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Dutch higher education system 

• A binary system 
– Universities + institutions for higher vocational education 

• Steering at a distance 

• Guidance by government, intermediary organizations, 
stakeholders 

• Requires ‘complete organization’ on receiving end (De 
Boer et al. 2007) 

• University as organization: “The corporate actor” 



3 funding flows 
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Dutch evaluation system 

• A ‘weak’ evaluation system (cf. Whitley 2007) 

• Emphasizes opportunities for organisational learning 

•  Interactive peer review formats over interim periods 

• Structured by a main guiding document:  

à Standard Evaluation Protocol (SEP) 



The Standard 
Evaluation 
Protocol (SEP) 
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Standard Evaluation Protocol (SEP) 

•  2015-2021 version: 5th iteration 

•  Describes the methods and aims research assessments at 
Dutch universities and NWO and Academy institutes 

 

•  In 1993 VSNU made responsible, introduced 4-year cycle 

•  2000s: evaluation fatigue 

 à 6-yearly cycle. New version of protocol 

•  Responsibility delegated to institutional level 



Standard Evaluation Protocol (SEP) 

• Based on peer review, informed by bibliometrics 

• Up until 2009 four assessment criteria: 
– Quality 

– Productivity 

– Societal relevance 

– Vitality & feasibility 

• 2015-2021 protocol àà 
– Research quality 

– Relevance to society 

– Viability 
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SEP in a nutshell 

• All research conducted at universities, NWO and KNAW 
institutes – boards are responsible 

• Conducted by external assessment committee 

• Once every 6 years, rolling schedule 

• Concerns all research past 6 years + strategy going forward 

• Via a self-assessment + additional documents 

•  Judgement based on self-assessment + interviews site visit 

•  Taking into account international trends + own targets 



Steps in the evaluation process 
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The self-
assessment 
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Content self-assessment report (i) 

•  Description of unit’s organisational structure + financing 

•  Strategy past 6 years 

•  Targets past 6 years (research, societal relevance) 

•  Strategy and targets next 5-10 years 

•  Most important (and relevant) performance indicators 

•  Results research and societal relevance past 6 years (latter in 
a narrative) 

 + link results to SEP criteria (quality, relevance, viability) 



Content self-assessment report (ii) 

•  Relevant environmental factors/developments past six years 

•  Forecast of trends and developments in the coming years 

•  SWOT analysis and benchmarking 

•  PhD Program(s) 

•  Research Integrity 
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Quality domains 









Bilbiometric analysis on institute A 
research performance 
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P C+sc MCS % not 
cited 

MNCS/
MNJS * 

MNCS * MNJS * % self 
cits 

Institute A 
(2000-2005) 

592 6,398 8,42 24% 1.20 2.16 1.80 22% 

Institute A 
(2005-2010, Past 
Performance) 

623 8,687 16,66 8% 1.59 2.64 1.66 18% 

Institute A 
(2005-2010, 
Research 
Potential) 

557 8,447 18,50 8% 1.66 2.83 1.70 18% 



Various additional types of analysis focus on … 

•  Research profiles: a break down of the output over various fields of science 

•  Scientific cooperation analysis: a break down of the output over various 

types of scientific collaboration 

•  Knowledge user analysis: a break down of the ‘responding’ output into 

citing  fields, countries  or institutions 

•  Highly cited paper analysis: which publications are among the most highly 

cited output (top 10%, 5%, 1%) of the global literature in that same field(s) 

•  Network analysis: how is the network of partners composed, based on 

scientific cooperation? 



Relevance to society - narrative 

•  3-5 pages, supported by indicators in table 

•  At regional, national or international level 

•  Only most convincing examples 

Describes: 

•  The precise work or research projects involved; 

•  The individuals involved and their roles; 

•  the nature of the research unit’s relevance to,  or impact on, 
society and the scope of that relevance or impact; 

•  how the unit achieved this; whether revenue has been generated. 





PhD programs 

•  context, supervision and quality assurance of PhD programmes 
and PhD research in the unit; 

•  participation in a graduate school or school and/or a research 
school or schools; where relevant, include an appendix providing 
the results of an assessment of national/interuniversity/ 
interdisciplinary research school/schools; 

•  the selection and admission procedures (where applicable); 

•  supervision of PhD candidates internally and guidance of PhDs to 
labour market; 

•  exit numbers in the following sectors: research, industry, 
government and nonprofit (where possible). 



Research Integrity 

•  the degree of attention given to integrity, ethics, and self-
reflection on actions (including in the supervision of PhD 
candidates); 

•  the prevailing research culture and manner of interaction; 

•  how the unit deals with and stores raw and processed data; 

•  the unit’s policy on research results that deviate flagrantly 
from the prevailing scientific context; 

•  any dilemmas (for example of an ethical nature) that have 
arisen and how the unit has dealt with them. 



Appendices (i) 



Appendices (ii) 



Appendices (iii) 



Appendices (iv) 



Outlook tomorrow’s talk 

• New evaluative inquiry approach 

•  Innovative way to assist units in self-evaluations 

• Mixed-methods, collaborative approach 


