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Foreword

Research is undoubtedly a very important part of any academic endeavour. It 
aims at getting a better understanding of various phenomena under investigation, 
which is essential as a springboard to provide answers to the real world problems, 
and to formulate possible solutions. Hence, the contextual relevance of research 
is mandatory to improve its quality and to ensure its impacts academically, 
economically, and socially. 

Nowadays, assessing research performance becomes increasingly important 
since universities are expected to be more accountable while encountering the 
diminishing research funding (Geuna & Martin 2003). The public demands on 
the impacts of research carried out by universities. 

The existing literature has documented various ways in assessing the research 
performance (Leydesdorff & Bornmann 2011; Geuna & Martin 2003). However, 
the existing cumulative stock of knowledge does not lead to a single universally 
accepted model for research assessment. Some institutions or countries prefer 
to employ quantitative approach in assessing the research performance, by the 
use of metric systems, relaying on numbers. This approach is often criticized by 
scholars, because Metric system tends to capture direct and proximate impacts, 
but it is incapable of measuring more indirect and diffuse elements of research-
impact (Greenhalgh et al. 2016). Concerning this, for example, Hicks et al. 
(2015) argued:

“The problem is that evaluation is now led by the data rather than by 
judgement. Metrics have proliferated: usually well intentioned, not 
always well informed, often ill applied. We risk damaging the system 
with the very tools designed to improve it, as evaluation is increasingly 
implemented by organizations without knowledge of, or advice on, good 
practice and interpretation” (p. 429).

This monograph, as the results of comprehensive research realised by the 
Assessing and Improving Research Performance in South East Asian Universities 
(REPESEA) project, co-funded by the Erasmus+ Capacity Building for Higher 
Education,proposes combined, more qualitative approach should be adopted. 
The authors of this book argue why, how and also present selected case studies.
The text is  divided into two core parts. The first part introduces the framework 
of research impact assessment and proposes possible solutions. The second part 
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1. Assessing Research 
Performance: Introduction to this Monograph

Fathul Wahid, Hangga Fathana, and Wiryono Raharjo

Universitas Islam Indonesia, Yogyakarta, Indonesia
fathul.wahid@uii.ac.id, hangga.fathana@uii.ac.id, 

raharjo@uii.ac.id

1.1. Complexity of research performance assessment

There is no single universally accepted yardstick to assess the research quality. 
Every context-specificity demands distinct responses, although they may overlap 
or intertwine. Such a situation leads to the issue of the complexity of research 
assessment. In social and economic sciences, three aspects of such complexity 
should be mentioned: space-based, time-based, and discipline-based.

1.2. Space-based specificities

The existing models of assessment are not value-free as they are developed 
from a wide range of context with each depending on the purpose of the model. 
It can be seen from The United Kingdom, for example, that employs outputs, 
impacts, and environments as the criteria for assessment under the 2021 Research 
Excellence Framework (REF) (Marques, Powell, Zapp, Biesta 2017). A similar 
approach is also used by Malaysia to evaluate its research through Malaysia 
Research Assessment (MyRA) (Yassin, et al. 2011). While these models aim 
to boost up the countries’ position as global scientific power through generic 
criteria, some may argue that specific criteria are seen as equally important to 
highlight the research tradition in diverse subjects and to avoid unnecessary 
generalisation.

Therefore, it is important to bring the issue of localities into table for 
discussion. In many cases, to ensure the relevance of research, it should engage 
in national and even local problems. For example, research on tropical diseases 
will get better attention from the medical researchers from tropical countries, 
when compared to their counterpart from subtropical countries.

This local specificity is particularly problematic in the social science and 
humanities (Hicks et al. 2015).  Thus, as a consequence, we need to pay attention 

delivers case studies, to portray the current practices in countries involved in 
this project.

Editors (Juraj Nemec, Fathul Wahid, Hangga Fathana and Wiryono Raharjo)
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their research roadmap. It is then understandable if the research priorities in the 
technologically-leading countries or universities differ from the technologically-
lagging ones. In such a case, the research assessment should be contextualized. 
Hence, the indicators of research quality should be evaluated and update 
regularly (Hicks et al. 2015).

At the individual level, in the one hand, the maturity of researchers may 
play a role in determining their areas of interest. They may follow the mission-
critical research agenda by their national government or their universities, 
while other may pave their own new research agenda. This is a discussion 
about choosing mainstream or new stream of research topics. However, this 
option may be eclectic, as the national/institutional research agenda may 
evolve and accommodate the current development. In the other hand, early 
career researchers may differ from the senior ones in choosing the publication 
outlets which are often be seen as indicator of research quality. The former may 
start publishing their work in non-mainstream decent outlets either journals or 
conferences, while the latter may aspire to target top-basket journals for their 
showcase. Metaphorically, this may be seen as ‘climbing the ladders’; in which 
one should do it stepwise; from training, to knowledge bridging, to gap-filling 
(Chavarro et al. 2017), or even to provide a better answer of problematisation 
(Sandberg & Alvesson 2011). 

1.4. Discipline-based specificities

Each discipline develops its own academic tradition. Among the prerequisites 
of any discipline, is that it should have a body of knowledge, literature, academic 
community, and expressed allegiance such as via accepted rules (Becher & Parry 
2005; Scholl 2007). Some disciplines are already in their mature stages (e.g. 
sociology, medical), while other are in their infancy (e.g. information systems, 
eGovernment). In order to maintain and develop the existence, every discipline 
should produce steady flow of research output (Scholl 2015). Otherwise, it will 
face stagnation and even atrophy (Becher & Parry 2005).

As every discipline develop its own research method, create its scientific 
boundary, and cultivate its distinctive academic practices, assessment of research 
quality should take the variation by discipline in publication practices into 
consideration (Hicks et al. 2015). For instance, books and national-language 
literature are deemed important by historians and social scientists, while among 
researchers in computer science and information systems pay significant 
attention to conference papers as these two fields develop very quick. 

As regards quality of publication outlets, each discipline set its own bar, as 

to publication in national outlet and using national language. If the quality of 
research is deemed only when it is published in English-language publication, 
then we, to a great extent, have neglected the space-based specificities. 

Space-based specificities may also manifest in other aspects, such as 
gender sensitivity (Fischer & Odhong 2017), local development (Iacobucci & 
Micozzi 2015), heritage conservation (Katrakazis et al. 2018), and innovation 
(Taylor 2016). Even, the space-based specificities, to some extent, are reflected 
in the selection of research methods. For example, quantitative traditions 
are more preferable among the North American researchers and journals, 
while qualitative approach is commonly applied among European academic 
communities and journals (Stein et al. 2016). In measuring innovation rates, 
indices and scoreboards are highly partial and erratic. Many measures are also 
seen overlapping, covering similar results but from different perspective.

These examples call for attention to be considered in developing an instrument 
to assess the performance of research. 

1.3. Time-based specificities

To ensure sustainability and advancement, countries develop to response 
the changes in their milieu. In doing so, they formulate and execute different 
strategies, which in turn, they progress at various pace. One may be more 
advanced than another. These phenomena are not only manifested among 
countries, but also within a country. In the context of research, hence, the now 
needs of a society, in which a community of researchers attached to, may differ 
from other societies. Research areas which were considered relevant in a time-
bound context, may be less relevant in another context. Even, for a particular 
society, what they deem important may change over time. Research topics which 
are impactful in an agrarian society, arguably is different from those in industrial 
or in a knowledge-based society.

 The above situation either directly or indirectly influences the way we 
assess the research performance. As a result, an instrument to assess the quality 
of research should be time-sensitive. This approach can be seen from at least 
two levels: national/institutional and individual levels. 

The extant literature (e.g. Lee & Kim 2018) indicate that countries 
develop their own national innovation to address their needs to advance the 
competitiveness. National research priorities are set, and normally these are 
followed by institutions under the territory. Often, a certain amount of money 
is exclusively channelled to finance the granted research proposals. This is 
also the case for institutional level, such as universities, where they develop 
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About the Book: 
Perspectives from Six Countries

This book is the core output from the REPESEA project, run by a consortium 
consists of 11 universities from seven countries (Slovakia, Poland, France, 
United Kingdom, Thailand, Malaysia, and Indonesia). The project is under the 
auspices of the European Commission through the Capacity Building in the 
Field of Higher Education (CBHE) Erasmus+ scheme.The ultimate goal of the 
project is twofold: developing an assessment system for research quality and 
producing a set of modules for transferable skills training related to research 
and publications. 

