)
Denmark 2.18(1999) z43 +0.25 o Cooperati
Germany 245 253 +0.08 (2 sector
25 Finland 3.34 345 +0.11 : € 428 million
France 215 211 -0.04 5 Business € 297 million (%)
G 0.60(1999) 057 -0.03 = sector
Onited Kingdor 1.85 178 -0.07 B N € 4,020 million
_ Ireland 112 132 +0.20 = e '"‘”“]‘" (&27)
3¢ Italy. 1.08 1.09(2005) +0.04
o Netherlands ¥ 167 -016 e \—4/
‘; Norway 1.64(1999) 152 -0.12 ;\E \
3 S Publi t
E Poland 0.64 056 -0.08 Abroad R €l.33:)’:r:ﬁ\c\;nr
H Portugal 0.76 083 +0.07 (incl. EU) 5 (+22 %)
ﬁ Sweden 3.57(1999) 373 +0.16 =
- Slovak Republic 0.65 049 -0.16 E
Spain 0.91 120 +0.29 ’V:
Czech Republic 121 154 +0.33 w
Hungary 0.78 100 +0.22
OECD
EULs €79 million (+22 %) | Higher education .
[ Eu27 sector € 1,355 million (+7 %)
—— Osterreich Canada 192 L4 o0z £1,523 million
Japan 3.04 339 +0.35 (+9 %)
Switzerland 2.53 2.90(2003) +0.37
USA 2.74 262 -0.12
OECD 2.23 226 +0.03 4 TRADITION of INNOVATION
China 0.90 142 +0.52
JOANNEU§M‘ JOANNEU§M‘
Defining the Austrian Evaluation Scene:
w) , » >cer
% R&D Funding (2007) Y Actors and Responsibilities
RESEARCH RESEARCH
= National R&D expenditures: 6.97 billion € or 2,57% of GDP * 3 ministries cope with public RTI Agenda:
= 3.3 hillion € enterprise sector OeNB  — BMFLUW - M!"!S"V of Science and Research
i : 2% 1% = Ministry of Transport, Innovation and Technology
= 2.39 billion € public sector = Ministry of Economic Affairs, Families and Youth
= 1.2 billion € funding from abroad
: . = Delegation of RTI programme funding towards agencies
- (largely from foreign companies) - = Austrian Research Promotion Agency (FFG)
- - = Austrian Science Fund (FWF)
~ = Public funding provided via = = Austrian Econ_omic Service (AWSG)
5 - , 5 = European Union Framework Programmes
o " Institutional funding (~70%) P
c - Project Funding (~30%) © = Evaluation of RTI policy provided by
= FFG-BP = = Private Actors (Technopolis)
= . . FFG-TP 36% = = Research and Technology Organisations (Austrian Institute of
© = Taxincentives 5% O Technology, Joanneum Research, SME Research Association, WIFO)
- = Foreign Actors
< = HEl institutions play a very limited role
S 19% 2
° TRADITION of INNOVATION ° TRADITION of INNOVATION
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)\ Role of Evaluation in RTI Policy: )\
D . .. X . D . .
’////  Information, Legitimation, Learning, Control ’//// 0 Evaluation at the project level
RESEARCH RESEARCH
= Public sector demands an appropriate basis for = Since 1967 two agencies have been responsible for the
decisionmaking as well as specific knowledge in order to largest share of project funding:
legitimise the use of public funds
= The Austrian Science Fund (FWF)
.= Programme management (within agencies) seeks to — = International Peer Review
o optimise funding portfolio and project selection (fairness, o
= bias, efficiency) e = The Industrial Research Promotion Agency (FFF, 1967-2004)
= = which was later on merged into Austrian Research Promotion
fl = Use of evaluations: fl Agency (FFG)
:? = Increased demand: Between 2003 and 2007 more than 60 RTI ; - In:?ot:]sg relv:\év (FFF, FFEG l|3asf|s PrLtht;r:ammt.es)t level
> policy evaluations were performed in Austria * Technical & Economic Evaluation at the project leve
- = High Transparancy — public availability - = Technical & Economic Evaluation in relation to the company
= New Methods = Two step panel reviews (FFG Thematic/Structural
Programmes)
; s
JOANNEU\M ) i JOANNEU\M
)\ Evaluation at the project level: )\
W . R V) .
///// Austrian Science Fund (FWF) ///// Evaluation at the programme level |
RESEARCH RESEARCH
Eligibility: = Emerged along with introduction of new funding instruments
Applicant 1 Secretariat ] -Open for all scientific disciplines

technical queres

Referentinnen
+ scientifc officer in charge (25

-No formal calls
-No social/economic impact
dimension

techmical roviow

Head of departments

Critical factors for funding
procedure:

-Responsibility for selection of peers
,Referentinnen*

-Constitution of Presidium/“Kuratorium*

progso scntic
referces or concellaion
Supervisory ~Board
(Prasidium)

Cancallation

appoint

Scientfic Referee

Peer Review Process:

- Exclusively international peer review
Minimum 2 peers

- Funding criteria (scientific excellence,
novelty, clarity of hypotheses, quality of
proposal, capacity of researchers,
quality of gg—uperation) P

-Numeric judgement, but decision Mth

ing

Approval

Rejsction

= Large number of programmes and large number of

evaluations
Appraisal Purpose
summative | formative| both| other| Total
ex ante 0 5 0 0 5
a0 accompanying | 1 2 1 0 4
£ |interim 4 10 4 0 18
E ex post 5 0 0 0 5
other 0 1 0 1 2
Total 10 18 5 1 34

Source: Inno — Appraisal (PRO — Inno Europe)

JOANNEUM

RESEARCH

Evaluation at the programme level Il
Quality and Usefulness

No,notatall

ive

objectves?

our it
reportwell
referenced?

ader
contextsuffcenty?

Appropriateness Usefulness

Ves, definly No,notat

ves, definel|

e d

Changes to the design of he.
programmemeasure appraised

Changes o uure programmes

JOANNEUM

RESEARCH

Evaluation at the Institutional & System level

2004: Evaluation of the two main research promotion agencies
= Merger, Adaption of funding strategy

2007/2008: Research Dialogue (Ministry of Science &Research)
= Forum to discuss nearly all aspects of science and research

2007/2009: System evaluation (Ministry of Transport Innovation

and Ministry of Economic Affairs)

= ,to analyse the research promotion and financing with regard to the
performance of the Austrian Innovation System and identify any need
for action to improve it*

= Interaction between direct funding (project/institutional) and indirect
R&D funding (tax incentives)

2009: CREST - Policy Mix Report

2009/2010: Research and Innovation Strategy
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V) . . Y H
%))} Legal framework for performing Evaluations %)} White spots
RESEARCH RESEARCH
. Kﬂ;ﬂ:ﬁf Ig‘:'?%%ltiicn;/e no statutory framework for evaluation in = Universities
= University Act (2002) = Research activities in Austria
= Creation of a quality management system for universities = Only some exceptions (University of Applied Agricultural
Sciences, University of Vienna)
= The Research and Technology Promotion Act (FTF-G) (2004)
ha = Standardised evaluation principles at a legislative level s Activities of Research and Technological Institutes
) = Evaluation plan oo"
c = purpose, objectives, procedures, timeline, indicators = = But mainly focused at competititve research contracts
5 = Monitoring system S5
D
) © = Principal-Agent Problematic: The interaction between
- Councllfgr Research‘and Techno‘logy_(ZOOS‘)‘ ) = ministries and agencies
= Evaluation should be incorporated in policy decision making g
- Evalua}ion Standards — Platform Research and Technology = Long-term impact analysis: development of realistic
valuation expectations as regards impact assessment
- "
JOANNEU\M JOANNEU\M
)\ The Austrian Research and Technology )\
W . . . Y
) i Policy Evaluation Platform fteval: ) 4 Conclusion
RESEARCH RESEARCH

= A working group/network which aims to enhance the

evaluation culture in Austria (since 1996)

Enhance Evaluation Culture & Practice|
in Austria’s RTD Policy

J

r
‘embody Evaluation
in Austrian Sysem

T
enhance cross border

develop
know how transfer

Standards

‘ ‘ Public Avareness ‘ available

1
make evaluation know how|

SN

-y

Meetings
Conferences

editing Standards| [ Publications Evaluation

Contact Paint

|

‘ Consulting H Training ‘

= Which organisations are members of the Austrian Platform?

= Those who are comissioning evaluations
= Those who are evaluated
= Those who are evaluating

at

Evaluation of Austrian RTI policy is very much alife...

A culture of evaluation has evolved along with the

professionalisation of research funding

Corner Stones:

= Creation of Austrian Science Fund and Austrian Industrial Research
Promotion Fund (1967)
= Evaluation at the project level

= Accession to European Union — Introduction of RTI Programmes and
Funding Agencies managing these programmes
= Evaluation at the programme level

= Political debate on innovativeness and competitiveness
= Evaluation at the system level

But there is room for improvement...

= Danger of becoming a painful routine without impact

= CREST “more thought should therefore be given to the mechanisms
needed to ensure that the results of evaluations do feed back into policy
formulation and implementation”
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Barend van der Meulen

Evaluating the Contribution of Research to Society;
Examples from Agriculture, Health and Engineering
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Barend van der Meulen, is senior researcher at the Rathenau
Institute, department Science System Assessment, responsible for
research on “evaluation and quality of science” and
“internationalisation of science and science policy”. He was member

of the management team for the evaluation of the research council of

Norway and Austria, and evaluated research programs of the

Netherlands Asthma Foundation and the Ministry of Agriculture.

Evaluating the contribution of research to society; Examples from agriculture, health
and engineering

Evaluation of research, of research organisations and research policies is a key element of
well functioning R&D systems. Over the past two decades, many research funding
organisations have improved the assessment of research proposals, research organisations
have implemented quality control and instruments to stimulate research excellence and at the
national level audit systems have been built up to guarantee governments that pubic money is
well spent. Most of these evaluation systems, whether they focus on ex ante assessment or ex
post evaluation, rely on peer review and focus on the scientific quality and performance of the
proposals, programs or products of research.

Along with the development of evaluation systems, a second policy development is the
increased emphasis on research as investment for the future well being of society and
economy. This has been the case in sectors as agriculture and health, in which governments
used to be responsible for research investments, but now is true more generally. This
emphasis is not just a result of a need of governments to be accountable for spending public
funds — that is just one of the driving forces. It is equally due to the key role of knowledge in
today’s economy and society. The development of knowledge based societies, has made
investments in research a prerequisite for the strength of a nation — in terms of the public
services towards the own people, in terms of the international economic and industrial
position and in terms of larger challenges like public health, environmental quality and
climate change.

