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Abstract: In current societies, research takes an important role as a driver of econom-
ic and social development. Therefore, research becomes more strategically relevant
than ever. Consequently, research evaluation procedures have been implemented
to monitor and steer research. This chapter offers an overview of national research
assessment practices and reveals that they differ across countries and even research
institutes as evaluations evolved over time. It comes to the conclusion that evalua-
tion designers and research policymakers should establish an explicit link between
policy goals and a specific research evaluation procedure taking the national evalu-
ation system into account.
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Introduction

Recent decades have been marked by the transformation to a knowledge society.
Knowledge generation has been seen as the major driver of economic development
as well as an important means for reaching social goals. In such a knowledge society,
universities and research institutions began to play an important role (see, e.g., Vä-
limaa and Hoffman, 2008), which led to political demands for their accountability.
Politicians, taxpayers, research agencies and managers became more interested in
how the money provided to universities and research institutions is spent because
the benefit of science was no longer just seen as the provision of highly qualified
workers (e.g., Hoenack, 1993) but also as the provision of actual services and eco-
nomic outputs (Gibbons et al., 1994; Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff, 1998). The develop-
ment towards the knowledge society was linked with a shift in how public institu-
tions were managed: rather than assuring high professional standards of public
service procedures, public institutions now had to provide a service to the customer.
Thus, the way in which such institutions were controlled changed considerably. In-
stead of procedures, outcomes were evaluated (Child, 2005): was there a “return on
investment”? This came with institutionalised distrust (Deem, Hillyard and Reem
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2007): public servants had to be controlled regarding their efficiency and efficacity.
This development also reached the universities (Deem et al., 2007; Hamann, 2016;
Readings, 1996; Rolfe, 2013) and changed the way accountability was achieved
here. In the past, quality assurance was guided by the principle of scientific freedom
(peer review and rigid appointment procedures), but this no longer sufficed for being
accountable to the public in the context of increased public and private spending on
higher education and the rising importance of research for society and the economy.
New Public Management thus asks for systematic evaluation procedures for publicly
funded research on the institutional or national level (see, e.g., Geuna and Martin,
2003). At the same time, the share of competitively distributed funding for research
increased considerably (Lepori, Reale and Spinello, 2018; Lepori et al., 2007). Thus,
we argue in this chapter that research today is evaluated on different levels and in
different time frames by various actors, leading to complex systems of evaluation
procedures.

Given the logic of New Public Management, evaluation procedures were imple-
mented in a top-down manner by governments and university administrations
with the goal of the measurement of the direct achievements of research. Peer review
was often criticised for being subjective (see, also critically, Daniel, Mittag and Born-
mann, 2007; Peters and Ceci, 1982) and a more objective approach needed to be
applied. Therefore, most of those procedures were – and still are – based on biblio-
metric and scientometric methods that pretend to facilitate a comparison of perform-
ances across departments, fields or countries.

These indicators, however, reflect only the research practices in a few disciplines
of the natural and technical sciences and do not work well for many disciplines,
being especially inadequate for the social sciences, humanities and arts (van Leeu-
wen, 2013; Nederhof, 2006). Moreover, the use of the indicators has been shown to
have negative steering effects on researchers (see, e.g., de Rijcke et al., 2016). There-
fore, not all countries implemented a bibliometric evaluation procedure. A well-
known example is the UK where repeatedly a discussion was held on whether
peer review could be replaced by indicators (see, e.g., Wilsdon et al., 2015), but
the cornerstone of the evaluation stayed officially peer review.

Typologies of Evaluation Procedures

Several scholars set out to classify different types of research evaluation procedures
or to present overviews of how research is evaluated across countries (Coryn et al.,
2007; Galleron et al., 2017; Geuna, Hidayat and Martin, 1999; Geuna and Martin,
2001; 2003; Hicks, 2010; 2012; Jonkers and Zacharewicz, 2016; Lepori et al., 2007;
Lepori, Reale and Spinello, 2018; Ochsner, Kulczycki and Gedutis, 2018; von Tunzel-
mann and Kraemer Mbula, 2003).