The book (edited volume) reacts to the problem of complexity of research 
impact assessment, highlighted above – by showing the core problems connected 
with research impact assessment and by providing regional or national examples 
and cases. 

To fulfil this task, this book is divided into two parts. The first part deals with 
the philosophy of research impact assessment and ends with the introduction 
of the SYSTEM for ASSESSING IMPACT and QUALITY of RESEARCH 
Manual (SAIQoR) produced by the REPESEA project to support research 
impact evaluations in countries of South East Asia. This part includes four 
chapters. In the first chapter John Hudson sketches problems and practices 
of research impact evaluation. He portrays problem in research evaluation by 
arguing that it is a bit far stretch to believe journal ranking can precisely evaluate 
the long term impact of individual paper. As the example of good practice he 
briefly presents the Research Excellence Framework (REF) that combines 
both quantitative and narrative approach. In the following chapter Anetta 
Čaplánová and ĽubomírDarmo outline a range of methods in assessing the 
research performance, such as bibliometric analysis, the economic rate of return 
method, and logic modelling. They further argue that systems of assessment 
of research impact should focus on beyond the metric method. The narratives 
method should be inducted, which enables the provision of contextual aspects 
of the research impact. In third framework chapter Marta Orviska and Juraj 
Nemec reaffirm Čaplánová and Darmo’s arguments on the constraints of journal 
rankings in reflecting the long-term impact of research, but also indicate that 
achieving social impact may not be so simple. The SAIQoR manual is created 
as the hallmark for the project. It articulates in specific the four major critical 
measures for a scholarly research work, namely research 1) environment, 2) 
agenda, 3) outputs and 4) impact. In its entirety, SAIQoR breaths within a 
balance spectrum between a generally accepted research measurement practices 

indicated by citation rate which determine impact factor. Top-ranked journals 
in particular discipline have significantly higher impact factor compared to 
other. For instance, top-ranked journals in cell biology have impact factors of 
about 30, while the ones in mathematics have impact factors of around 3. Hence, 
comparing the impact factors of journals in different discipline, without 
normalizing them, will be lead us to invalid conclusion. 

Patent is often also use to measure the research quality (Lanjouw & 
Schankerman 2004). This practice nowadays is widely accepted and associated 
with the innovativeness level of an institution or even a country (Abraham 
& Moitra 2001). But, if this approach is uniformly applied to all disciplines, 
a problem may emerge. As an illustration, it is harder to imagine a patent 
produced in the discipline of philosophy and history. 

The above illustrations demand for attention that discipline-based specificities 
should be taken into consideration in developing instrument to assess the 
research quality. 
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Short case study introducing the National Research University Project in 
Thailand is delivered by Kitt Wongarsa and his team. The project is one of 
factors that influencing research development performance and enhancing the 
quality of higher education in Thailand.

In Indonesian context, Jogiyanto Hartono and team provide a robust 
explanation on how the culture of research in public universities has changed 
over the time, along with the nation development. They argue that Indonesia 
has capacity to strengthen its global academic reputation, given the numbers 
of universities and lecturers. However, in view of the fact that Indonesian 
universities produce comparatively low numbers of research and publication 
activities, authors emphasize the need for a more supportive policy environment. 
It can be through the provision of incentives, grants, and a higher opportunity 
for promotion. Authors further depict the current challenges encountered 
by Indonesian academicians, researchers, and educational administrators in 
shifting the paradigm into more international-focused standard over teaching 
and research performance.

The case study by Fathul Wahid and his team deals with the concurrent 
development of research culture in private university in Indonesia - Universitas 
Islam Indonesia. In the end, the case study attempts to sketch two challenges 
for improving research performance - maintaining a high level of international 
collaborative publications and intensifying collaborative research with 
industries.

Two final contributions in this book highlight the practice of research 
evaluation in two Central European countries – Poland and Slovakia. Arkadiusz 
Michał Kowalski and Agnieszka McCaleb discuss the Comprehensive Evaluation 
of Scientific Units as the system for research assessment in Poland. They map 
this system and outline its strengths and weaknesses in evaluating research. 
They also characterise the system of ranking of journals and emphasize the need 
for stronger internationalization in Polish scientific research. Anetta Čaplánová 
and Ľubomír Darmo deliver similar information for Slovakia, with focus on 
two mechanisms – national accreditation and performance financing of public 
universities. The details of both systems are described and evaluated.

across well-known institutions and the contextual needs of South East Asian 
landscape.  It is also designed to precipitate equilibrium between i) institutional 
performance of the universities that enclaved on traditional publication corpus 
and ii) societal impacts and well-being. Hence, SAIQoR measurement combines 
both quantitative and qualitative perspectives which focus on creating grounded, 
collaborative impacts among academic-industry-societal ecosystem, while 
upholding common publication outputs.   

The second part of this book delivers the set of region, country and case studies, 
highlighting practices and problems of research impact assessment in countries 
involved in the REPESEA project.  First chapters in this part explore problems 
and practices of research performance in Southeast Asian countries. Omar 
Rosmini with her team provide bird-view analysis of the research performance 
in Malaysia, Thailand, and Indonesia. Elaboration of research performance is 
seen through the development of doctoral students in each country’s higher 
education institutions. It is also portrayed from the linkage between university 
and industry, which much can be seen from the progress of commercialization. 
They also discuss the factors influencing the research performance over societal 
development, consisting of leadership, critical mass, and institutional systems, 
structures, strategies. However, the authors also subtly allude to the awareness 
that one-size-fit model of research performance is some-what out of question.

Still from regional context, Rosmimah Mohd Roslin and her team provide 
comparable perspective on research performance in the Southeast Asian 
countries. They begin the analysis by arguing that the success of higher education 
institutions on placing research outputs and publication in globally recognised 
scholarly databases are vary among Malaysia, Thailand, and Indonesia. 
Authorsstress main challenges determining the performance of universities in 
the region, for example how governments undertake conscious efforts to boost 
up research performance.

The core contribution from Thailand is delivered by Sid Suntrayuth and 
Aweewan Pangyagometh. Theyespecially analyse the contributions and impacts 
of Thai-Journal Citation Index (TCI) in the overall improvement of journal 
quality in Thailand. They argue that TCI allows Thailand to have immediate 
impact, such as the provision of online databases for journal bibliographic 
records and its citations. The improvement of overall quality of Thai academic 
journals is part of the long-term benefits from TCI, which enables them to meet 
international standard over the aspects of content and format. In the second 
part of their chapter authors introduce most important study of performance of 
higher education institutions in Thailand, its strong points, but also some limits. 
The final part of their text indicates main possibilities of progress.
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Part 1:
Assessing the Impact 

and the Quality of Research:
How to do it 
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published remains the most important consideration, and more important than 
the number of citations, even in the long-run.

In economics and business, much more so than other disciplines, there are 
several such lists ranking journals. They can be objective i.e. done on the basis of 
some metric, or subjective where to an extent someone is making a judgement. 
One of the most meticulous and extensive lists was that undertaken by the 
Australian Research Council (ARC), which is also used in some departments 
both in the UK and elsewhere. This ranks journals across the disciplines. In the 
UK ‘the Keele list’ was also widely used for many years. The Association of 
Business Schools (ABS) ranks journals across the business spectrum including 
economics. It does this from a business perspective, which may not always 
coincide with how an economist would perceive the journal. But the latest 
version has links with the earlier Keele list and is in many ways better than 
earlier vintages of the ABS list. All of these rankings allocate journals into one 
of four tiers. There are also other lists, many of which are based more on metrics 
and considerable effort has been expended on deriving ‘the best metric’.

In an earlier paper (Hudson 2013) we evaluated several widely used metrics 
to see how well they predict or mirror the economist’s views, as reflected in the 
subjective rankings. Specifically we were interested in the extent to which a 
single metric was adequate, or whether multiple metrics are needed to reflect the 
subjective rankings. Apart from several bibliometric measures, we also included 
factors such as the subject orientation, the age of the journal and the extent to 
which it was focused on the economics discipline. We then produced rankings, 
based partly on metrics which reflected the economist’s values, but with a large 
degree of the subjectivity removed. 

Thus the methodology we followed was to take a specific subjective list, e.g. 
the ABS, the ARC or the Keele one and regress its rankings of journals (Ri) on 
bibliometric measures such as impact and other factors such as the age of the 
journal and a dummy variable reflecting whether it was a theory journal.