New investments in research come with socio-economic objectives attached to it and with
related evaluation needs for which peer review is insufficient. While research funders tend to
look for concrete impacts of research, the actual relation between research and social and

economic developments is often to complex and impacts occur to far in time. So instead
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evaluation has to focus on other aspects. In this presentation the possibilities for evaluating
societal contributions of research are presented. The presentation draws on experiences and
experiments of evaluating programs and research groups in agriculture, health and
engineering. Drawing on insights in evaluation methodologies and R&D evaluation practices,

realistic evaluation tools will be presented that may inform researchers and policy makers.
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Rathenau Instituut

10 December 2009 Science System Assessment

Evaluaﬁ’f{'gfﬁlércﬁd
| ol 16 society

ro vy’/zkun{ yyvei dinovace 2009 ¢ sPartubiCe’a0412-2009

Barend van der Meulen | 1

Introduction

Rathenau Instituut

10 December 2007 Science System Assessment

 Evaluation of research in the Netherlands
* Examples for
* Health
 Agriculture
« Electrical Engineering
» Opportunities for “Evaluating societal contribution”

Evaluation of research in the
Netherlands

Rathenau Instituut

10 December 2007 Science System Assessment

* What is evaluated
« 13 research universities

« Basic research institutes of Research Council and Acadamy of
Sciences

« Other research institutes
« Research programmes
* General protocol: self assessment + international peer committee

« Started in 1990s as disciplinary evaluations organised by the
Association of Universities

« Evolved in several rounds to an evaluation approach with
« Strong focus on scientific performance
« >80% evaluated as very good or excellent

New evaluation protocol 2009-2015

Rathenau Instituut

10 December 2007 Science System Assessment

Evaluation of three vital tasks
- results for the academic community,
- producing results that are relevant for society,
- educating and training the next generation of researchers.

Evaluation process
- Self evaluation document prepared by university
- Site visit by international peer committee

Four main criteria :
- quality,
- productivity,
- relevance for society,
- and vitality & feasibility.

Evaluation gaps

Rathenau Instituut

10 December 2007 Science System Assessment

« Evaluation = Evidence + Assessment
* Gaps
« Evidence focussed on scientific performances

< Unclear how to present contribution to architecture
related practices and policies

« Assessment by scientific peers

¢ Unclear how to include assessment of other
stakeholders

Three examples

Rathenau Instituut

10 December 2007 Science System Assessment
« Evaluation of research program of the Asthma Foundation
* Relevance of research for patient care and cure
« Evaluation of agricultural research program
« Contribution of program to innovations in agricultural sector
« Evaluation of university research on Electrical
Engineering

« Indicators for interaction with industry

* NB: selected results
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Evaluation of Asthma Foundation Research
Program

Rathenau Instituut

10 December 2007 Science System Assessment

 Evaluation of relevance of research program for patient

Contribution to priorities

Rathenau Instituut

10 December 2007 Science System Assessment

« Please indicate (1-5 scale) to what extent your researthbutes to
0 05 1 15 2 25 3

care and cure List of priorities asmalCOPD” t t t t —
. . . . from program texts. asmalcoppr e
« Relationship between portfolio of research projects R o crgarisatie van ht zogroces EE:
and priorities of stakeholders “_‘“:f':@'”se- - il —
. * indicates very -
* Products and impacts RGBT | e e o o A S s s
* Indicates high
L inzichtin ortstaan " "r:f'-[ _:_‘_| <
inzicht in rookverslaving bij COPD [EBO/Z&P]
nzcttin —:—.
icht in werkir n
B — N
inzicht in omvang en toename astma [EBO]
verbetering interactie patient-leefomgeving
[E28) =
Impact of Astma Foundation projects Evaluation of Agricultural research program w8 N,

Rathenau Instituut

Did your research project had one of the following re8ults
10 December 2007 Science System Assessment

% of projects
reporti Gen onderzoeksprogramma
such results empirische dataset
nieuw e

nieuwe
nieuwe 9
nationale contacten ‘ ‘

100,
0,0 10,0 20,0 30,0 40,0 50,0 60,0 70,0 80,0 90,0

i
Contributions to own
research program

wetonscharwelie dseriie [ ] \

Scientific
dissemination

ot atonschappetke dserminate \ ‘

publicatie in tidschrift voor professionals ===
publicaties gericht op informeren patient ==
andere niet-w etenschappelike publicaties =1
onderzoekscapaciteit
opleiding aio's.
opleiding doctoraal studenten
post docs =
andere opleiding =1
=

Non-scientific
dissemination

Contribution to

toepassing ducati
education

nieuw e medicatie
verbelerde diagnostiek ———x
verbelerde preventie ———x
behandelmethoden 1e fjn =1
behandelmethoden 2e jn ===
richtiinen voor le lijn =)
richtiinen voor 2e lijn =

‘ Applications in health care
L

Rathenau Instituut

10 December 2007 Science System Assessment

« Evaluation of contribution to the eevelopments of new
animal farming systems
* How did the projects result in new innovation
dynamics?
* Assessment of long term impacts?

Outputs en impacts

Rathenau Instituut

PROJECT1 | PROJECT | PROJECT | PROJECT | PROJECT | PROJECT | PROJECT
2 3 4 5 6 7
Inspiratie-
bronnen voor Koe Groeps-
innovatieve Houden ondeme | huis-
output/ kolomstrategiee | Begood | van krachtige | merin vesting
outcome n andtellit | hennen | Wel-zwijn balans koninen
Concepts - J J J - v
New
Initiatives - - N y J J
Publications | For researchers - - N N N y M
For the sector - v W v y y W
For the public B . . y N
Impacts Sector N . N W N N V‘
Policy B B _ W N
Societal Acceptance
Innovation dynamics
W v y v V
Mode 2 research
W W y y
Learning about
managing radical
innovations N M M W J J

Impacts

Rathenau Instituut

10 December 2007 Science System Assessment

Respondents reporting effect (%)
Network effect : : : : : : : 5
Network learning effect 1 : : : : : : : ]
Learning effect a ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ]
Attitude effect : ]
Policy effect : :":":I ‘
Effect on research | ]
Effect on strategy :#":l
Direct application : : : ; —]

0 1‘0 z‘o 3‘0 4‘0 5‘0 60 70 80 90
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Electrical Engineering

Rathenau Instituut

10 December 2007 Science System Assessment

« Strong research culture which is in many ways similar to
sciences

* But also mission to contribute to
« technology development and innovation
« Communication, health, sustainability

« Can these contributions also be evaluated? Can
indicators be constructed?

Example ELE — industry

10 December 2007

Rathenau Instituut

Science System Assessment

Funding Mobility of | Knowledge | Personal Organization
support graduates | outputs interfaces & Infra
Uptake of Market Spin offs with
knowledge introduction industry
PhDs in New projects contracts
industry in industry
Provision of MAs in Proofs of Spin offs
knowledge industry concept
Presentations | Part time
at dedicated professors from
conferences | 1N industry
External Valorisation Invited Exchange of Consortia with
appreciation grants presentations | staf (Casimir, industry
Industry kennisregeling)
support

Summary and conclusions

Rathenau Instituut

10 December 2007 Science System Assessment

« Evaluation of socio-economic impact has become very
important

« But procedures and approaches are underdeveloped
« Many different kind of productive interactions:

« Recognize variety of interactions and possible
indicators

» Data issue: availability, interpretation,

« Differences between groups have to be recognized
* From ranking and benchmarking ...
 ...towards managing portfolios
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Juraj Cernak

Complex Accreditation of Pavol Jozef Safarik
University in Kosice
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Juraj Cernsk is professor of inorganic chemistry at the P.J. Safarik
University in KoSice, Slovak Republic. He was appointed to the post
of Vice-rector for Science and Research in 2008. Prior that, he was
» Head of the Department of Inorganic Chemistry (1998-2005) and

| Vice dean of the Faculty of Sciences (2005-2008). His research

activities are focused on the coordination chemistry, X-ray structure
analysis and low-dimensional magnetics. As the Vice-rector, he was involved into evaluation

process within the Slovak higher education system.

Complex accreditation of Pavol Jozef Safarik University in KoSice

Pavol Jozef Safarik University in Kosice (UPJS) was founded in 1959 but the tradition of
university education in KoSice goes back to 1657 when the first university Academia
Cassoviensis was founded. In 1997, following some turbulences, the University split into
UPJS in Kosice and Presov University in PreSov. At present UPJS with over 8,000 students
ranks among smaller public universities in Slovakia. The University consists of five faculties,
the Faculty of Medicine, the Faculty of Sciences, the Faculty of Law, the Faculty of Public
Administration, and the Faculty of Arts.

In accordance with the University Education Act ™ the University was evaluated by the
Accreditation Commission 2. The complex accreditation covered the period of previous six
years (2002-2007). The evaluation process encompassed the re-accreditation of all study
programs and the habilitation and inauguration rights as well as the assessment of the level of
research and other creative activities. The criteria for assessment of different research fields
were elaborated by the Accreditation Commission . In general, the focus was on the quality
of publications, the research environment and the awards obtained. The majority of the
examined research areas were positively evaluated as meeting the A or A- quality level on a
four-degree scale (A: excellent international quality; B: satisfactory international quality; C:
satisfactory national quality; D: inadequate national-level quality). The whole accreditation
process was aimed to classify Slovak universities into three categories. The best of them,
including UPJS, belong to the category of “research universities”. The details of the

evaluation process and our experiences will be discussed during the presentation.
[1] ZAKON ¢. 131/2002 Z.z. z 21. februara 2002 o vysokych koldch a o zmene a doplneni

niektorych zékonov.

[2] http://www.akredkom.sk
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Complex Accreditation of
Pavol Jozef Safarik University
in KoSice
Slovakia

Juraj Cernak

PAVOL JOZEF SAFARIK UNIVERSITY IN KOSICE G)

S ——
5

Pavol Jozof Saférik Ur

Outline

UPJS - its history and the present state.
Complex accreditation - what does it mean?
Re-accreditation of the study programs.
Re-accreditation of the habilitation and inaugurati on rights.

Assessment of the research activities.

Ranking of the university.

Conclusions.

PAVOL JOZEF SAFARIK UNIVERSITY IN KOSICE G)

e ——

3

UPJS — its history and the present state

e 1657 foundation of Academia Cassoviensis
« 1660 Golden Bull awarded by Leopold |
¢ 1921  end of university education - for 38 years
+ 1959  Pavol Jozef Saférik University in KoSice (UPJS)
+ 1997 university splitting into UPJS in Kosice and

University in PreSov

Pavol Jozef Safarik

« 2009 public university with more than 8,200 students 1793-1861

five faculties:
Faculty of Medicine (1949)
Faculty of Sciences (1963)
Faculty of Law (1973)
Faculty of Public Administration (1998)
Faculty of Arts (2007)

Pardubice, 10  December 2009

PAVOL JOZEF SAFARIK UNIVERSITY IN KOSICE G)

S ——

Pavol
Srobirova 2,

7

Complex Accreditation - what does it mean?

