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Research evaluation: 
drivers of change

• Increasing number of 

– researchers and publications 

– specialisations

• Technologies for copying papers 

• „Managerial revolution” in research; new 

public management; research priorities

• ICT



Research evaluation: 
drivers of change

• New social forms (open source communities, 

community portals)

• New ideas („participation”, „open”, „distributed 

intelligence”, „wisdom of crowds”, „creative 

research”)

• New forms of archiving and communication (such 

as e-archives, blogs, video, open research notes…)

• New policy concept of research (new theories, 

data, methods… - but also networks, techniques, 

competencies, mobility, equipment…)



Golden age of peer review-based 
evaluation of papers and project proposals

Sir Peter Lachmann: Peer review is to science what democracy is 
to politics. It`s not the most efficient mechanism, but it`s the
least corruptible.

When peer – review is effective and why it is no longer as 
effective as it used to be. 

Effective if – balance between no. of proposals and the size of 
funds, field is advanced and far from application…

But often – kills original and path-breaking research, strengthens 
status quo, does not provide information feed-back to 
authors…

(OECD 2007) Peer Review: Its Uses, Demands and Issues



Challenges of peer review 
(papers and project proposals)

Some concerns that the peer review system is under pressure 
and losing confidence among users, because it depends on 
the subjective decisions of peers and it is increasingly time 
consuming and resource intensive. It is not an exaggeration 
to say that peer review is currently facing its strongest 
challenges for several decades. 

Peer Review: Its Uses, Demands, And Issues, OECD DSTI/STP/TIP(2007)13

We portray peer review to the public as a quasi-sacred process 
that helps to make science our most objective truth teller. But 
we know that the system of peer review is biased, unjust, 
unaccountable, incomplete, easily fixed, often insulting, 
usually ignorant, occasionally foolish, and frequently 
wrong.

Richard Horton, editor of the British medical journal „The Lancet”.



Modifications and alternatives 

to peer review 

Modifications

• Increased transparency 

• Opportunity to appeal

• Double blind 

• Verification of list of 
reviewers…

Alternatives 

• Persons not projects 

• Prolonged sabbatical 
years

• Awards for solving 
specific problems

• Grants for exploratory 
and path-breaking 
research

• Open peer review…



Change of peer review

Classical New hybrid 



Golden age of input-based 

institutional funding (HE)

• Negotiated budgets: negotiations between 

government and institutional officials based on 

input criteria (e.g. historical trends)

• Formula funding: criteria used in determining 

funding formulas based on inputs (e.g. size of 

staff).

Salmi andHauptman, 2006



Challenges of input-based 

institutional funding (HE) 

• Stiff

• Strengthens status-quo

• Does not create incentives for original and 

path-breaking research

• Contradicts the rules of modern administration 

and budgeting (NPM, performance budgeting)



Modifications and alternatives 

to input-based institutional funding 

Modifications

• Performance 
agreements between 
governments and 
institutions based on  
the mutual performance-
based objectives

• Funding formulas based 
on outcome measures 
(e.g. academic ranking 
of the HEI).

Alternatives 

• Performance-based 
research funding 

• Competitive funds: 
institutions compete on 
the basis of peer-
reviewed project 
proposals against a set 
of objectives



Alternatives 

to input-based institutional funding 

Performance-based research funding

a relatively recent policy tool (which has been in use 
somewhat longer in the UK - RAE). 

It channels research funding according to ex post 
assessment of institutions’ research outputs and 
outcomes.

12 OECD countries (Australia, Austria, Belgium-Flanders, Czech 
Rp., Denmark, Finland, Germany, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, 
Sweden, UK).

OECD (2010), Performance-based Funding for Public Research in 
Tertiary Education Institutions: Workshop Proceedings, OECD 
Publishing http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264094611-en



Alternatives 

to input-based institutional funding 

Competitive funds
Does not fit in categories of institutional-project funding: 

• The funds are competitive and are distributed on the basis 
of an application;

• Institutions (or parts of an institution) apply for the funds 
(and not single researchers), thereby distinguishing the 
initiatives from traditional investigator initiated project 
funding models;

• The volume of both the initiative in total and the single 
grants distributed to each institution is considerable, 
compared to other sources of competitive funding.

(OECD 2011) New Forms of Incentive Funding for Public Research



Alternatives 

to input-based institutional funding 

Competitive funds
• The Danish “UNIK-initiative” or the Swedish “Linné-stöd”, funding for broad R&D topics.

• The German "Excellence Initiative" to promote top level research at universities.

• The Swedish “Strategiska Satsningar” distributing an increase in block funding based on

applications from universities.

• The French “Opération Campus” providing funding for renovation and restructuring of

campuses.

• The Canadian “CERC: Canada Excellence Research Chairs” establishing 20 prestigious

research chairs to attract the highest qualified scholars to the country.

• Ireland – “Programme for Research in Third Level Institutions.

• Japan - World Premier International Research Center Initiative (WPI).

• Korea – Brain Korea 21 Program (BK21).

• Luxembourg – PEARL and CORE funding programme.

• Norway – “Sentre for Fremragende Forskning” (centres of excellence).

• Poland – “KNOW”.

• Spain – “Estrategia Universidad 2015”.



Questions 

• What opportunities does the internet give us for 
improving peer review of project proposals? 
Could an internet based “open evaluation” tool 
organized by the scientific community be an 
alternative to the classical approach? (OECD 
2007)

• What advantages and disadvantages 
performance-based funding and competitive-
based funding offer as concerns novelty and 
quality of research, impact of research and 
research management? 