 Ri = β0 + β1Impacti +  β2Agei  + β3Theoryi + εi (1)

The above is a simplified version of the regression. In reality we included 
more metrics and non-metric factors, e.g. the extent to which the journal was 
focused on economics and whether an econometrics journal. εi is a random 
element reflecting bias or subjectivity in the ranking. We remove this random 
element by calculating:

 Rpi  = β0 + β1Impacti +  β2Agei  + β3Theoryi (2)

2. Assessing and Maximising Research Impact*
John HudsonU

University of Bath, United Kingdom
j.r.hudson@bath.ac.uk

In this chapter, we analyse selected problems of assessing research impact. 
This includes traditional measures based on citations and also newer approaches 
to assessing the impact of research on the economy and society as a whole. With 
respect to the former we discuss how to write a paper to maximise citations. 
With respect to the latter we first define an ideal measure of impact and then 
compare this with how research impact is done in the UK within the context 
of the Research Excellence Framework (REF). Finally we briefly discuss the 
methods the University of Bath is employing to enhance the research impact of 
individual academics.

2.1. Journal Rankings

Fifty years ago there were relatively few economics journals and the discipline 
was not so wide that an economist might be able to be at least passingly familiar 
with all of it. Today the discipline is much more disparate. Thus when decisions 
on promotion or hiring need to be made some heuristic is useful which provides 
information on the quality of the publications.  Journal rankings are one such 
heuristic and have become an integral part of academic life. They are used 
not just to rank individuals but also departments. Thus we tend to evaluate an 
individual or a department on the basis of the perceived quality of their best 
publications, which, when we use the heuristic, is done on the basis of where 
they were published. The basis for this judgement is that a paper in a 4* journal 
is much more likely to make an impact than one in a 2* journal.  Such rankings 
are particularly useful in evaluating recent papers which will have received 
relatively few citations. However, for many in the profession, where a paper is 

*  I would like to acknowledge the helpful comments given by members of the Erasmus+ 
Repesea Methodological Workshop at Matej Bel University, 6-8 September 2017, 
particularly Marcel-Cristian Voia and Ayu Krishna Yuliawati.

U John Hudson passed away during the preparati0on of this book.
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Table 1. Listing of 4* papers probable, and possible 4*papers
 

16 
 

  Keele  Prob.  ESA  Predict‐ Prob  ARC  ABS:   Adjusted

    Keele    ESA  ESA    ’10   ’09 

  Keele     

4s                   

American Economic Review  4  0.973 4  4  0.999  4  4  4  4 

Journal of Economic Theory  4  0.97  4  4  0.946  4  4  4  34

Quarterly Journal of Economics  4  0.958 4  4  0.997  4  4  4  4 

Journal of Political Economy  4  0.934 4  4  0.985  4  4  4  4 

Journal of Finance  4  0.928 3  4  0.997  4  4  4  4 

Econometrica  4  0.927 4  4  0.986  4  4  4  4 

Review of Economic Studies  4  0.895 4  4  0.953  4  4  4  4 

Games and Economic Behavior  4  0.84  4  4  0.81  4  4  4  3 

Journal of Financial Economics  3  0.824 4  4  0.982  4  4  4  4 

Review of Economics and Statistics  4  0.811 4  4  0.962  4  4  4  4 

Review of Financial Studies  3  0.787 4  4  0.936  4  4  4  4 

Econometric Theory  3  0.702 4  43  0.647  4  3  3  3 

Economic Theory  3  0.693 4  43  0.559  4  3  3  3 

Economic Journal  3  0.678 4  4  0.919  4  4  4  43

Journal of Economic Literature  4  0.665 4  4  0.943  4  4  4  4 

Probable 4s                   

Journal of Economic Perspectives  4  0.586 4  4  0.95  4  4  4  43

Journal of Econometrics  4  0.578 4  4  0.914  4  4  4  43

Journal of Monetary Economics  4  0.53  4  4  0.856  4  4  4  43

Possible 4s                   

J. of the American Statistical Association  4  0.499 4  4  0.907  4  4  4  34

Journal of International Economics  3  0.471 4  4  0.848  4  3  3  34

International Journal of Game Theory  3  0.466 3  34  0.362  2  .  .  32

Journal of Public Economics  3  0.425 4  4  0.775  4  3  3  34

Journal of Labor Economics  3  0.423 4  4  0.795  4  3  3  34

RAND Journal of Economics  3  0.414 4  4  0.791  4  3  3  34

Source: http://staff.bath.ac.uk/hssjrh/Journal Ranking.xls.

Maximising Citations

We analysed the data for REF2014 in terms of the titles of the journal papers 
submitted (Hudson 2016). Table 2 summarises some of the data. It relates to the 
average length, in characters, of the title, the average number of citations, the 

Rpi is the predicted ranking of the journal based on its impact, age and whether 
a theory. This is the ranking we use. Being based solely on objective measures 
it is not subject to any bias. Of course we use more variables than these three to 
predict impact. But this is the general idea behind the methodology.

We can then categorise journals as 4*, 3* etc. depending on whether Rpi is 
above or below some critical values.  But as with all such exercises this leaves 
open the possibility that journals which are actually very close on are allocated 
to different tiers. This becomes particularly problematic when using ranked 
journal quality to assess the long term impact of an individual and their papers. 
To say to that person you cannot be promoted because this paper is not in a 3* 
journal seems harsh if it is very close to being a 3* journal, and remembering 
to an extent the journal ranking is merely there to evaluate probable long term 
impact via citations. Thus we suggested ranking some journals ‘unambiguously’ 
into a tier. These would, for example, be a definite 4*.  Others may then be 
viewed as ‘probably’ in a given tier or ‘possibly’ so. If then our applicant for 
promotion has a paper which is in a journal ranked in one of the two latter 
categories, then it should best be looked at by the evaluator.

Below in Table 1, we have the rankings of the top journals. It is done firstly 
based on a regression as in (1) where Ri is from the Keele list. The others are 
when we used the ARC and ABS rankings, the latter from both 2009 and 2010. 
The ESA list relates to an initial list produced in Australia for the ARC.
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percentage of papers which use a colon and a question mark, the percentage of 
REF submissions which were journal papers and the average word length. We 
have this information for each academic discipline and we also have the average 
number of authors. It is noticeable that economics is more parsimonious in its 
title length than other disciplines, apart from philosophy. Economics titles also 
tend to use question marks and colons more than the sciences but less than the 
other social sciences and the arts and humanities.

Table 2. Characteristics of journal paper titles in the UK REF.
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Table 2. Characteristics of journal paper titles in the UK REF. 

 
Source: Hudson, 2016 
 
The different working patterns of academics as reflected in their journal titles is interesting, but are 
there any implications? The answer is yes. The results of regressing citations, where available, on 
these title characteristics are shown in Table 3. Citations tend to increase with the number of authors, 
the use of a colon in the title and decline with title length. The answer as to why we get these results 
lies in the purpose of a title. It is there to both attract a reader’s attention and to convey information. 
The longer a title is, the more difficult it is to absorb information, although intuitively the title can 
also be too short. The use of a colon helps split the title. The first part to attract attention and the 
second to provide information, thus achieving both the purposes of the title. The more authors there 
are, the more chances there are for self-citations, or publicising the paper. Although it is not impossi-
ble that paper quality increases with author numbers, at least to a certain extent. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

    Length  citat‐    colon  ?  Papers Word     

      ions    %  %  %  length   
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Health Sciences (A)  103  11    24.09  2.843  99.52  7.65   

Public Health    112  12    58.12  6.278  99.64  7.40   

Sciences (B)    89  12    17.25  1.391  99.03  7.78   

Physics    77  17    14.73  1.522  99.05  7.50   

Maths & Computing  69  4    13.61  0.84  86.97  7.76   

Social Sciences (C)  85  5    54.29  12.40  80.07  7.33   

Economics    64  2    30.41  9.35  91.79  7.47   

Arts & humanities (D)  78  12    62.10  7.48  38.88  7.05   

Philosophy    46  na    23.31  9.07  61.67  7.44   
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Notes: Columns:  (i) median  character  length of  title,  (ii) median  citations,  (iii) % using  a  colon,  (iv) % using
question mark, (v) % of submissions that are journal papers, (vi) median word length, Health sciences exclude
public health, sciences exclude physics, maths and computing, social sciences exclude economics and arts &
humanities exclude philosophy. Source: calculated from data on journal papers in the REF.  
 