Legislation: = 8§84 of the University Education Act N © 131/2002 and
the Decisions of the Accreditation Commission
= assessed period 2002-2007

= deadline for UPJS - 1 st October 2008

Content: complex evaluation of the educationa
the University
1. re-accreditation of the study programs
2. re-accreditation of the habilitation and inaugur

3. assessment of the research activities

| and research activities of

ation rights

Goal: classification of the University (finances and
of :

= “research universities” (the best results)

= “universities”

= “colleges”

reputation) into the category

Pardubice, 10 " December 2009

PAVOL JOZEF SAFARIK UNIVERSITY IN KOSICE G)

e ——

Pavol J
Srobirova 2,

1. Re-accreditation of the study programs

Basic requirements:
= guarantee(s) of the study program, qualified univer
(not older than 65)
= research activities in the field of the study progr
M.A./M.Sc. and Ph.D. study programs)

sity teachers

am (required for

Guarantee(s) for:
= B.A. /B.Sc. degree — associate professor
= M.A./M.Sc. degree — full professor
= Ph.D. degree — one full professor + 2 co-guarantees (
professors or full professors)

associate

UPJS : 222 study programs within all three levelsi  ncluding double-major (two
subjects) study programs were re-accredited — including 34 Ph.D.
(doctoral) programs

Pardubice, 10 * December 2009

PAVOL JOZEF SAFARIK UNIVERSITY IN KOSICE G)

S ——

farik Uni

jozof in =
Srobérova 2, 041

80 Kosice, www.

2. Re-accreditation of the habilitation and
inauguration rights

Basic requirements:
= one guarantee (full professor) and two co-guarantee s
(associate professors or full professors), neither older than 65
= research activities in the corresponding study area
= scientific criteria for habilitation and inauguratio n
(e.g. inauguration criteria in sciences: 5 years of teaching activities after
habilitation, 3 textbooks, 1 monograph, 50 peer-reviewed research papers (30 CC),
65 citations (40 SCI), leading researcher in 2 research projects, supervisor of 2 Ph.D.
students, recognition by the research community)
final decision is taken by the Research Board of th
secret vote)

UPJS : the rights in 31 research fields accredited

e University (by

Pardubice, 10  December 2009

PAVOL JOZEF SAFARIK UNIVERSITY IN KOSICE G)

Pavol e ——

Jozof inK
Srobérova 2, 041 80 Kosice, www.upjs.sk
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3. Assessment of the research activities

Assessed domains:

a) research output (40 - 60 %)

b) research environment (15 - 35 %)

c) recognition of the research results (10 - 30 %)

Scale of the evaluation for a) and c):
A excellent international quality (4 points)
B satisfactory international quality (3 points)
© adequate national quality (2 points)
D other (1 points)

Marks used
for classification
(bottom values):

AJ3.75; A-/3.50;
B+/3.25; B/2.75;
B-/2.50; C+/2.25;
C/1.75; C-/1.75;

Scale of the evaluation for a) and c): D+/1.25: DI1.00

A excellent national quality
B above-the-average national quality
© average national quality
D below-the-average national quality

Pardubice, 10 * December 2009

PAVOL JOZEF SAFARIK UNIVERSITY IN KOSICE G)

S ——

8

Assessed research areas at UPJS:

Faculty of Medicine - Medical and Pharmaceutical Sci  ences

Faculty of Sciences

- Chemical Sciences

- Environmental Sciences

- Information Sciences

- Life Sciences

- Mathematical Sciences

- Pedagogical Sciences

- Physics and Earth Sciences
Faculty of Law - Legal Sciences
Faculty of Public Administration - Social and Behavi oural Sciences

Faculty of Arts - not assessed (less than 4 years of its existence)

Pardubice, 10 " December 2009

PAVOL JOZEF SAFARIK UNIVERSITY IN KOSICE G)

e ——

Pavol Jozof Saférik Ur
Srobiroy

o

Assessed domain: Research Outputs

The quality of 50 publications published within the
assessed.

period of 2002-2007 was

Example:

In Chemical Sciences - the quality scale is based on
of the journal

A over 90 % of IF median, or international paten  t
B 30-90 % of IF median, or national patent

C 15-30 % of IF median

D below 15 % of IF median

the impact factor (IF)

UPJS score in Chemical Sciences (weight of 60 %): 5
profile (100;0;0;0)

0 papers in A category;

Pardubice, 10 * December 2009

PAVOL JOZEF SAFARIK UNIVERSITY IN KOSICE 9

Assessed domain: Research Environment

a) results of doctoral studies (weight 1/3)
two components: number of graduating Ph.D. students
A — at least 50 % of Ph.D. students graduate in set time
research outputs of Ph.D. students:
A — at least 1/3 of students has published a paper in CC journal
UPJS in Chemical Sciences: A; profile (100;0;0;0)
b) research funding received from grant agencies (w  eight 1/3)
A — more than 2490 € per capita (creative co-researcher)
UPJS in Chemical Sciences: A; profile (100;0;0;0) ( mean is 7370 €)

c¢) quality of the research infrastructure (weight 1/ 6)
assessment ad hoc (laboratories, instruments, libraries and electronic resources, etc.)
UPJS in Chemical Sciences: A; profile (70;20;10;0)

d) other aspects (weight 1/6)
assessment ad hoc (HR for research, internat. cooperation, centres of excellence, etc.)
UPJS in Chemical Sciences: B-; profile (50;30;20;0)

Total profile for research environment (weight 30 %  ): A (85;10;5;0)

Pardubice, 10 * December 2009
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Assessed domain: recognition of the research results
a) citations (weight 2/3)
citations of the 10 most cited papers published during the last 6 years (2002-2007)
A - more than 20x of the median IF (absolute number of citations)
B — 10 - 20x of the median IF
C - 1 - 5x of the median IF
D - no citations
b) other aspects (weight 1/3)
assessment ad hoc (invited lectures, memberships in scientific committees and
editorial boards, etc.)

UPJS in Chemical Sciences: B+; profile (35;65;5;0)

TOTAL PROFILE of the research activities in Chemica
(90;10;0;0): A

| Sciences is
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Ranking of the University

To evaluate “research university” six criteria are us ed:

* KZU-1: assessment of the research activities

* KZU-2: ratio of the amount of money vs . the number

* KZU-3: number of graduated Ph.D. students vs. number

of professors,
associate professors, and other creative researcher s

of professors

* KZU-4: research outputs of Ph.D. students

« KZU-5: ratio of the number of Ph.D. students vs. the

« KZU-6: ratio of the number of students vs. the numbe

number of
professors and associate professors

r of professor
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Criteria KZU-1:
Assessment of the research activities;
2/3 of the faculties should achieve a better markth ~ an B-

Assessment of the research areas at UPJS - results :

Faculty of Medicine - Medical and Pharmaceutical Sci  ences A
Faculty of Sciences - Chemical Sciences A
- Environmental Sciences A-
- Information Sciences A-
- Life Sciences A
- Mathematical Sciences A
- Pedagogical Sciences B-
- Physics and Earth Sciences A

Faculty of Law - Legal Sciences A-
Faculty of Public Administration - Social and Behavi oural Sciences C+
Faculty of Arts - not evaluated (less than 4 years of existence)

13 Pardubice, 10 * Decer
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Criteria KZU-2:
Ratio of the funding obtained for research projects
of professors, associate professors and other creati

vs. the re-calculated number
ve researchers should be

above 2 k€.
Year Rﬁ—ﬁ;lﬁg:aé?d resesr%r};d;)nrgjgocrls K(Zklé-)Z
professors etc. (kE)
2002 230 473 2.06
2003 242 610 252
2004 248 861 3.47
2005 239 1317 5.51
2006 251 2081 8.29
2007 261 2640 10.12
Sum 1471 7981 5.43
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Criteria KZU-3:

Average ratio of the number of graduated Ph.D. students vs. t
professors should be above 1/3 for at least 60 % of faculties.

he number of

Faculty of Medicine 1.13
Faculty of Sciences 1.56
Faculty of Law 117

Faculty of Public Administration no Ph.D. study program

Faculty of Arts -

not evaluated (less than 4 years of existence)
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Criteria KZU-4:

Research outputs of the Ph.D. students; the quality of 25 sel
the period 2002-2007 is assessed and the final mark should be
for 60 % of faculties.

ected papers from
better than C+

Faculty of Medicine - Medical and Pharmaceutical Sci  ences
- Chemical Sciences

- Information Sciences

- Life Sciences

- Mathematical Sciences

- Physics and Earth Sciences

Faculty of Sciences

>W>w> >

Faculty of Law - Legal Sciences B+

16 Pardubice, 10 * December 2

PAVOL JOZEF SAFARIK UNIVERSITY IN KOSICE s)

Srobirova 2,

Criteria KZU-5:

Ratio of the number of Ph.D. students vs. the number of profes sors and
associate professors should be equal or higher than 1 in ever y assessed year of
the period of 2003-2008.

Number of Number of prof.
year Ph.D. and assoc. KzZU -5
students prof.
2003 178 178 1,00
2004 202 176 1,15
2005 239 170 1,41
2006 252 176 1,43
2007 288 186 1,55
1 Pdbee 0T becemberzonn PAVOLJ01EF SAFRRIK UNIVERSIY N KOSICE )
oo o i;a ik Uy K:p Eﬁ] .A W o st s o o e actonof e,

Criteria KZU-6:

Ratio of the re-calculated number of B.A./B.Sc. and M.A./M.
number of teachers with the title Ph.D. or higher degree shou

Sc. students vs. the
Id be lower than

20.
Re-calculated Number of
year number of teachers with KZU -6
students PhD.
2002 4480 311 14
2003 4899 303 16
2004 5152 295 17
2005 5476 310 18
2006 6369 340 19
2007 6619 375 18
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Conclusions.

1. UPJS was ranked to the category of “research universities”
2. Are the used criteria exact?
3. Was the complex accreditation useful?

References:

1. ZAKON &. 131/2002 Z.z. z 21. februara 2002 o vysokych kolach a o zmen e a doplneni
niektorych zakonov (University Education Act).

2. http://iwww.akredkom.sk/__ (Official site of the Accreditation Commission and documen ts
published there)
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Peter Samuely

Research Assessment of the Research Organizations of
the Slovak Academy of Sciences
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Peter Samuely is a member of the Presidium of the Slovak Academy
of Sciences (SAS), responsible for the evaluation of the research
institutes of SAS. He is in the position of Head of the Centre Very
Low Temperature Physics in KoSice. His fields of scientific activities

cover experimental condensed matter physics at very low temperatures

and high magnetic fields, highly correlated electron systems, and novel
superconductors. He is active in the methods of research assessment as a member of
committee accounted for complex research assessment exercise for 56 institutes of the Slovak
Academy of Sciences. The system is based on a combination of the peer review and

accounting for the quantified partial indicators.

Research assessment of the research organizations of the Slovak Academy of Sciences
National legislation on Slovak republic requires from any organisation applying for public
funds for research and development to be certified for R&D. Such a certification is provided
by a special commission at the Ministry of education. The Slovak universities and the
research organisations of the Slovak Academy of Sciences, the both groups under their own
legislation acts, are regularly assessed by their own evaluation/accreditation committees.
Subsequently the results and conclusions of the assessment of the particular university or
research organisation are approved and certified by the above mentioned commission at the
Ministry of education.