Three differentiations of evaluation procedures have been established (see also
Whitley, 2007): the stage of evaluation (ex-ante vs. ex-post evaluation); link to fund-
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ing (summative vs. formative evaluation); and method of evaluation (metric vs. peer
review and different levels of evaluation). The first differentiates between procedures
that evaluate research at the proposal stage, i.e. before the research has been carried
out (ex-ante evaluation, e.g. for project funding) and procedures that evaluate re-
search already conducted (ex-post evaluation, e.g. institutional evaluation). The sec-
ond differentiates between procedures that allocate funding (summative) and proce-
dures that aim at improving processes without any consequences regarding funding
(formative). The third differentiates across different methods of evaluation, the most
prominent being metric, indicator-based evaluation and peer review-based evalua-
tion. Classifications differ as to which of the three differentiations they take into ac-
count. Most consider only one or two of those aspects.

The first group of classifications takes funding allocation to institutions into ac-
count and differentiates according to different methods of evaluation (Coryn et al.,
2007; Geuna, Hidayat and Martin, 1999; Geuna and Martin, 2001; 2003; Hicks,
2012; von Tunzelmann and Kraemer, Mbula 2003). The studies of this first group
of classification suggest that performance-based research funding systems (PRFSs)
are implemented to enhance research excellence. Yet, both Hicks (2012) and Geuna
and Martin (2003) raise the question of whether PRFSs are helping to achieve this
goal as, for example, they are not encouraging interactions with industry (Hicks,
2012, p. 259) and they are costly and come with diminishing returns after the initial
increase at the time of implementation (Geuna and Martin, 2003, p. 303).

The second group of classifications focuses on project funding, i.e. ex-ante eval-
uation (Lepori et al., 2007; Lepori et al., 2018; Zacharewicz et al., 2018). They show
that competitively funded research projects gain rapidly in importance. They find
that, first, there is considerable diversity across countries regarding funding instru-
ments, agencies and beneficiaries. Second, there are many commonalities. In all
countries, project funding is the second main channel of public funding of research
and the share of competitive funding is growing. Furthermore, there is a common
shift towards funding instruments oriented towards specific topics.

The typologies presented so far concern only a few specific evaluation proce-
dures in the respective countries and do not take fully into account the three aspects
of evaluation procedures identified above. If the goal of research evaluation is to in-
fluence research practice (if it wasn’t, why would you evaluate in the first place; see,
e.g., Hicks, 2012; Jonkers and Zacharewicz, 2016; Zacharewicz et al., 2018), it is not
efficient to look at isolated research evaluation procedures or funding schemes. Re-
searchers are influenced by many evaluation procedures and if policy aims at influ-
encing research practice, it needs to take this diversity into account. Therefore, we
focus in the next section especially on the third group of typologies, that focus on
research evaluation systems (Galleron et al., 2017; van Gestel and Lienhard, 2019; Gi-
ménez-Toledo et al., 2019; Ochsner et al., 2018).
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National Research Evaluation Systems

The combination of evaluation procedures in a country is complex. So complex that
even experts can disagree about how research is evaluated in their countries (Galler-
on et al., 2017; Ochsner et al., 2018). Formal definitions of evaluation procedures can
differ from actual practice, evaluation procedures evolve over time, and, most impor-
tantly, different evaluation procedures can be combined to balance out potential neg-
ative steering effects of the procedures (Ochsner et al., 2018). The studies showed that
there is no dominant evaluation procedure in a country nor a coherent set of proce-
dures. Rather, each country has a national evaluation system in place, i.e. a complex
combination of different evaluation procedures with different aims, objects, scope
and governing bodies (see also a similar conclusion regarding evaluation in law stud-
ies in van Gestel and Lienhard, 2019).