Notes: Columns: (i) median character length of title, (ii) median citations, (iii) % using 
a colon, (iv) % using question mark, (v) % of submissions that are journal papers, (vi) 
median word length, Health sciences exclude public health, sciences exclude physics, 
maths and computing, social sciences exclude economics and arts & humanities exclude 
philosophy. Source: calculated from data on journal papers in the REF.

Source: Hudson, 2016

The different working patterns of academics as reflected in their journal titles 
is interesting, but are there any implications? The answer is yes. The results of 
regressing citations, where available, on these title characteristics are shown 
in Table 3. Citations tend to increase with the number of authors, the use of a 
colon in the title and decline with title length. The answer as to why we get these 
results lies in the purpose of a title. It is there to both attract a reader’s attention 
and to convey information. The longer a title is, the more difficult it is to absorb 

information, although intuitively the title can also be too short. The use of a 
colon helps split the title. The first part to attract attention and the second to 
provide information, thus achieving both the purposes of the title. The more 
authors there are, the more chances there are for self-citations, or publicising 
the paper. Although it is not impossible that paper quality increases with author 
numbers, at least to a certain extent.

Table 3. Regressions on citations.  
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Table 3. Regressions on citations. 

 
 

 

__________________________________________________________________________
 number colon question title F  Observations
 of authors  mark length 
__________________________________________________________________________
Panel A 
Clinical Medicine 30.923** 10.833** -15.892** -27.438**   
 (13.13) (6.29) (3.74) (10.00) 101.92 11945 
Public Health 30.955** 0.689 -11.045** -22.551**   
 (10.90) (0.28) (3.26) (5.48) 35.75 4262 
Allied Health 14.294** -0.552 -3.939** -7.421**   
 (9.44) (0.78) (3.28) (5.69) 69.63 9404 
Psychology 22.175** 1.655 -0.754 -8.346**   
 (11.20) (1.59) (0.42) (4.87) 95.98 7984 
Biological Sci 21.873** 8.066** -3.432 -29.908**   
 (10.21) (2.64) (0.99) (11.06) 81.12 7869 
Agriculture 17.813** 3.329* -5.025 -6.788**   
 (5.75) (2.51) (1.91) (4.17) 24.49 3677
__________________________________________________________________________
Panel B 
Earth Sys 15.861** 0.189 -5.169 -18.051**   
 (5.26) (0.14) (1.85) (7.18) 43.82 4700 
Chemistry 8.921** -1.786 -3.740 -5.709**   
 (3.42) (1.42) (1.10) (3.47) 73.18 4352 
Physics 7.442** 17.035** -5.843 -17.821**   
 (7.04) (2.80) (1.26) (6.55) 27.62 5538 
Comp Sci 10.037** 2.044 -2.206 -1.963   
 (6.69) (1.63) (0.88) (1.34) 33.22 5158 
Panel C 
Geography 19.387* -2.789 0.895 -14.071*   
 (2.19) (0.67) (0.15) (2.44) 2.137 46 
Economics 5.321** 2.739** 2.024 -4.174**   
 (5.20) (3.15) (1.49) (3.28) 22.05 1988 
All panels 0.505** 0.106** -0.169** -0.452**   143.09 
 (24.04) (5.00) (4.78) (16.19)   62,235 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

Notes: The coefficients, t statistics in (.) and F statistic on number of citations in a Tobit 
regression  with a lower bound of zero.  **/* denotes significance at the 1%/5% levels. 
Standard errors corrected for heteroscedasticty. 

Source: Hudson, 2016.
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This discussion should alert us to the need to think carefully about each 
and every aspect of a paper. We write to influence people, we should want to 
maximise that impact. Apart from considering the title, the following are also 
important: key words and the context of the abstract, both will be picked up by 
Web search engines. Your abstract should reiterate key words from the title, and 
use common phrases from your field to connect with other researchers interested 
in this topic. The abstract is where you sell the title. On search engines many 
people read the abstract but never download the paper. Use the abstract to sell 
your paper. Use the title to sell the paper. Also use text with the Web and Web 
search engines in mind. There is also research to suggest that the more references 
there are, the greater will be the number of citations. Why? Because the people 
you cite will pick up on this. This will make them aware of your research. They 
are in a similar field, and they may then cite you in their own work. Once the 
paper is published, continue to sell it. You can do this via social media, write a 
blog, write a newspaper article.

2.2.  Research Excellence Framework (REF) in the UK:  
More Complex Approach to Research Impact Assessment

We use this example, as the UK has probably progressed further along the 
line of evaluating research productivity than any other country. The UK’s 2014 
Research Excellence Framework (REF)1 was the latest in a series of exercises 
seeking to evaluate the quality of research done in UK universities, in this 
case across 36 subject areas – termed units of assessment (UoAs). The UoAs 
included physics, chemistry, mathematics, economics, music and sociology. 
This continues a series of such exercises which began in the 1980s. The next 
REF is scheduled for 2021.  An innovation in REF2014 was the provision for 
evaluating the impact of academic research. The broad definition of research 
impact was “an effect on, change or benefit to, the economy, society, culture, 
public policy or services, health, the environment or quality of life” (REF rules). 
Through the use of a small number of case studies, submitting institutions were 
required to illustrate the impact of their research, and establish that this research 
had made a demonstrable difference in terms of economic, social and cultural 
impact.

Universities could choose which academics and which subjects to enter the 
REF in 2014. Each selected academic was allowed, and expected, to submit four 
papers. In economics there were 2600 individual pieces of work submitted. Each 

1 Source: http://www.ref.ac.uk/2014/

entry to a UoA was evaluated by a sub-panel working within the framework of 
4 main panels – A-D. Panel C related to the social sciences and included an 
economics sub-panel. The main emphasis was on the quality of academic research 
contributions, primarily journal articles and books. These were individually 
looked at and then ranked by sub-panel members. Each submission was also 
accompanied by the impact case studies. A research environment statement was 
also submitted and evaluated. The overall score was a weighted average of these 
three components.

The sub-panels comprised about eight people, in general academics from 
different universities. Their job was to assess each submission. Each publication 
submitted to the REF had to be given a ranking of between 1 and 4 (the highest). 
Informally we have been told by panel members that they could not fully read 
each paper. Formally the panels say they do not use lists. Then how did they 
evaluate the papers they do not read? It seems probable that they did use some 
form of list, even if only ones inside their own head – which opens up the way 
for inconsistency. If available, they might also have used citations. However, for 
a new paper these would have been of limited use. 

Preparations for REF 2021 are already under way. There have been some 
changes following a review by a committee led by Lord Stern2..Now all 
academics on a research contract will have to be submitted, which effectively 
also means less flexibility on which disciplines to submit. Each academic will 
have to submit between one and five papers, with the submission having to 
submit a specific number based on the number of submitted academics. The 
impact case studies will receive a slightly greater weight in the overall grading 
than in 2014, and there will be greater emphasis on interdisciplinary work and 
also more reliance on bibliometrics, although with respect to the latter it is not 
clear how. The REF is enormously important to universities and a bad entry may 
see departments being closed down.

2.3. Non-academic Impacts and REF

This section is based on Khazragui and Hudson (2014). We saw earlier that 
the UK’s REF was emphasising academic impact as well as publications. This 
may well be something which spreads to other countries. But in any case we 
should as academics want our work to have impact, want our work to improve 
the world. An economic impact exists when it affects the welfare of consumers, 

2   Source: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/541338/ind-16-9-ref-stern-review.pdf
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the profits of firms or the revenue of government(s). The counterfactual is a 
critical concept. What would have been the scenario if the research did not exist, 
subtract that from the situation we have, and that is research impact. But the 
counterfactual is often very difficult, if not impossible, to calculate.

The scope of economic impact ranges from those easily quantifiable, 
in terms of greater wealth, cheaper prices and more revenue, to those less 
easily quantifiable in monetary terms, such as the effects on public health, the 
environment, or the quality of life. The REF panel guidelines offered examples 
of impact. Those which related to the sciences, specified impacts “that have 
provided benefits to one or more areas of culture, the economy, the environment, 
health, public policy and services, quality of life, or society, whether locally, 
regionally, nationally or internationally”. Specific examples were given which 
included: (i) a spin-out business, (ii) informing policy decisions or changes to 
legislation, regulations or guidelines, (iii) informing the awareness, attitudes or 
understanding of the public, (iv) a new drug, treatment or therapy that has been 
developed, trialled with patients, or adopted, (v) improving the quality of life 
in a developed or developing country by new products or processes and (vi) 
changing the management of an environmental risk or hazard. 