I will resume the present standards and form of the research assessment exercise at the Slovak
Academy of Sciences which is based on a combination of the analysis of quantified
parameters (as obtained from public databases and/or provided by the assessed organisation)

and a peer review.
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Research Assessment Exercise
of research organisations of Slovak Academy of Sciences

Slovak Academy of Sciences - largest Slovak resehifgody of organisations
56 research institutes — legal entities
supervised by Presidium of SAS — distributing overdbudget of ~ 65 MEuro/year

Research institutes are divided in 3 sections:

Section | - Physical, Space, Earth, and Engineering Sciences (15)
Section Il - Life, Chemical, Medical, and Environmental Sciences (21)
Section Il - Social Sciences, Humanities, Arts, and Culture (20)

All competing in ERA for all different projects
EU structural funds, EU FPs, CERN, EMBO,...
Slovak R&D Agency, VEGA (SAS agency), ...

Research evaluation system in Slovakia

guaranteed by laws:

eAct No. 172/2005, Article 10

(The Act of 2005 on the Organisation

of the State Promotion of the Research and Development)
E\ oV o A'»,‘.{»V apT /‘:»/\", lie fun "

eAct No. 133/2002, Article 10
(The Act 133 of 2002 on the Slovak Academy of Sciences)

C 4

eAct No. 131/2002, Articles 81 and 82 on the Universities in Slovakia

comn ns

Fundamental research performed mostly
@ universities

@ institutes of SAS
but there is no unique evaluation system

In past different forms of research assessments were applied regularly every 3-4 years to
every research organization of SAS

In 1990s after conclusions and suggestions from evaluations several institutes were
closed, heavily reconstructed , merged,...

In 2006 major reforms made in the system of the research assessment exercise.
Approved by the Assembly of SAS.

Innovations

To define the minimal necessary attributes of any individual institute of SAS
(generally, for any scientific discipline )

Account for individual and specific character of different fields & disciplines
Benchmarking & rating rather than ranking of 56 institutes
of all different fields from natural sciences to humanities

Revisions in logistics

Redefine the Result and Consequences

Ad |. Attributes/indicators

1. Research output
2. Responses to research output/Evidence of esteem
3. Status within the EU & national context

4. Structure of the projects, grants and other resources
5. PhD studies & other educational activities
6. Direct output to society: applications and/or popularisation

7. Background & management:
previous evaluations

infrastructure, staffing policy and application of the

Ad Il. Benchmarking

More autonomy : Nomination of

ECI: Math, physical & technical sciences
EC Il : “Life” sciences (chemical, bio, medical & agro sciences)
EC Il : Social sciences & humanities

accounting for specificities in in relation to the international

excellence. At least 1/3 of EC members from outside of SAS

/ specialists on subjects of the assessed organisation to work out the report on
the institutes performance
Minimal requirements: 1 referee from “old” EU, 1 from V4 states, 1 from Slovak universities

Combinations of quantitative indicators and PEER REVIEW

Members of evaluation committees marked finally everyone of 7 indicators by marks
4 points — excellent,, ..., 0 points - insufficient
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Ad Ill. Logistics

4 years of activity documented by a detailed questionnaire (in English)

with many indicators of 7 attributes

allowing for statistics, normalisations,.... (Excell)

plus 4 annual reports.

All available on the institute’s web site & sent to the Evaluation committeee & to referees

Detail check of questionnaire. Corrections of mistakes.
Referee reports delivered to Evaluation committee as well as the assessed organisation.

Evaluation meeting at the institute with a presence of Evaluation committee, referees &
assembly of institute. Visit of the labs.

Protocol of evaluation to the institute and Presisium.
Assessment proposal to Presidium. Presidium decision. Appeal. Final decision.

Ad IV. Result & Consequences

A* International excellence of most of research groups; no significant objections or reflections

A International excellence in some groups and very good standard in the rest; suggestions for
improvements

B Mostly very good standard but not international excellence; objections and tasks to
accomplish till next exercise

C Not enough good quality; tasks to be fulfilled in specified period

D No credit; proposal to dissolve, append to another institute,...

To redistribute funds for research selectively on the basis of quality

Some examples of Lndicators

1. Research output
2000 2004 200 2008 total
] F) F] 3 1 N
Research Aewl 2ol el 2ol e L2l 12, 5] e |5,
outputs | B E | S QEVE LS ELE e R E B B GRS |2
HERE N HEREE HERE HERE H B EE
3 3 3 3 H s
2 2 F 2 5
haptara in menographs, N - - o e
proptore ooyt | o [owofsoure| o [sewofemed o fsono]smee] o o] e
naptare in Monograpns,
Foova puoima | o [rovo|soun]  [eonofmmd  [soun]sm=] o e
fiovats
e punicatons o Jrovafwun] o |ovofrd o [ovofsm] o fovelse] o | e
i puoicatons
roeraa o omer o Jrovalwowe F - o] e
satanases (epacty)
fospnepestons | o eooouo] [l |ounfsme]  frovslsmd] o ] o
T ——
frimaton wonane. | o [rouosun]  [rwofeed  [covnlem]  frovel == < | oo
botcatons n proc.or vl B o= Lowo] e o
posicsions nproe o | o fovolsoun]  [sowofemd  |sovnfeme]  feovelsmef o | 0
o parcparens at | Lol |oveleed  |rovefem]  ovadmee] o | oo
oo poriepatensst | o ovafsone] |ewefmed  [rovefemm]  frovelmee] o | w0

vi. Renormalized publications*

enormaiized publi

year times

»

Responses to the scientific output
Table Gitations show

y the
for ail Organisation
salary budget (from

o0z 2002 2008 2005 ot

citations | 5 | ¢ eli]s]e

i s|3)%] 2

B R e i e = B S B e e K
fepscryotinass ) [0 [l o |l @ [l 0 e | o
fesscryotnane .. [o [memfmme] o |emmelomen] ¢ [meeler] 0 o | o
[——
Kmerioipcrurgll A R N ) R I e o [ S S P
plcsions soss
I —
e A R e L [ [ e ey N PR
pusicasons msovas

i List of 10 top-cited publications and number of their citations in the
assessment period

m

@2

i, List of top-cited authors from the Organisation (at most 10 % of the research
‘employees) and their number of citations in the assessment period

3. Research status of the Organisation in the international and national

context

+ International/European position of the Organisation

i List of the most important research activities documenting international
importance of the research performed by the Organisation, incl. major projects
(details of projects should be supplied under Indicator 4). Collective

in the research in particular within the

European Research Area
i
R

List of international conferences (co-) organised by the Organisation

List of international journals editedipublished by the Organisation

iv. List of edited procsedings from international scientific conferences and other
proceedings
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4. Project structure, research grants and other funding resources
« International projects and funding
i. List of major projects within the European Research Area — 5th and bth
Framework Programme of the EU, European Science Foundation, NATO, COST,
INTAS, CERN, etc. (here and in items below please specify: type of project, title,
grant number, duration, funding, responsible person in the Organisation and

hisiher status in the project, e.g. coordinator, principal investigator,
investigator)
« Summary of funding from external resources

External resources 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | totar Javerage]
festama rasourcee (minons or swx) 000 | cose | ocoo | oooe | oo | aooe
fostama rasourcse tranereraa 1o
fecosparating rsasaren organisstions oo | oooo | ocoo | ocoe | ocoo | oooc
milions of SKK)
ratio betwesn axternal rseourcse and total | p I
Jaiary buaget #onir | oo | sonio | sonior | soivia: | soivios
fovorsil sxpendituras (millions of sKK) .00 | cooo | oeoo | ooe | cooo | cooe

5. Organisation of PhD studies, other pedagogical activities

6. Direct output to the society

iv. List of patents issued abroad, incl. revenues

. Summary of outreach activities

Outreach aotivities 2003 | 2008 | 2005 | 2006 | total

Jotusastor e astson spnsrs, govermmant ana con,
rsimatonatsad orsign organisations

frtciee nprecs mectarntarat popuirieing resuta of
canca, i pariuiar 0ss 2cn8yed by hs Organzaton

fippscrancae i aacommurieston meaa popuiaieng
haau Inpirteuiarhass schavaa By e ]
rganzston

puotc popusarisaton scures ]