Ochsner et al. (2018) focus on eight characteristics regarding three types of eval-
uation procedures (institutional evaluation, project funding and national career pro-
motion) and identify five ideal types. They are not real but rather abstract represen-
tations of evaluation systems. Actual national evaluation systems are rather
combinations of the five ideal types. The first type is named “no national database,
non SSH-specific” (not having a national publication database, using mainly non-
metric evaluation procedures and not allowing for SSH adaptations). The second
ideal type is named “non-metric, SSH-specific” (not having a publication database,
not relying on metrics for their evaluations, not incentivising publications in English
and having dedicated funding programs for SSH disciplines). The third ideal type is
called “performance-based funding, non-metric” (having a PRFS in place that allows
for SSH-specific adaptations and is based on metrics derived from a national publi-
cation database; funding link being either established through informed peer review
or through a combination of a metric PRFS with an evaluation based on peer review
to counterbalance the metric nature of the PRFS). The fourth type is named “perfor-
mance-based funding, metric” (PRFSs being based on a national database and a met-
ric evaluation that allows for SSH adaptations and not incentivising publications in
English). Finally, the fifth type is named “metric, push for English” (metric evalua-
tion based on a national publication database linked to funding and not allowing
for SSH adaptations and incentivising publications in English). Table 1 shows how
countries can be attributed to the five ideal types. It is remarkable that countries clus-
ter regionally, which suggests that historical and political structure play a role in how
research is evaluated. Similar results are reported regarding the role of books in eval-
uation procedures (Giménez-Toledo et al., 2019).
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Table 1: Five ideal types of national evaluation systems and classification of countries.

Ideal Type Countries closest to the ideal type Countries difficult to classify,
closest type chosen

No national database,
non SSH-specific

Cyprus, France, Iceland, Macedonia, Malta,
Montenegro, Portugal, Spain

Bulgaria, Italy

Non-metric, SSH-spe-
cific

Austria, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands,
Serbia, Switzerland

Performance-based
funding, non-metric

Lithuania, Norway, South Africa Denmark, Israel

Performance-based
funding, metric

Czech Republic, Croatia, Poland Finland

Metric, push for English Bosnia-Herzegovina, Estonia, Hungary,
Slovakia, Slovenia, Romania

Latvia

Note: variables used for the classification (yes/no): institutional evaluation results affect funding;
main method of institutional evaluation are metrics; system incentivises English language publica-
tions; institutional evaluation procedures reflect gender issues; existence of national publication da-
tabase; SSH-specific institutional evaluation procedures; SSH-specific project funding programmes;
existence of national career promotion procedure.

These results are based on how evaluation systems are perceived by experts. In the
follow-up study, the experts from the countries collected national regulations on
evaluation procedures to further systematise actual evaluation policies. The discus-
sions showed that the three procedures used so far do not suffice to adequately de-
scribe the evaluation systems. The analysis of regulations identified seven different
types of evaluation procedures: accreditation, formative national evaluation, perfor-
mance-based national evaluation, excellence initiatives, national career promotion,
government project funding and evaluation of academies of sciences or research in-
stitutes. Each country has its own mix of two to six evaluation procedures on the na-
tional level (see Ochsner, 2020), showing that national research evaluation proce-
dures are complex and diverse and different types of evaluation procedures serve
different goals.

Conclusion

Research is a complex endeavour and, therefore, research evaluation practices are
diverse. There is no such thing as “the evaluation procedure” in a country but
each country has a distinct set of evaluation procedures making up a national eval-
uation system. The situation of research is different in each country and so are re-
search policies. Evaluation procedures need to reflect the needs of the research land-
scape in the country, its research policy and the academic structure in the country.
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Consequently, it makes sense that each country has its own set of evaluation proce-
dures in place rather than to try to standardise evaluation procedures across coun-
tries. Nevertheless, countries striving to achieve similar goals with their evaluation
procedures can learn from each other’s experiences.

Still, in practice, an explicit link of policy goals with a specific set of evaluation
procedures in a country is missing. Many evaluation procedures seem to have
evolved more or less arbitrarily, which can be seen by the geographical clustering
among types of evaluation systems. We therefore encourage evaluation designers
and research policymakers to establish an explicit link between policy goals and a
specific research evaluation procedure, taking the national evaluation system into
account.
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