The Guidelines emphasised that all types of impact would be considered 
equitably in terms of the assessment of the ‘reach’ and ‘significance’ achieved 
and that there is no spatial discounting. Thus all research impact counted equally, 
and improving lives in the UK counted the same as improving lives in other 
countries. This is in the best of academic traditions of course, but given that 
the whole exercise is driven by the need to justify UK taxpayers’ expenditure, 
one wonders if it is appropriate. Should countries value more, research which 
benefits its own citizens and firms over others? Equally, should a higher priority 
be given to improving the conditions of people in poor developing countries 
over rich developed ones?  

Nonetheless, the bottom line is that it is important that academic work 
has a positive impact outside academia and this is something that we all as 
universities, departments and individuals should be seeking to achieve and 
having achieved it advertise the fact.

2.4. Conclusions

There is no closely guarded secret to achieving academic success. In 
economics, write an innovative paper with interesting and relevant conclusions 
and publish in a top journal. Then go out and advertise the paper in conferences, 
social media, etc. 

However, getting into top journals is not easy and the success does not 
depend only on the quality of a paper. Today, for many journals, technique is 
critical (either mathematical technique or econometric technique). However, it 
should not be forgotten that technique should always be a means to an end. 
The end is to analyse some economic or social problem. The means, is the most 
sophisticated analysis that can be done. This quantitative sophistication is the 
hallmark of the economist. But at the end of the day, you should be able to say 
in words, this is what my paper has contributed to human knowledge and to the 
social development.
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Next to their role in education, universities have a clearly defined role in 
research. With the increasing emphasis on the research performance at universities 
around the world growing attention has been devoted to the discussion of the 
ways to measure the research performance. Traditionally, the focus on tracking 
the publications and citations, has been the most commonly used method of 
measurement of the research performance. However, it has been realized that 
the use of a publication count provides a very simplified way of looking at 
the research outcomes and that there is the need for the utilisation of a broader 
approach to assess the impact of carried out research. 

When focusing on the impact of research, the actual meaning of the term itself 
should be clarified. Morton et al (2015) define the research impact as changes in 
awareness, knowledge and understanding, ideas, attitudes and perceptions and 
policy and practice as a result of research. This is a broad definition, which clearly 
points to the need to look well beyond academic publications, when thinking 
about the research impact. We can also distinguish between academic impact, 
which is linked to the academic environment, and broader impact, i.e. impact 
at the society as such. The impact of a piece of research varies over time, in the 
short-time period it can be very different from the impact over the long-run time 
span. E.g. short-term impact of research focusing on a current pressing policy 
issue can be substantial, on the other hand, after the policy setting has changed, 
the impact of this research will probably diminish rapidly. On the opposite, the 
discovery of a new medicine can have relatively small impact from the short-
term perspective, if the cost of producing it, are preclusively high, or the drug 
has not yet been approved for the public use. However, from the longer-term 
perspective, the impact of research leading to the discovery of new medication 
can rapidly increase, if the production methods improve, the cost of production 
of the medicine fall and the medicine becomes widely accessible. These factors 
as well as others discussed below should be reflected in the design of the sys-
tems of measurement of research outcomes and their impact. 

The goal of this chapter is to discuss pros and cons of existing approaches how 
to measure the research impact. The chapter discusses selected issues relevant 
for the measurement of impact of research across different academic disciplines, 
followed by the discussion of the use of bibliometrics with special focus on 
specifics of the use of these methods in social sciences and humanities. Finally, 
we conclude with the discussion and conclusions relevant for the REPESEA 
project goals to (re)design the research performance assessment systems at 
partner universities in Malaysia, Thailand and Indonesia.

3.1. Tools to Measure the Impact of Research

Research is a costly activity and the donors, government agencies and 
management of research institutions, including universities, should have available 
a comprehensive system of measurement of research performance allowing 
them to quantify the return on funds invested in research activities and their 
impact. Also, the performance of individual researchers and existing systems of 
promotion are to a large extent based on individual research performance and 
sound rules are needed to measure it. On the basis of measured past research 
performance funding agencies and higher education institutions can decide, 
where the invested funds brought highest (monetary and non-monetary) return 
and direct the allocation of funds to these research units. Thus, the design of 
appropriate measurement systems of the research output and of the impact of 
research is of utmost importance. 

The comprehensive measurement of research outcomes is not an easy task. 
Part of the research output can be easily measured and quantified (e.g. the number 
of patents, or the number of publications produced), other research outcomes are 
not easily quantifiable and the information is not easy to obtain (e.g. the number 
of lives saved as a consequence to the new medication). Also, research impact 
assessment systems can be expected to vary depending upon which stakeholders 
are to be informed, be these media and general public, accreditation agencies 
or funding donors, even though several indicators would be relevant regardless 
on the stakeholder group to be informed about the research outcomes and the 
research impact. 

The forms of research impact also vary with the academic discipline, in 
which the research is carried out. The impact of basic and applied research 
will be also different, both in terms of its form and also of the time period, 
when it can be observed. In some disciplines, the research impact is more easily 
measurable, e.g. applied research in technical sciences leads next to publications 
also to new patents, new products, or production methods. These innovations are 
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then spread around the country and internationally. In such cases commercial 
and social value of research outcomes is relatively easy to assess. On the other 
hand, impact of basic research is frequently hard to be specified and measured 
immediately after the research has been undertaken. Frequently, the impact 
of the specific finding becomes clear only with a substantial time-lag. Thus, 
if we only focused on assessing the short-term impact of basic research and 
linked its funding to it, we might jeopardize progress of knowledge, since basic 
research without immediately recognizable impact would not be supported. The 
measurement of research impact is a complex matter, some research impacts are 
not easily quantifiable; there is a significant time lag between the funding and the 
benefits; it is also difficult to attribute a specific policy to a particular research 
result. Also, it is a challenge to assess and compare impact of research across 
different disciplines. The introduction of a generic system of measurement of 
the research impact would be beneficial and would allow overcoming narrow 
disciplinary approach. However, this is not an easy task to accomplish. 
Academic impact of research is traditionally measured by various bibliometric 
methods (e.g. H-index, number of peer reviewed publications and number of 
citations). Different methods have also been designed to allow assessing wider 
– socio-economic – impact of research (e.g. taking into account intellectual 
property registered and commercial income generated by given research). The 
Payback Framework (Wooding 2007), which has been used in health sciences, 
Australian Research Quality Framework (ARQF), provide examples of the 
proposed systems. The later one was designed on the case study approach, when 
researchers were expected to provide the evidence of the economic, societal, 
environmental and cultural impacts of their research documented by concrete 
examples. In this system the provided evidence was to be verified by an expert 
panel. It was suggested that individual types of research impact were compared 
across different disciplines. However, in Australia this framework has not been 
implemented, but it served as an inspiration for the design of the Research 
Exercise Framework in the UK (Penfield et al. 2014). 

Hanney et al. (2006) provide a comprehensive overview of the range of methods 
available for the evaluation of research performance from different angles. Brief 
discussion of advantages and disadvantages of different methods is provided in 
Box 1. Since each method has its own strengths and weaknesses, we suggest that 
systems of assessment of impact of research should be based on the use of multi- 
indicators and multiple methods to assess the impact of research in its complexity. 
The measurement of research impact has been rather extensively elaborated for 
biomedical and health sciences, but it is needed to expand with the implementation 
of comprehensive measurement systems in other scientific disciplines. 

As stated above, sound measurement of the impact of research helps to justify 
public expenditures on research activities, allows funding bodies to demonstrate 
that their own research policies are effective. It also facilitates the engagement 
of stake-holder communities in their dissemination and spread of research 
outcomes. Also private funding bodies need to monitor benefits of research, which 
they sponsored. Hanney et al. (2006) point out that the relationship between the 
evaluation and the strategic framework of the funding organisation plays a key 
role in the design of the research impact assessment system. For example, if the 
mission of an organisation is to generate new knowledge, then the bibliometric 
assessment of publication outputs may provide an appropriate way to measure 
the impact of research in natural sciences, engineering and technical disciplines. 
They point out that in arts, humanities and social sciences the measurement of 
impact should be based on a more complex set of indicators, since publication 
of research outcomes in peer- reviewed outlets does not necessarily measure the 
impact. Also, in these disciplines most common bibliometric indexes have poor 
coverage. 