7. Background and management. Staffing policy and implementation of

findings from previous assessments

Other information relevant to the assessment

Some remarks

Some statistics and results

[_5 mex potru bosov

by Dr. S. Olejnik, chairman of EC |

by Dr. S. Olejnik, chairman of EC |

3 referees gave also marks of indicators but their distribution was narrow. Of more value Apenanee | AN | o | Vieearag E"E'J“lg A bor of A bor of Bf(number
were their comments. Final marks were given by Evaluation committee, not always in commitee | rferees countries (number of | (number of | of
line with the referees. This was criticized by “victims”. CUEEGIERR || EEIED | CRELERD
ns) ns) ns)
EC members based their marks of particular indicators on -
PO " part Evaluation |78% |93% [28.9% |37,8% | 33.3% 5 6 4
« standards of “medium” level given in advance Committee
* referee reports B o Section | (33,3%) (40 %) | (26,7%)
« observations made at the visit of organisation
« comparison with similar visited institutes Evaluation | 86 % 78% |254% | 365% | 38.1% 6 12 3
Committee
Final marking of particular indicators and overall assessment of the institutes were done Section Il (28,6 %) (57.2%) | (14,2%)
at once after all evaluation meetings. If a difference in marks of some indicator was
bigger than 2 there was a panel discussion and agreement organized. Evaluation | 63 % 80% |333% |55% | 11.7% 4 14 2
Committee
Section Il (20 %) (70 %) (10 %)
Together 76 % 84% [29.2% [43,1% | 27,7% 15 32 9
(27 %) (57 %) (16 %)
Distribution of organisations in Section | Ranking of organisations in Section |
A* for > 80%, A for > 60%, B for > 40 % of maximum in partial indicators
3 natural groups, but 2 institutes in between IO B N e e R
y i NEERERE
Vysledky bodovania 2|5 2 2 §
HERIEHER
" " " 15 (221582l 28| 5 ) 8
- : : : — A HE BT
Eektotestnicky istar ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ] R :;;‘; 23 ;Z g £ ©
] R EHEHE R
I I T I £ (g7|8g|87[2 | £
Matematick i 1 O |s colP ] 2
I T T I Organizcia | OV SAV 2 |a [0 [&
pesonomes T T T Y Astronomicky Gstav 5 s Jwo]s [1]2]s
Geologicky Ustav ] y Ustav 3. 3. 1 1 2 9. 1 2.
I I I ) Fyzikalny dstav 1 12 a2 3]
. ) I I I Geofyzikalny Ustav 14 [ 1|12 [0 s |3 18 12
Ustew materdoyého viskumy T T — Geograficky ustav 10|12 [ 11|16 [ 45 [ 4 | 10 [ 1.
1 Geologicky Ustav 6. 3. 6. 8. 5. 6. 6. 6.
Usaw informatiy I I - Matematicky ustav 33 lafulefals|a
I I I Ustav. fyziky L[ ]s 3]s [3]s
Ustav gectechniky T T 1 Ustav geotechnik; 5 |6 |46 [5 |45 12 [11.
Geofyzikdiny ] Ustav hydrologie 12 [ 14 [ 13 [0 |13 | 14 [ 13 |15
[S—— Ustav informatik 12 |4 2 [ fTe o
Ustav materialov a mechaniky strojov | 10. 9. 8. 2 12| 6 6. 7
Ustavmerenia Ustav a viskumu 8 |9 7. |8 128 |8
Ustav hygrologe Ustav merania 14|12 | 13 110 [12 [14 ] 14
Usta stavebnictva a architektiry 717 fwols 11 fiofi]eo.
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Ranking of organisations in Section | Weight of partial indicators for overall rating
by individual members of ECI
1. Research output 3 s
2. Responses to research output = | ¥ E
3. Status within the EU & national context = | 3 |i bt 1
4. Projects, grants and other resources 2|5 |28 i
=< S| 2 |ic 2%
sisls|s|s|s|s|s|s|5|5(3 5. PhD studies & other educational activities 3|3 |33 iz
3|a(d|s|a|a|s|a|d|2|e|g]e o IR RS 3%
2121212(5(5|2]218 (2|32 6. Applications and/or popularisation LA 34
S1s1sl5l5|5|55|5|s]|s5]s]% 213 if
HHEHEHEEHHEEEIEIEE 7. Background & management 54 H
RSN N N R R R R R N R [Foeheoraes [T [Gee [0
3]s ]afals[3fafals[alife]s
[HFN KN PN FA EN KN 1 FX PN WA BN P
Fyzikalny ustav [ I I P I P I U P o5
Geofyzikalny dstav TN K7 P TN N T 2N K7 N6 K7 IV
Geograficky dstav [ TN 7 5 50 M P ) I U A
Geologicky dstav alele]e]sl6se]s6]/]2]6
Matematicky dstav alalals]alslalolalalia]a i *
Ustay. aine fyzik aladsfafalalslalafalsfa]s H . °©
Ustav geotechnik 129 [1z] 8 |7 |9 (108 [ |/ [z ] i
Ustav hydrolégie 45 [12 |16 [12 |13 [1a 2|12 |11 [13| 7 [13 45, i a0
Ustay informatiy 10126 |6 [8 [11]10]s [a]s [/ [0 [0 L :
Ustav materialov a mechaniky stoov | 7 |6 {6 {6 [6 [6 [6 [11]0fs |/ ]7]7 i .
Ustav materialového vjskumu 7 8 9 [11]s 6 [ ]s [11 ]/ [o]s :
Ustay merania 12 (4|11 |2 |13 35 [92.] 12 [13 1 14| 1a.
Ustav stavebnictva a architektun 719 ]oli2]i2]oale]as 5|0 .
P o aaw To8c0
TR—————
by Dr. S. Olejnik, chairman of EC | by Dr. S. Olejnik, chairman of EC |

Conclusions

Although 3 EC worked independently they were quite determined by the system:
Standards/requirements in 3 evaluation committees were similar. Averaged
assessments were: ECI — 70.5%, ECIl — 73.9% and ECIl — 72.8%.

New systems precision and/or error bars allowed to distribute assessed organisations
into 3 quality levels.

By ECs there are no anymore really weak research organizations in SAS.
There are correlation between size and rating => some too small organisations exist.

Differences among research groups inside an institute can be bigger than among
different institutes. We need to focus more on that in the next assessment.

Selection of strong and demanding referees is crucial.
More externality in RAE is desirable.

Unique/unified RAE of SAS and Slovak universities is desirable.
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Jiri Zlatuska

Cul-de-sac of Czech Research Evaluation Policy
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JiFi Zlatuska is dean of the Faculty of Informatics Masaryk University
Brno since 2004, professor of computer science, Information society,
general impact of Informatics, Scientific activities:Computer Science
and mathematical logic, lambda-calculus-based systems, information

systems, logic programming and specification-based programming

methods, electronic typesetting. 2002 - 2008: Senator of the Czech
Parliament, Committee for Education, Science, Culture, Human Rights and Petitions, 2004-6
Vice-Chairman, 2006- Vice-Chairman of the Committee for Legal and Constitutional Affairs.
2006 - : member of the Brno City Council, head of the Council Committee for Information
Technology. 1998 - 2004: Rector of Masaryk University Brno.

Cul-de-sac of Czech Research Evaluation Policy

The talk will focus on principal problems of the methodology for research evaluation and
research finance allocation introduced recently in the Czech Republic. Problems from
bibliometric and systemic point of view will be shown, and some comparisons with
international experience as well as indications from pilot exercises will be made. Based on the
wealth of accessible international expertise on both bibliometrics and research evaluation,
conclusions concerning quality and professional ethics entering major public policy decisions
in the area of research policy will be drawn.
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Slepa uli €ka €eského hodnoceni

vedy

Cul-De-Sac of Czech Research

Evaluation Policy

Jifi Zlatuska

Pardubice
10.prosince 2009

Obecné vychodiska uziti citacni analyzy
Problémy konstrukce IF

Nerovnomérné oborové pokryti

RUzna média publikaci v rliznych disciplinach
Internacionalizace ¢asopisl a jeji podil podle
disciplin

Citacni index vs. archivni knihovni sluzby
Druhy literatury v humanitnich disciplinach

Reforma na ¢esky zplsob (a efekty ,amatérské
bibliometrie*)

Pro vysledky uplatnéné do roku 2007 vcetné:

(Pievzato z Metodiky 2008)

Faktor = (1-N) / (1 + (N /0.14)), kde: N = (P - 1) / (Ppee- 1)

Pro vysledky uplatnéné od roku 2008 vcetné:
Faktor = (1 - N) /(1 + (N / 0.057)). kde N je normované pofadi éasopist. N = (P - 1) / (Pouse- 1

Druh vysledku I- obory NRRE ? | II - ostatni obory
Druh visledku I- obory NRRE ” l II - ostatni obory clanek v impaktovaném Casopise ” 10223057
- - Jimp [ lénck v prestiznim impaktovaném casopise (Narure.
T ——— - s — ap | P P 1s0p .
Jimp | Elénck v impaktovaném Zasopise 5+ 140 x Faktor Science, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. US4) > soo
¢linek svétove uznivané databaze ? 12 8 clanek | svetove uznavané databize ¥ 12 8
Toemp |V recenzovaném Tpemp |V recenzovaném >
casopise seznam recenzovanych periodik 2 10 4 casopise seznam recenzovanych periodik 10 4
tovy j 3 svétovy jazyk ¥ 40
o svétovy jazyk * 40 B |odbomd kniha 40
B | odborna kniha 40 ostatni jazyky 20
atni jazyk: 2
4)“”"“ jazgky 0 D | clanck ve sbomiku ” 3
D |¢lének ve sborniku 8 evropsky nebo mezinarodni patent (EPO. 00
evropsky nebo mezinarodni patent USPTO). patent USA a Japonska B
(EPO. USPTO). patent USA a 500 b | patent | Co5KY nebo narodni patent s vyjimkou patentu
Japonska pa USA a Japonska, ktery je vyuzivan na ziklade 200
b | patent ¢esky nebo narodni patent s vyjimkou plamé licenni g}“lo‘“'y
P patentu USA a Japonska. ktery je 200 ostatni patenty 40
vyuzivany na zakladé platé licencni - Z_ [ poloprovoz, overena ie. odrida. plemeno 100
smlouvy F uzitny vzor 40
ostatni patenty 40 pramyslovy vzor 40
Z (T) | poloprovoz, ovéiena technologie, odriida, plemeno 100 9 G | prototyp. funkéni vzorek 40
S.F. - — N H_|poskytovatelem realizované vysledky 40
G, H. |Protonp. uglagx;ua metodika, fsullkm{ vzorek, software, o N1 |certifikované metodiky a postupy, specializované mapy ©
LN umin a pmlln)s o\yl_\zol. gpe;n? :ff‘ ané mapy. 40 L | odbornym obsahem
g |poskytovatelem realizované vysledky R Tsoftware m
v | vyzkumna zprava. kterd je vysledkem obsahujicim 507 y | vyzkumna zpréva, kterd je vysledkem obsahujicim 50
utajované informace - utajované informace
Pochybny postup konstrukce Potfebna tiza?
.

Neexistuji davodové zpravy pro jednotlivé parametry
hodnoceni, nelze tedy ani kompetentné pfipominkovat
Kdo odborné recenzoval uplathovanou metodiku z
hlediska bibliometrického Ci scientometrického?

Jak byli tito recenzenti vybrani, aby byla zaru¢ena
jejich nezavislost?

Autory jakych bibliometrickych nebo scientometrickych
praci byli tito oponenti a jaké je jejich mezinarodni
renome ve scientometrické odborné komunité?
(Odborné pociny ve scientometrii u autord metodiky
samych radéji nehledejme.)

Kdy probéhla vefejna oponentura, kdo daval jaké
pfipominky a jaky byl vysledek této oponentury?

> Neverifikovatelna datova zakladna, evidentni rozpory

mezi implementaci a specifikaci z metodiky

>

Ze zpravy Mezinarodni unie matematika k uziti
citacni analyzy:

. If one consults with doctors when practicing
medicine, surely one ought to consult with
statisticians when practicing statistics. “

Problémy mezioborovych srovnani i podstatné
rozdily mezi publikacemi v pfirodnich védach jsou
v odborné literatufe dokumentované a znamé

Cesky p Fistup: RVV a vlad & staéi vétsinové
rozhodovani politiky jmenované rady, namitky
statistik @ nebo odbornik @ na bibliometrii jsou v
této perspektiv é irelevantni




KHV a parametry hodnoceni ve stylu
kulina Fské delikatesy pejska a ko €i€ky

* 23-5-B Pfipominkové fFizeni: ,Ov éfitelnost vysledk @ vykazovanychv RIV*

* Pfipominka 18
Autor: Ing. Miroslav Jane éek, CSc.
Pfipominka: ,Tabulka, kategorie J (a asi i D) Navrhuji zvysit
minimalni pocet stranek na 3“
Oduvodnéni: ,Abstrakta jsou ¢asto na dvou strankach, takze
vymezeni 2 strankami textu mdze skryvat takovéto pripady.”
Vyporadani: ,A - navrh na Upravu dvou definic druhu
vysledku.”

e Navrh, o kterém se opravdu hlasovalo :
DOPLNIT do def. Upresnéni pro Gcely hodnoceni:
»J — ¢lanek v odborném periodiku méa minimalni rozsah 3
normostran textu. ZMENA DEFINICE
HLASOVANI €. 1 nasledné& je nutno v metodice definovat
L,hormostranu®

Co muze byt v ¢eské védé nezadouci

 Title: C-60 — Buckminsterfullerene
Authors: Kroto, HW; Heath, JR; Obrien, SC;
Curl, RF; Smalley, RE
Source: Nature 318 (6042):162-163, 1985
Times Cited: 6606

« Kroto, Curl a Smalley za to dostali v roce
1996 Nobelovu cenu

* M. Janecek ovSem nékde vidél ¢lanek

s dlouhym abstraktem, takze ... ®
(Mozna by v KHV méli prednostné sedét frekventanti pomocnych $kol...)