After being published the information generated by research enters the public 
domain, is absorbed by relevant entities and can influence further development 
of the research field, and beyond (e.g. the development of related economic 
policies). In most cases, this impact is not clearly established, it cannot be linked 
to a specific piece of research and it is not possible to attribute it to authors, who 
generated it (Wooding 2007). If research is of applied character, it is important 
to understand, how new knowledge is transformed into new practice or product, 
which is not possible using bibliometric methods. These provide an appropriate 
indicator of knowledge production for fundamental research, the results of 
which are typically published in peer-reviewed literature. On the other hand, 
applied research requires the use of a broader set of indicators, since its results 
are usually published also in non- academically focused outlets and take up also 
other forms (e.g. new products, methods, etc.). But, both, in basic and applied 
research the focus on the use of a single method can lead to distorted results. It 
has been suggested that impact of research measurement systems were based 
on a set of assessment methods, which would include indicators able capturing 
relevant qualitative and quantitative information (Hanney at al. 2006). 

Penfield et al. (2014) distinguish several categories of indicators, which can 
be used to measure the impact of research: i) Metrics – these can be indicators 
like the number of jobs created due to a given outcome of research, or profit 
earned as a consequence of the research finding, number of papers published and 
others. These indicators are usually easily identifiable, the outcomes of different 
research programmes can be easily compared, but full impact of research is not 
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often include best practice examples, which can provide an inspiration to 
other research entities and promote research among public and funding 
agencies. However, individual case studies are hard to compare, they do 
not have to be representative of the research outcomes of the whole entity 
(an institution, or a country). Also, they are difficult to be generalized and 
expensive to be carried out.
Logic modelling is a technique, which allows to evaluate the effectiveness 
of the research programme. The model describes logical linkages among 
resources, activities, outputs and outcomes of the programme. The logic 
modelling process leads to the specification of the performance indicators. 
Logic models take up narrative, or graphical form and can illustrate 
the sequence of casual relationships that lead to the desired research 
outcomes. Thus, this technique is useful for identifying linkages between 
funding programmes and research outcomes. It allows building shared 
understanding among the stakeholders. However, it is not useful for 
short-term evaluation of research outcomes, since the time lag between 
the research process and the time, when its outcomes appear, may take 
several years.
Benchmarking allows for comparisons across different countries, 
organisations or programmes and for identification of the variation 
among them. Also, it is a suitable method for identifying good practice. 
It provides alternative ideas about the imple-mentation and financing of 
research.

Source: 
Hanney, S. et al. (2006). Measuring the benefits from research. RAND 
Corporation. Retrieved from https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/
research_briefs/2007/RAND_RB9202.pdf 
McCawley, P. The Logic Model for Programme Planning and Evaluation, 
University of Idaho, https://www.d.umn.edu/~kgilbert/educ5165731/Readings/
The%20Logic%20Model.pdf

Sound systems of measurement of research impact should allow for the 
comparability of research performance and impact across individual institutional 
units and different institutions at national and international levels (e.g. for the 
purposes of international comparisons, or international accreditation), and also 
across different disciplines. This can be assisted by appropriate information 
systems, existing software can be used or adapted to facilitate the measurement. 
This facilitates work with the data and ensures the comparability of the measured 

fully captured and recorded; ii) Narratives describing the impact of research 
are suggested to be used to provide supplementary information to metrics; iii) 
Surveys and testimonials on different aspects of the research impact can provide 
additional information, but they are time consuming and frequently difficult to 
gather, especially if the evidence is to be collected retrospectively; iv) Citations 
of the research findings, which can be recorded for academic outlets and for 
outlets outside academia. They can be used to demonstrate the use of findings to 
further develop new ideas, or products.

Box 1. Methods of research impact measurement

Bibliometric analysis, which looks at patterns of publication and citation, 
is useful for identifying and seeing large-scale trends. It can be easily 
repeated. If it is based on the data registered in major databases, it is easy 
to be carried out and inexpensive, once the access to the database is made 
available. But, the estimates of quality of research outcomes and research 
impact may not be reliable. The results can be skewed by biases in the 
data. Also, it is difficult to compare the research outputs across different 
academic fields and should be interpreted with care.
The economic rate of return method allows the assessment of the rate 
of return from investment into research. This method provides clear 
quantitative information, which is easy to understand. It can be used for 
influencing the perceptions of stakeholders, e.g. in political lobbying 
for research funding. But, this method focuses on financial benefits of 
research only and does not provide information on academic, social and 
societal impact of research. Also, many assumptions have to be made, 
when calculating the rate of return, which may decrease the reliability of 
results and lead to a controversy in their interpretation.
Peer review is a qualitative assessment of research and its impact by 
peers. This method is usually well understood and accepted by the 
research community and it has good potential to provide qualitatively 
informed evaluation of research outcomes. But, the implementation of 
this method is time consuming and requires substantial human resources. 
Also, concerns are frequently raised with regard to the objectivity of the 
assessment.
Case studies represent an in-depth examination of research and provide 
the narrative of the research process and its outcomes. This method allows 
an in-depth understanding of the research process and its outcomes and 
is able to illustrate all types of benefits of research. Also, case studies 
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3.2.  The Use of Bibliometric Methods to Assess Research 
Performance in Social Sciences and Humanities

The development of reference databases facilitated the availability of 
metrics related to the numbers of academic publications and their citations4. 
The most commonly used databases for this purpose are the Science Citation 
Index (SCI) covering only the most highly cited, highest impact journals in each 
category, Science Citation Index Expanded (SCIE) covering a broader array 
of peer review impact journals and the database focused on social sciences - 
the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI, 1973). These databases are used to 
track academic publications and their citation impact at international level. 
They are all published by Thomson scientific5. Even though widely used, these 
indexes have been frequently criticized for their bias towards research written 
in English, and towards publication outlets published in the USA. This provides 
an advantage to researchers writing in English and potentially residing in the 
USA. About 90 percent of the publication outlets registered in these databases 
were found to be published in English and about 71 percent of the outlets in the 
field of management and 52 percent in economics were published in the USA 
(Nederhof, Noyons 1992). Also, the coverage of social sciences and humanities 
in the SCI database is substantially lower than the coverage of journals in 
other sciences. Even though more recently additional journals were included 
in these databases to overcome this bias, the overall picture has not changed 
substantially. The journals included in the SCIE database are assigned the Impact 
Factor, which is frequently used as a proxy of a citation impact of publications 
published in a given journal. However, this indicator has several biases, e.g. it 
includes also self-citations, moreover, it assumes that each article published in a 
given journal will have the same impact, but in reality there is a large variation 
among individual articles published in the same journal.

Box 2. Web of Science Core Collection metrics 

The Web of Science Core Collection contains three key Citation Indexes, 
the Science Citation Index Expanded (SCIE), the Social Sciences Citation 

4  The extensive analysis of potential uses and limitations of research metrics and 
indicators can be found in Wilsdon (2015).

5  This replaced the ISI database computed by the Institute for Scientific Information, 
which created the bibliographic database ISI Web of Knowledge (Web of Science). 
Some people may still use ISI interchangeably.

research output and its impact3. Box 2 provides links to some of the available 
resources, which might be helpful to consider by universities trying improving 
their research assessment systems.

It is beneficial if the systems of assessment of research impact do not focus 
on the use of metrics only, but if they include also the narratives, which allow 
documenting the contextual aspects of the research impact. Also, it is important 
that the results are correctly interpreted and sufficient attention should be paid to 
the clarification of the meaning of individual indicators and individual researchers, 
or persons responsible for entering the data on behalf of the organisational unit, 
have common understanding of the meaning of each category of data entered. 
When considering the impact of a specific research on a measured variable, the 
comparison of the situation ex ante and ex post should be provided. 

The evaluation of the research impact is not an easily implementable task. 
As mentioned earlier the time lag between the outcomes of the research itself 
and the actual impact of these outcomes should be taken into account, when 
designing the systems of research impact assessment. The research performance 
of individual researchers, research units, research institutions and universities 
is assessed periodically (e.g. in Slovakia the institutional evaluation for the 
purpose of the accreditation takes place every 5 years and institutional research 
outcomes are assessed for the period of previous 5 years). But, the impact of the 
research outcomes, esp. for the publications, which came out towards the end 
of the assessed period, has not yet materialized. Thus, the time point at which 
the assessment takes place represents an important factor for the assessment of 
the research performance and this factor should be considered, when thinking 
about the design of this system. Also, research is not carried out by isolated 
individuals, but in the research teams, which frequently consist of individuals 
based at different research institutions. In this respect the problem arises, how 
to attribute and divide the impact of the research outcome among all co-authors. 
Assessing impact of research in its complexity and gathering necessary evidence 
supporting this assessment represent challenges and requires resources, which 
frequently might not be available. Research institutions, but also the government 
and funding agencies should take into account the limiting factors described in 
this section, when specifying the ways to measure the research impact.

3  When thinking about the design of the system of the assessment of the impact of 
research, the availability of suitable software should be identified, e.g. the AACSB 
assessment system is supported by several software, which make entry and processing 
of data on the impact of re-search – but also on learning – easier, more transparent 
and compatible (e.g. SEDONA software can be used to achieve this).



38 39

research outcomes in scientific monographs, or edited volumes, which are not so 
frequently used for publishing by scientists active in other academic disciplines 
(Nederhof 2006). These publication outlets are not indexed in major citation 
databases and normally their impact is considered to be relatively low, especially 
if these do not come out in major international publishing houses. 

The difference between natural sciences at one end and humanities and 
social sciences at the other end also exists with regard to the citation behavior. 
Journal articles in the field of social sciences and humanities tend to attract 
lower numbers of citations compared to other scientific fields. On the basis 
of their analysis of all documents and citations by authors, who were actively 
engaged in research in Slovenia between 1996 and 2011, Bartol et al. (2014) 
concluded that the least citations per document were received by humanities, 
on the other end, medical and natural sciences obtained most citations. In their 
methodology they used national bibliographic system to offset the limitations 
of Scopus and WoS databases (esp. with regard to the problems linked to the 
institutional or national affiliations of researchers). In social sciences and 
humanities the citations of papers published in journals occur predominantly 
short time after the publication of research. This can be explained by the fact that 
research in social sciences and humanities is frequently focused on the problems 
of current societies and its results cease to be a focus of attention of researchers 
and others, once the social settings change. The implication of the societal focus 
of social science and humanities research and its direct policy relevance are 
also reflected in the type of publication outputs, which are frequently aimed at 
non-academic audience and published in non- academic journals (such as policy 
position papers, articles in general or specialized journals, or newspapers). 

Papers published in the field of natural and technical sciences have longer 
citation life span. If considering non-journal publications, in which social science 
and humanities research is frequently published, as pointed out by Nederdorf 
(2006) citations of non-journal publications tend to increase after several years 
since their publication. This citation specifics suggest that to capture the impact 
of published research in social sciences and humanities objectively, the time 
horizon for considering citations of papers published in peer reviewed journals 
may be shorter, but the citations of research published in non-journal outlets, 
should be recorded in the longer term perspective. 

There are the differences between social sciences and humanities also with 
regard to the number of co-authors of individual papers. In social sciences and 
humanities research is usually carried out by a smaller number of co-authors 
than in natural sciences, or technical disciplines. Consequently, publications in 
social sciences and humanities tend to have smaller number of co-authors. This 

Index (SSCI) and the Arts & Humanities Citation Index (AHCI). These 
Citation Indexes cover the world’s top tier international and regional 
journals. 
Emerging Sources Citation Index is a new edition in Web of Science 
Core Collection. ESCI is a multidisciplinary citation index covering all 
areas of the scholarly literature. The selection process for ESCI is closely 
linked to the process applied to SCIE, SSCI and AHCI. Journals accepted 
for coverage in ESCI must be peer reviewed, follow ethical publishing 
practices, meet technical requirements, have English language bib-
liographic information, and be recommended or requested by a scholarly 
audience of Web of Science users. The Journal Impact Factor metrics for 
journals covered in ESCI is not calculated. 
Citation impact is one of the defining characteristics of journals covered 
in SCIE and SSCI. Measurable citation impact, as expressed in the 
Journal Impact Factor (JIF), is published annually for journals covered in 
SCIE and SSCI. The data underlying the metrics for calculating JIF are 
drawn from the Citation Indexes that comprise the Web of Science Core 
Collection: SCIE, SSCI, AHCI, ESCI, and the Conference Proceedings 
Citation Index (CPCI). However, Journal Impact Factors are not calculated 
for journals included solely in AHCI. 

Source: http://wokinfo.com/essays/journal-selection-process

There exist substantial differences across disciplines with regard to 
publishing the results of the research and the citation behaviour. Unlike natural 
sciences and technical disciplines, in social sciences and humanities larger 
fraction of the research output focuses on local, national, or regional audiences. 
This can be explained by differences in economic, social, political and legal 
systems among individual countries. This economic and social context also 
influences research focus of researchers, who in their research try to address 
problems faced by individual countries. These problems, however, may not be 
relevant for other countries and the research results would not be of interest to 
international audience and have better potential to be published in national or 
regional publication outlets not indexed in major citation databases. The impact 
of this research published in national, or regional outlets, is then relatively small. 
However, research at the frontier of a respective discipline in social sciences or 
humanities, which has global relevance and character, is normally published in 
international journals indexed in established databases. 

Another specific of social sciences and humanities is the publication of 
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To prevent this bias, it has been suggested for example by Nederdorf 
(2006) that the assessment of the research performance in social sciences and 
humanities should be based on a broader range of publication outputs than in 
other scientific disciplines. These can include e.g. non-SCI journal articles, 
monographs, publications not focused on the academic audience. Also, it is 
crucial to determine the most appropriate time period for which the research 
performance should be measured. Here the specifics of publications and citations 
in social sciences and humanities should be also considered. The assessment 
and measurement of the research performance and of the research impact, which 
would be based on annual data only, would be hard to justify, the time period of 
at least 5 years is considered more appropriate. 

The most important is not to forget that bibliometric methods only indicate 
the acceptance of a paper by peers, however they have minimum potential to 
estimate what is the real impact of a given paper on society – this means, they 
should be only one element of the total complex impact assessment scheme.

contributes to a larger number of publications and citations of researchers in 
natural sciences and technical disciplines than in social sciences and humanities. 
Disregarding this factor may lead to concluding on lower research productivity 
of researchers in social sciences and humanities, which may not be justified. 
Thus, the size of the research group, which publishes the research outcomes 
should be also controlled for, when considering the design of the system of 
assessment of the research impact, or when assessing bibliometric outputs of 
scholars across disciplines.

3.3. Conclusions

The research and its impacts as any activity requiring the use of scarce 
resources have to be assessed. There are numbers of tools and methods, which 
may be considered, when (re)designing the system of assessment of research 
impact. Each of these tools has advantages and disadvantages, which should be 
taken into account in the process of the system (re)design. Also, it should reflect 
the specifics of the research outcomes and of their impacts in different scientific 
disciplines. The utilisation of several methods of measurement is suggested to 
facilitate capturing the complexity of research impacts. 

Most frequently, these methods include a combination of bibliometrics 
and a method using the narrative. Also, international benchmarking based 
on benchmarking the top performers in a given academic discipline can also 
provide a suitable way to assess the research performance and the impact of 
research in social sciences and humanities. There has not been an agreement 
reached as yet, if the universal research impact assessment system is to be used. 
In our opinion, there is the scope for having a universal system of assessment, 
but its parameters should be calibrated so as to reflect specifics of individual 
scientific disciplines. 

Bibliometric methods for assessing the research performance have been 
frequently used and their popularity has even increased with the development 
of electronic citation databases. When using this method of assessment, the 
differences among academic disciplines should be taken into account and 
reflected in the assessment systems. However, as discussed above, the most 
commonly used citation databases have been criticized for their skewed 
character favouring publications in English and the US publication outlets. To 
address these issues several regional, or national indexes have been developed 
(e.g. Index Copernicus), which provide a more balanced regional and language 
representation of publication outlets for academic research. However, they have 
not achieved such recognition as established citation databases. 
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Partly because of this there has been a shift towards judging research on where 
it is published. This entails a ranking of journals and is particularly advanced 
in economics, but to an extent other disciplines have also developed journal 
lists. These are used when judging performance for promotion, confirmation of 
tenure or simply to rank academics and departments. However, this is also not 
perfect – ranking of journals depends significantly on their impact factor, which 
can be manipulated. To respond to the above indicated challenges and also to 
try to evaluate the real value of academic research, in recent years increasingly 
academics, departments and universities are being evaluated on the impact 
their work has on the economy and society. Governments spend a lot of money 
on universities to encourage their research and they are demanding evidence of 
impact over and above citations and publications. For academics, the latter will 
always be the gold standard, but increasingly they are concerned with impact. 
In this paper we trace this evolution and give an example of academic research 
impact in the field of standards, standardization and public administration. Such 
a trend is in general very positive – however, for example in social sciences, 
very problematic. In health sciences a new drug or new treatment method can 
be developed with very fast outcomes and impacts. Social research may never 
be converted into social progress, because of many reasons, especially lack of 
evidenced based policy making, so evident especially in less developed and 
politicized countries.