Hodnoceni kvality vyzkumu

« Kuvantifikace vyzkumu (pocty publikaci) s vazbou na
kvalitu (citacni ohlas) jen jednim z podklad @ hodnoceni

* Podstatna je normalizace vysledk s ohledem na
oborové rozdily

e Znamaje nerovnom érnost pokryti v édnich disciplin
ve WoS

 Cita¢ni analyza vychazi z publika énich zvyklosti
pfirodnich v éd — stavi primarné na ¢lancich, nikoli
knihach [Britska Akademie v roce 2007: Pro humanitni a
spolecéenské discipliny neexistuje metrika, ktera by
adekvatné mérila vykonnost]

> Cesky p Fistup: Kvantifikace publikaci je
kritériem, tato kvantifikace linearn
mnozstvi p Fidélenych financi

jedinym
& odpovida

Chybné pouziti IF
k hodnoceni ¢élank t i autor U

* |[F ¢asopisu nebyl navrzen nebo zamysSlen

k uziti jako méfitko nebo indikace kvality
jednotlivych €lank & nebo autor G

* Vyrazné asymetrické rozlozeni citaci
zpusobuje, Ze ve vétsiné pfipadl IF
nadhodnocuje impakt jednotlivych élanku
nebo autor(, ktefi v ¢asopise publikuji

* IF je ovlivn én rozdily mezi obory
mezioborovéa srovnani jsou zkreslena

» Sumace nebo kombinace IF tyto chyby
jesté zvyraz nuje.
Thomson Reuters, 2009

Impaktni faktor nezohled nuje
odchylky v charakteru citaci

«IF je pocitan z dvouletého okna, charakteristiky citaci se v§ak vyrazné lisi
mezi jednotlivymi disciplinami

*Hodnoceni vyznamu rozdilu citaéni frekvence je proto zavislé na uvazované
discipliné . .
Citation Curves
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IMU-ICIAM-IMS &erven 2008, z dat Thomson International
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Nerovnom érnd distribuce citaci ¢€lank G

vzhledem k cita €nimu indexu €asopisu

15 % clankd generuje 50 %
citaci.

Nejcitovanéjsich 50 % ¢€lanka
generuje 90 % citaci.

->Clanky v nejcitovangjsi
poloviné jsou v priméru
desetkrét citovanéjsi, nez ¢lanky
v nejméné citované poloving.

->Prifadime-li vSem ¢lankam z
‘w0  Casopisu IF Casopisu, je
*/ zplost éni na této Skale rozdil G
pravym opakem toho, co ma
analyza kvality p finést.
Seglen 1997

contribution of arti with different ci
most cited 5%) to fotal journal impact

s infig 1; dotted lines incicate
: moat cited articlea'!
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= faktorem
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Fig 3 Correlation between article citation rate and journal impact for four authors™

Seglen 1997

Vyrazna Sikmost cita €nich statistik
problematizuje i Fazeni €asopis U
v jedné disciplin & podle IF

Proceedings of the AMS — 0,434 cit./glanek Transactions of AMS — 0,846 cit./lanek

Percent of articles.
B

- 0%
/% 9 10 1 12

01 2 3 a4 5 s 7 08 9 10 11 12

Citations

Nahodné zvoleny ¢lanek

z Proceedings mav 62 %
pFipad & vétsi mnoZstvi
citaci , nez ndhodné zvoleny
¢lanek z Transactions

Zdroj: IMU-ICIAM-IMS ¢erven 2008

Transactions maji
dvakrat v étsi IF
nez Proceedings

ale

Eugen Garfield k chybnému uzivani IF,
citat z roku 2005:

+ Pouzivani citacnich indexd casopisd namisto
skute énych cita énich index & ¢lank & pro hodnoceni
jednotlivych autord je vysoce spornou zalezitosti

» Grantové agentury a jiné instituce zodpovédné za
védni politiku si ¢asto preji vyhnout se praci, kterou
pfedstavuje ziskani skute énych po ¢éta citaci
pro jednotlivé ¢lanky a autory.

Typicky to vypada tak, Ze se p/i posuzovani
bibliografie posuzovaného autora nahrazuji skutecné
pocty citaci jeho praci impaktnimi faktory casopisd, ve
kterych byly publikovany. Impaktni faktor se tak
pouziva k odhadu ocekavaného dopadu jednotlivych
¢lankd, coz je dost pochybné, uvazime-li znamé
zkresleni pozorované u v étSiny €asopis 0.

Celkové pokryti hlavnich obor G v ISI
GOOD(40-60%)

EXCELLENT (>80%) |VERY GOOD (60-80%)

Biochem & Mol Biol  Appl Phys & Chem Mathematics

Biol Sci — Humans Biol Sci — Anim & Economics
Plants
Chemistry Psychol & Psychiat Enpgineering
Clin Medicine Geosciences IODERATE (<40 %)
Phys & Astron Boc Sci ~ Medicine Qther Soc Sci

Humanities & Arts

(Computing)

H. Moed et. al., 2007

Dva razné sv éty védy ?

Humanitni a
spolecenské obory

Medicina
Pfirodni védy

UIf Sandstrém, 2007

Rozdil mezi p Firodnimi a

humanitnimi disciplinami

» Derek de Solla Price (1970) identifikoval jedné ze
zakladatelskych praci bibliometrie fundamentalni
rozdily mezi p Firodnimi a humanitnimi
disciplinami jako rozdily mezi dvéma oblastmi
védéni s podstatné riznym obsahem.

¢ Rozdilny ,socialni aparat pro sdileni informaci a
jejich vym énu*“:

 V pfirodnich v édach ddraz na “kvantitativni,
vysoce usporidané a velmi urcité poznatky*, znalost
je “pozitivni“ a ,kratkodob&“, vyzkumné problémy se
rychle vyvijeji;

* V humanitnich oborech védci zkoumaji otazky
trvalého vyznamu a produkuji o nich ,novou
moudrost*
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Rozdil mezi p Firodnimi a
humanitnimi disciplinami 2

» Védec v oblasti humanitnich disciplin
pracuje vysoce individualné

» Vyzkum v p¥irodnich v édach je socialné
organizovan do skupin, interakce se
ohedravaji pres konference a ¢asopisy a
utvari se ,mezinarodni vyzkumna fronta“

 Solla Price: citace p Fichazejiv
pFirodnich v édach mnohem rychleji,
nez v humanitnich disciplinach

CtyF¥i svéty

akademického
vyzkumu
COMP ENG
Casopisy | == Zpravy
HUM
Knihy

UIf Sandstrom, 2007

Rozdilna struktura typ G publikaci
mezi r iznymi obory

100%

80% | sE -

60% = = .

40%

20% -

0% -

Chemistry|
Physics
Biology
Medical
Agriculture]
Earth
Social Sci
Applied Sci
Engineering|

Mathematic:
Humanities}
Inform, Compuy|

O Journal Articles (non-refereed) B Books
O Conference @ Creative Works

W Journal Articles (refereed)
O Book Chapters

B Other

Linda Butler a Ulf Sandstrom

Metafora ledovce
(viditelnost vysledk @ v cita €ni databazi)

Chemie .
Fyzika MED
AGR
ENG

socC HUM

CompP

UIf Sandstrom, 2007

Discipliny se liSi i mezinarodnosti publikaci

Table 7.6, National eficataton of journals by discpline

Disciplne Ve dearrals Ml % Jourvals

INE i [0S 60%
Chsrmistry 0 33 12
Asplisd physics & chemistry 23 5 10
Marherutics ] a7 2
Physice & astraamy T 17 10
Engiresrng 1061 41 9
Moecular bitlgy & hiochemistry 20 41 4
Bool i mlsted to wrrans 56 43 -
Gieusciences 437 43 14
Brol s related 1 ariralsand pleris 74 43 16
Clinical medcins 1,459 50 2
Ecanorics i &2 15
Peyetology & peycHatry =57 3 18
Sucial sei related 1o medicine e &3 »n
Foomsersitiens & arts 1,00 7i 4
Crber socisl wienves 79 72 27

NO: Indieatsr of 1 journal’s national orientation, cefined as tie shere of the papess from the
ceuntry mast frequertly publshing m e oamel, mlative o the totl nunber of mpes
pubtishee in the joumnal, A purcly aatioral jocrnal wodd have m INO value of [0 per cert.

Moed, 2005

D siplnes are ravked by median TN,

Rozdilna mezinarodni orientace

« Humanitni publikace jsou objektivné vice
orientovany narodné

 Silna narodni orientace existuje v socialnich a
humanitnich disciplinach, antropologii a v
pedagogice

» Klasifikace ,narodni“ x ,mezinarodni*
neodpovida rozdilu ,zahrnuta — nezahrnuta v
citacni databazi* (feSenim proto nem Gze byt
Jharodni registr* ) — typicke jsou pravni
Casopisy americkych univerzit, které jsou cisté
narodni (Moed 2005)

+ Cita¢ni indexy jsou zde proto principialn & har
pouzitelné , nez v pfirodnich védach
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Podstatn & rtzné cita €ni kultury

» Solla Price (1970): Razny typ informaci o
publikaé¢nich vystupech

» Humanitni discipliny: standardni archivni
sluzba typu knihovny

 Pfirodni védy: citaéni indexy (Pricellv index:
vétSina citaci b&éhem péti let)

« Citace v humanitnich disciplinach: Homér mezi
autory citovanymi dva roky po publikaci své
prace zcela jisté neni

V odborné literatu Fe jsou dokumentovany
zpusoby um élého zvySovani IF €asopis U

« Editor (nikoli recenzent) pozada autora citovat ¢lanky
z daného ¢asopisu

» Casopis vychazi na zac¢atku roku, v téchto cislech
pfednostné publikuje ¢lanky, které budou citovany,
inzeruje je pfedem napf. na webu (IF je dan fixnim
2letym oknem)

» Publikovani material(, které sice nejsou povazovany
za citovatelné, ale budou (kratkodobé) generovat
velké mnozstvi citaci

* Nepublikovat mnoho ¢lankd, které jsou sice vyborné,
ale vybocuji ze soucasného trendu

* Zarazujte editorialy, nejlépe na konci roku, citujici
vSechny hodné ¢lankud z pfedchoziho obdobi

étyFi typy

publikaci . .
v humanitnich Nag(l).in'
disciplinach pHblikdes

Pablikace

~ H jen zde
CaSOplsy pokryto IF

Knihy

podle D. Hicks, 2004

CtyfFi typy literatury
v humanitnich oborech

Casopisecké é&lanky

v nékterych humanitnich disciplinach (ekonomie,
psychologie) po normalizaci pouZitelné podobné jako
v pfirodnich védach

¢ Knihy

vyznamna oblast publikaci s vysokym dopadem
Narodni literatura

znalost rozvijena v misnim kontextu — prokazatelné
existuje a jeji vylouceni z cita¢nich databazi neni vécné
konzistentni

Publikace ur €ené SirSi ve fejnosti

vyznamny zdroj aplikaci, pfenos poznatk(/znalosti
do jinych oblasti

D. Hicks, 2004

Koncept reformy VaVal

nad fazuje rychlost kvalit &

* Bez adekvatni analyzy dat o publikacich a citacich jsou metriky
pfilis rozdilné mezi obory

« VIadni reforma VaVal zcela ignoruje pot Febu adekvatni
kalibrace datovych bazi i rozdil mezi skupinami obor(

* Ve Velké Britanii je prechod na metriky rozfazovan do roku 2014,
pocita se s pilotnimi béhy a pavodni mpfedstava o dominantnim
uziti metrik pfechazi do peer review berouci metriky jako jeden ze
vstupl (,peer review informed by metrics*)

* Britskd HEFCE zadala analyzu databazi WoS a SCOPUS z
hlediska vyuzitelnosti pro REF, éeska RVV takovou analyzu
udélat odmitla jako nepot Febnou

» Koncept Reformy VaVal pfedpokladéa pouze bibliometrickou
metriku zaloZzenou na WoS, Zadny expertni vhled, realizace
probéhla v fadu meésicl

» (Databaze vysledk & vyzkumu RIV je pro tento G ¢el fakticky
nepouzitelna z koncep ¢nich d dvod &, data navic zpracovava
chybn é.)

Problémy konstrukce
bibliometrickych evaluaci

(J. Glasel, G. Laudel, 2007)

Cita¢ni impakt méfi ,dulezity aspekt kvality“, nikoli kvalitu per se;
blibliometristé nem &Fi kvalitu, ale poskytuji data, kterd musi byt
posouzena experty

Citacni analyza je préace statistickd, ktera pfinasi relevantni vysledky
pouze na velkych souborech podkladovych dat — prakticky to znamena,
Ze se méfi jen dimenze mezinarodniho dopadu

Uplnost citagnich dat je podstatna — jedna chyb &jici dob Fe citovana
publikace m GZe zpasobit podstané chyby ; metoda ztracé relevanci,
pokud se zmensuje hodnocena jednotka (MSMT ,m é&F i jednotlivce! )
Jako minimalni citacni ,okno* jsou v pfirodnich védach pokladany 3 roky;
jejich niz&i spolehlivost

Citace v riznych oblastech nelze porovnavat nebo agregovat bez
normalizace postupy, které zavisi na konkrétnich oblastech; vymezeni
védnich oblasti také ovliv fiuje bibliometrické vysledky
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Podkladova cita €ni data nejsou
korektni pro bibliometrii

« Cita¢ni analyza dat Thomson Scientific
ukazuje malou spolehlivost dat, chyby
pretvavaji dlouhé roky

« Kritika dat bibliometristy nevede ke
ZlepSeni

» Mnoho bibliometrist(i se obava kritizovat
vlastnika dat (i kdyZ konkrétni protiakce
dokumentovany nejsou)

« Data znevyhod nuji humanitni,

spole €enskov édni i technické discipliny

Bibliometrie zneuzita podle
politickych poZzadavk U

Politické poZadavky jednoduchého
hodnoceni jednim ¢islem

» Védecka praxe zdanlivé legitimizuje uZziti IF

Zdanlivost ,objektivity” Eisel déla véc
lakavou pro politiky

e Pro ,odborniky“, kte i se podileli na
KHV, je to eticka diskreditace

Problémy amatérské bibliometrie

« Uzivani blibliometrie na Grovni jednotlive @ v institucich

« Grantové agentuty vynucuji uvadét bibliometrické
parametry a nuti uchaze ¢e do amatérské bibliometrie

« Pres konstrukce ZebFickd se produkty amatérské

bibliometrie Sifi dal

« Amatérska bibliometrie zvySuje poptavku po hodnocenti;
evaluace pochybné kvality jsou artiklem marketingu ;
Uspésni védci jsou zainteresovani ,objektivné* ukazovat, ze
jsou lepsi, nez jejich kolegové

* Amatérska bibliometrie sniZuje standardy bibliometrie
obecn é

* Peerreview m tZe pozbyt charakter alternativniho
hodnoceni kvality , pokud se posuzovatelé coby amatérsti
bibliometristé budou pouze ,véfit &islim*

Gl 2007
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Jana Musilova

Problems of Quantitative Evaluation of Research
Activities Results
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Jana Musilova is vice-rector for research and development at
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and astrophysics. Her field of research is mathematical physics,
geometric analysis focused on the mechanic systems and variation
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research.

Problems of quantitative evaluation of research activities results

The intention to evaluate research results through the numerical values promises a simple way
of sequencing research organisations on the imaginary scale of value of their research
activities assumed to be an objective scale which is free from the effects of subjective
character. To have such a scale is especially attractive as a part of an effort to minimize
problems of institution funding and forming a routine administrative procedure of it. The
possibility to succeed in such an approach in the field of research involving in an
undifferentiated way all of its fields is however only apparent.

The scale index can serve at the most as a benchmark comparison of large groups of
organisations but it cannot express the incommensurable quantitative aspects of the research
activities of their units.

The author focuses at the capabilities of such a seemingly correct quantitative evaluation and

its limits which are documented on simple and clear examples using publicly available data.
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evaluation of research results

Problems of quantitative

Jana Musilova Pardubice, 10. 12. 2009

Motto

Concept of the methodology of quantitative
evaluation of research results in Czech Republic
(2004-2009), as well as the concrete treatment of
data is not adapted to the explicitly declared
purposes of evaluation.

Theses — |

ranking of research organizations on a unique
numerical scale quantifying the quality and
effectiveness of their research — just the right too |
for institutional financing of groups of

organizations

Antitheses — |

no possibility to reasonably quantify results of
activities with quality and effectiveness as their
most important aspects

no possibility to measure a multidimensional
quantity by only one its component

Theses — I

gquantitative evaluation of research outcomes in
all fields of research can be reduced to a unique
universal scale

Antitheses - |l

quite specific practice in each field of research as
for various ways of presentation of results

extremely different financial needs in various
fields of research

History

six years of ,experiments” with a unique scale

2004-2007: Index SR (rate of weighted number of
results and corresponding financial support) as a
measure of research effectiveness

2008-2009 the weighted number of results as a
measure of research quality (,Metodika“ 2008,09 )

Present

importance of features specific in various fields o f

research conceded for the first time

no analysis of research outcomes data with
respect to specific aspects of research fields

Assumptions — |

the weighted number of research results = the
right parameter for determining financial support
of great groups of organizations

Reality — |

the ,fine" method of assigning weights to
research results = classification of organizations
accordingly their size (number of researchers)
negligible differences between weighing 2008 and
2009

a7




Weights of results J (journals)

Weights of results B (books)

a00 NRRE other pages printing language | language |cont-
2o J-world db 12 8 no suppl. NRRE other ent
J-non-imp 10 4 <1002 100 |< 200 |2 200 |world | CZ Wworld |CZ
200
¥ 150 |J—imp normalized order NO | YES | NO | YES | 40 40 40 20
2009
o Nature, Science,
o Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA ... 500 1 paper in Science = 12 books
apart from the content
O ‘012””014‘ ‘I‘ojﬁ‘l‘ ‘Oja”y_'_‘1
* 7 8
Weights and size of institutions Weights and size of institutions
L = roups of research organizations ==
groups of research organizations group g =
N
8 roup of universities 8
group of universities 8 group . 8
group of institutes of Czech Acad. Sci. ® research/teaching = 0.5/0.5
group of institutes of Czech Acad. Sci.
accepted all accepted all
results results
number/person | points/person  rjumber/person number/person | points/person  rjumber/person
universities 2,2 43,6 8,3 universities 4,4 87,2 16,6
institutes 3,8 104,3 7,2 institutes 3,8 104,3 7,2
9 10
; ; Influen f weight function — |
Weight function uence of weight functio
model distribution of number
of results J-imp and weight N .
w] function (real data were not st00 mod_el distribution of p_omts 8000
given to my disposal in an obtained for results J-imp
250} appropriate form) 4000 o
2009 208
N 2008
Yora 2008 ., a
o % 2000 04 0 08 1
[F() = G()] w(x)
1000
& 4000 difference of points by
T ——— o M2008 and M2009
2 b2 oo N L 1 g oz o o8 6000 For the same results =
y=a+ ) sum of areas between
Xx+C 1 graphs (with signs) 12
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Influence of weight function — Il

changes of x;with C

Gauss quadrature (independent of F(x))

b n CE _
[FOOW)ax=3 A Fx) g n=4
a E ]
i —a+ 0,06]
y x+C i
C=0,057 0]
ned| X, [xe X3 X4

04 08 08
x = normalized order

Why previous estimations?

» problem: complete sets of data — not given to my
disposal in the form appropriate for numerical
treatment

Requirement

« for institutions — a possibility of preliminary self -
-evaluation of results based on data analysis

14

Assumptions — I

« usability of the weighted number of research
results as the scaling parameter inside the groups
of research organizations

Reality — Il

e great inner differences between fields of research
caused in principle by their specificities

,Metodika “ and fields of research

groups of Acad. Sci. institutes
fields of research

800Z W ||

I. science, mathematics, informatics
Il. humanities, social sciences, economy

accepted all
results
number/person | points/person  number/person
group | 3,1 107,6 5,7
group Il 7,3 88,1 14,3

16

Academy and universities

results accepted El
group | number/person  points/person  number/person

UK 4,8 152,0 9,4
MU 5,0 131,6 15,4
Acad. Sci. 3,1 107,6 5,7
results accepted El
number/person  points/person  number/person
UK 3,1 45,6 8,8
MU 3,5 45,1 11,6
Acad. Sci. 7,3 88,1 14,3

Structure of results Acad. Sci.

Institutes of Acad. Sci. — fields of research

I. science, mathematics, informatics
II. humanities, social sciences, economy

amount of results J (journal) and B (book) on
number / weighted number of all results

number points
J [%] B [%] J [%] B [%]
group | 81,3 9,1 88,1 1,9
group Il 46,4 53,2 42,7 56,2

18
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Concluding thesis

evaluation of research quality and effectiveness —
an audit primarily based on extra financed external
(international) expertises

Concluding antithesis

1st step: own analysis of accessible data to
disclose specific practice and financial needs in
various fields of research

2nd step: cooperation of all representations of the
academic community in formulating concept of
evaluation

3rd step: concluding international expertises 19

Concluding remark

steps 1 and 2

« the own intellectual potential of research
institutions

e during several months
« without additional financial requirements

* * %

20

50




Daniel Miinich

Evaluation and Funding of R&D in the Czech Republic:
Searching for the Right Incentives
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Evaluation and funding of R&D in the CR: searching for the right incentives

During the last decade, the system of R&D evaluation and institutional funding (E&F) in the
Czech Republic was subject to two major changes. The first one, also known as Research
Intentions (RI; also called Research Plans), raised high expectations in the middle of the
decade but its realisation quickly led to disillusions. The key driving idea of RIs — that one
can distinguish between good and bad R&D based on assessing ex-ante plans — turned out to
be wrong. Moreover, the attempt to evaluate the performance of the RIs retroactively based
on interim reports failed too.

The failure of the RI scheme initiated a second reform attempt—a fundamental overhaul of
R&D E&F, also known as Evaluation Methodology (Methodology). Most notably, the reform
introduced a most welcomed switch from a forward-looking E&F of R&D to a backward-
looking one, reflecting real performance of R&D subjects in the recent past. The development
of the Methodology was also driven by well intended efforts to minimise the role of
subjective expert evaluations, which had proved to be quite problematic in Czech E&F in the
recent past. Unfortunately, good intentions gave way to extreme simplifications and
loopholes and the newly introduced scheme appears to be very problematic. There are two
key deficiencies of the scheme: (i) it initiates strong perverse incentives in R&D production,
and (ii) it leads to funds allocations determined by unclear grounds and objectives. No wonder
that the Methodology gave rise to widespread and sometimes furious discontent among the
whole academic community.

Good and excellent R&D outcomes can be systematically achieved if proper incentives at all
levels are in place. It is the dual scheme of R&D E&F forming such incentives. To work
properly, such a scheme has to fulfill several general properties. Unfortunately, both schemes

of Research Intentions and the Methodology are lacking such properties.
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Evaluation of R&D has to reflect specific publication patterns of dozens of scientific fields.
The Methodology does not do so. Evaluations of R&D outcomes within fields have to follow
internationally recognised standards of quality and quality of results has to be benchmarked to
international standards. The Methodology does not do so. All R&D funds recipients in given
field in the Czech Republic have to be evaluated together, compared to each other and
international benchmarks. The methodology does not do so, leaving within field evaluations
as an optional choice of individual funding providers (ministries and Academy of Sciences)
who can, but do not have to, evaluate recipients under their jurisdiction. Evaluation
methodology has to differentiate strictly between quality and quantity of R&D outputs and
much greater attention should be given to results of above average quality, neglecting other
outcomes if there is not enough time and resources for evaluation as in the CR. The
Methodology reflects quality in case of few output types only and most output types are
simply counted irrespective of their quality. Evaluation criteria have to be revealed before
R&D activities start. However, the Methodology sets criteria and parameters at the moment
when R&D outcomes are already finished shortly before they are reported. Moreover, the
funding formula to allocate funds between providers is not explicitly stated. Allocation of
institutional funds between research and experimental innovations, between broad field areas
and narrow fields cannot be decided by the same principles and criteria as are used for
allocation of funds within scientific fields. However, until very recently the intention was that
the Methodology could determine all types of allocations.

It holds as a general principle that R&D subjects at the lower level have strong incentive to
take over E&F principles imposed at higher levels. This is because potential deviations have
adverse impacts on their future funding. This implies that the superior methodology of
evaluation has to be designed properly generating proper incentives. Otherwise, perverse
incentives spread quickly at lower levels including individual R&D teams and individuals.
Czech R&D E&F is at a cross-road now. The new system (Methodology) needs substantial
revisions to become incentive compatible. Not having a reasonable temporary alternative,
there is impending danger that ungrounded R&D funding allocations and perverse incentives
will stay in place for many years. The will and consensus to revise the scheme are emerging,
but slowly. The need for speedy implementation and avoidance of mistakes calls for adoption
and adjustment of successful approaches from abroad. | show that the key principles of the
system used in the United Kingdom can be adopted with some adjustments in the Czech

environment.
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EVALUATION AND FUNDING OF R&D
IN THE CZECH REPUBLIC
searching for the right incentives

Daniel Miinich
(MSMT and CERGE-El and OK SHV)

Ceské férum pro vyzkum, vyvoj a inovace 2009
Pardubice 10. 12. 2009
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Presentation outline

. Institutional and project based funding of R&D
. Evaluation x funding = incentives and allocations

1. Previous R&D evaluation and funding scheme

1. New reformed scheme: undesirable incentives

Ill.  Further revisions and extensions needed

Grounds for excellence in R&D

evaluation

R&D
funding

Excellence
in R&D

Two necessary conditions to achieve desirable R&D outcomes:

appropriate allocation of funds & right incentives

Previous institutional R&D evaluation & funding

e ~2004-2005 Research Intentions/Plans
* Forward looking exercise
e verbal promises
¢ like general project funding
e administrative burden
¢ Interim evaluation failed
¢ by individual providers
* absent coherent evaluation framework (world standards)
* High incidence of claimed “excellent” results
* Disappointments initiated new reform effort

Last reform attempt (Evaluation Methodology)

¢ Fundamental overhaul of R&D evaluation and institutional
funding

¢ Switch from forward- to backward-looking approach (+)
¢ Effort to eliminate the role of experts’ evaluations (+/-)
¢ Deficiencies (-):

— allocations of funds on unclear grounds and objectives
— perverse incentives (various and strong)

Current R&D evaluation scheme

— Described already?

54




| ﬂi u
L reforma

JEVZDELAVANI

INVESTICEDO ROZ

Characterlstlcs of good evaluatlon scheme

1. Reflection of field specific characteristics

e Methodology does not reflect this (= points from
various fields are not comparable units)

o (different research costs
o different citation and publication practices

.0
L ] o R
] Y g Ed it reforma

INVESTICEDO ROZVOJE VZDELAVANT

Field speC|f|c speC|f|c dlssemlnatlon of findings

Table 7.3. 151 coverage indicators per discipline

Discipline la 1b Ta*lb

Importance  IST coverage of  Overall IS
of journals Journal coverage
) literature (%) )

Molecular biology & biochemistry % 97 )
Biological sciences related to humans 95 95 %
Chemistry % 93 84
Clinical medicine 93 % 84
Physics & astronomy 89 94 8
* Total ISI* 84 % 75
Applied physics & chemistry 8 89 7
¢ 81 84 6

7 88 66

77 81 62

7 80 60

7 7 3

Economics 59 80 a7
Engineering 60 77 46
Other social sciences a 7 29
Humanities & arts 34 50 1

Disciplines are ranked by descending overall IST coverage (last column).

Definition of the indicators:

Importance of journals as communication media: % References to documents published in

journals, relative to total references.

ST coveruge of the jounal Werature: % Roteeaces 1o documents published in 15T souee
i ool coli

-

Field speC|f|c publlcatlon |ntenS|ty

TABLE
Journal Publication Rates and Reluted Information

Eight Disciplines

Equivalen Equivalent
pages per

Reforma I

“ercimiho
vadelauani

EfHNMkT = o

INVESTICEDO ROZVOJE VZDELAVANT

Simple cost — beneflt framework

Points ~ CZK

Output B

beta
OutputA

alpha

costs per output (personal costs ~ working time)

- Incentives to realize outputs with higher points/costs ratio - output B

Different field specific publication intensity

Points ~ CZK

Outcome in low publicati
intensity field

Outdome in high
publication intensigyfield

costs per output (personal costs ~ working time)

- Methodology: Incentives to do research in high publication intensity fields

gf“ ' X D :%nrqumg

ROZVOJE VZD

Characterlstlcs of good evaluatlon scheme

2. Use of int. standards and criteria in R&D
fields

e Methodology does not do so

3. Evaluation of all recipients in given field
e providers cannot do it by definition

¢ Methodology does not do it (not reflecting
recipients costs)
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Characterlstlcs of good evaluatlon scheme

4. Greater evaluation attention to high quality
outcomes
* hands on outputs is necessary
e low quality results are burden in Methodology
5. Distinguishing between quality and quality of
outputs
* Methodology simply counts most output types

Reforma
oo

NE et

INVESTICEDO ROZVOJE VZDELAVANT

reforma

o sdancr

Equal valuation of outcomes irrespective of quality

Points ~ CZK

Low c¢st & qualty result

High cost & quality result

costs per output (personal costs ~ working time)

- Methodology: Incentives to do realize low-cost and low-quality outputs

Reforma
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Characteristics of good evaluation scheme

Evaluation criteria should be set ex-ante

late 2009

Reporting
of results

2004-2008
Research process

early 2009

Criteria set

Methodology sets criteria ex-post (research already done)

Should Methodology stay fixed, it would fix wrong
incentives

B

INVESTICEDO ROZVOJE VZDELAVANT

i

Characteristics of good funding scheme

Reforma
oo

reforma

1. Transparent link between evaluation
outcomes and funding allocation
e Allocations to providers
e Law on R&D vaguely states 3 grounds
e noexplicitrule >

¢ ad-hoc decisions, unclear expectations and difficult
planning : weak incentives

e Allocations to recipients (by providers)
¢ rule of three sums (troj¢lenka, kafemlejnek)
e orown rules if own evaluation in place (incentives =)

Reforma
oo
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reforma
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Incentives formed by hlgher Ievel evaluatlon

Higher Low -r. vel
level
evaluation
scheme
(Methodology)

evalu~.on
scheme
(provider,

school, faculty

Which one to choose?

Approach X: own evaluation scheme Approach Y: take over Methodology

2

Funds
manimizine

Fonds
loosing
provider
and
reciplent

provider
and
recipient

\

Reforma
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refo

Different aIIocatlons require dlfferent principles

Allocation between Principles & criteria

Basic, Applied research * country needs, goals and

and Experimental preferences
Development
R&D fields * capacity

« comparative advantage

(~70in the UK)
e country goals

« quality of R&D outputs
(within field!)
* capacity

Recipients within fields
of R&D

Methodology: tried to do all allocations simply by one principle (of 3 sums
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Revisions and extensions for right incentives

1. Use different evaluation principles for different types
of allocations Th a n k YO u

2. Field specific evaluations

Evaluate all recipientsin a field

Use world criteria and benchmarking

Set evaluation criteria ex-ante

Proper field mix of peer reviews, bibliometrics, etc.

Focus on higher quality outputs

oV cWN R

Need for one evaluation institution

3. Make explicit link between evaluation and funding
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PROJEKT JE S

POLU
A STAT

INANCOVAN EVROPSKYM S
A T C P

F Y
NiM ROZPOCTEM CESKE RE

Ceské forum pro vyzkum, vyvoj a inovace 2009

pofadané v ramci individualniho projektu narodniho MSMT
Mezindrodni audit vyzkumu, vyvoje a inovaci v CR a implementace jeho vysledkii do
strategickych dokumenti
konané dne 10. prosince 2009 v Univerzitnim konferenénim centru, Univerzita Pardubice,
Studentska 519, Pardubice
(http://ipn.msmt.cz)
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