This chapter reviews this process. We begin by looking at the issue of citations. 
We explore weaknesses connected with this process, highlighting issues such 
as how to discount for the number of authors. We then turn to alternatives to 
citations, in particular bibliometric, rather than subjective, journal rankings. The 
second part of this chapter explores other dimension of academic performance – 
social impact of academic work and its pros but also limitations.

4.1. Citations as a Tool in Measuring Academic Impact

The main sources to count the number of citations are Google Scholar, Web 
of Science or Scopus. The Web of Science is the oldest of these and probably 
still the most respected. But it has changed over the years and now includes 
more journals than previously and also conference proceedings. It is also more 
difficult to use than SCOPUS and Google Scholar. Both of these developments 
are in a sense a pity. Scopus focuses more on citations in published journals and 
has a growing reputation.

To illustrate the use of these three databases we focus on one highly rated 
economist, Daron Acemoglu. All the following data relate to September 30, 
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The quality of the research assessment appears to be important in order to 
enhance research quality. There is strong evidence that the setting of research 
evaluation could significantly affect the outputs. For example the total count 
of publications was the main criteria in the Research Assessment Exercise in 
UK in 1992. This led to a substantial increase in article production in UK. On 
the other hand, after the shift from ‘quantity’ to ‘quality’ in evaluation criteria 
in the 1996 was announced, UK authors gradually increased their number of 
papers in journals with a higher citation impact (Moed, 2008). The research 
assessment system may affect the outputs in several ways, but the effect on 
funding seems to be one of the important incentive impacts. Thus, performance-
based research funding is often incorporated into the system. However, as 
argued for example by Hicks (2012), public competition for prestige created by 
the research assessment system seems to be an even more important incentive 
for universities than funding itself.

Traditionally academics have been evaluated on the basis of their publications 
and these are to a large extent judged by the number of citations they generate 
and by the interconnected impact factor of journals publishing their papers. 
The citation issue has several problems. Firstly, it takes several years before 
citations become clear and hence we may be evaluating papers which are almost 
a decade old. In addition, to an extent citations can be, and are, manipulated. The 
manipulations are initiated both by some journals and by many authors, who 
want to increase their “citation” impact artificially. Today authors may receive 
requests form a journal, like this one:

“Our editorial board has briefly reviewed your manuscript, and before 
going further, we ask you to consult all the past issues of our journal and 
to resubmit your article after indicating in the reference list the titles of 
any previous articles in our journal that relate to your research topic.”
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Figure 2. Google Scholar Print Out relating to Acemoglu’s citations.

Source: Google Scholar

Comparing these we see that. Google Scholar: 103,135 citations and Scopus 
20,091 citations. This is typical. Scopus focus on journal citations. Google 
Scholar includes citations for all sources, including working papers which are 
not yet published.

4.2. The h-index

This was developed in 2005 by a Physicist at the University of California, 
Jorge Hirsch. He defined it as follows:

“A scientist has index h if h of his/her Np papers have at least h citations 
each, and the other (Np−h) papers have no more than h citations each”

If on Scopus Acemoglu has an h-index of 63, this means that he has 63 
publications which are cited at least 63 times. On Google Scholar, the h-index 
is 120, reflecting the trend of Google Scholar to go beyond just journal 
publications.

The advantage of the h index is as follows. A person may just have one 
major paper. Possibly from their PhD with their supervisor. This may have 190 

2017. On Scopus, Acemoglu had accumulated 20,091 citations and an h Index 
of 63. The print out is shown in Figure 1. It provides considerable information 
including data on individual publications, a visual picture of the h index and the 
trend in citations and publications.

Figure 1. Scopus Print Out relating to Acemoglu’s citations.

Source: Scopus

The use of the Web of Science was not straightforward due to the problems 
in identifying the individual academic compared to others with similar names 
and also there can be multiple versions of the same paper recorded. The software 
allows a maximum of 500 papers to be evaluated and there were far more than 
this with Acemoglu. There is an advanced search facility, but use of this search 
engine is not as straightforward as with Google Scholar and Scopus. If you are 
searching for an individual’s citations who is not as prolific as Acemoglu this is 
not such a problem. But at the moment we do not go into this further at this time. 
In-stead we turn to Google Scholar. This shows 103,135 citations and an h index 
of 120. The output is as in Figure 2 and similar to Scopus provides information 
on individual publications and trends in citations over time. In this case it is very 
easy to follow the individual trends for papers over time as we will see below.
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Table 2. The Distribution of Authors across papers in RMP.

Papers with 1 author: 2
Papers with 2 authors: 1
Papers with 3 authors: 2
Papers with 4 authors: 2
Papers with 5 authors: 1
Papers with 23 authors: 1
Papers with 27 authors: 1

Note: This relates to the edition June, 2017. Source: own calculations

The very large number of authors in two of the papers is far from being 
unusual in Physics. More generally, papers in the sci-ences typically have 
many more authors than in the social sciences and economics. Thus to use the 
same basis to compare a scientist with an economist is wrong. Yet this happens 
for purposes of promotion and general all round prestige. This is a critically 
important point. A paper for someone in physics authored by 23 people is not the 
same as one in economics authored by three or four. There are other differences 
too. Typically the publishing turnaround time in the sciences is far less than in 
eco-nomics. This is particularly important for a young academic, seeking to 
make their way and seeking to get though probation.

4.3. The Advantages of Having a Surname of A or B

There is a growing literature which suggests that in economics and a few 
other disciplines there are advantages to having a sur-name beginning with a 
letter early in the alphabet. This is because in economics it is a convention, 
albeit one slightly in decline, to order authors alphabetically. Van Praag and Van 
Praag (2008) put it this way:

“Professor A, who has been a first author more often than Professor Z, will 
have published more articles and experienced a faster productivity rate 
over the course of her career as a result of reputation and visibility. Authors 
know that name ordering matters and take ordering seriously. Several 
characteristics of an authorgroup composition determine the decision to 
deviate from the default alphabetical name order to a significant extent.”

citations. In total they have 20 papers with a total of 200 citations, i.e. ten per 
paper. Thus there is an average of 20 per paper, but this is a misleading average 
dominated by just one publication. The other papers have an average of just 
one citation and in our scenario that is the median value for all 20 papers. The 
h-index overcomes this problem. In our fictional case, the h-index has a value 
of just one.But there are problems with citations that the h index does not over-
come.

Problem: The Number of Authors

We illustrate these problems by taking the latest at the time of writing (August, 
2017) edition of the American Economic Review (AER). Table 1 shows the 
authorship pattern.

Table 1. The Distribution of Authors across papers in the AER.

Papers with 1 author: 1
Papers with 2 authors: 1
Papers with 3 authors: 3
Papers with 4 authors: 4

Note: This relates to the edition of August, 2017. Source: own

Now let us suppose each gets 100 citations after 5 years. Should each author 
receive equal credit, i.e. 100 citations. Or should the authors from the multi-
authored papers receive less? If so how much less? If we discount by N, the 
number of authors, then each author in the four authored papers gets credited 
with 25 citations. If we discount by N/2 each gets 50 citations – in this case the 
same as if we discount by √N. Note if N=25, then √N would lead to a discount 
factor of 5. This may be optimal in providing a balance between not giving too 
much credit for work which many other authors contributed, but still giving 
some credit. Clearly if we discounted by a factor of 25, the incentive to work on 
large authored papers may disappear, but sometimes that is necessary. Hence, as 
a suggestion we might rework the h index based not on citations but on citations 
discounted by √N.

Particular problems arise in comparing disciplines. We illustrate this by looking 
at the Reviews of Modern Physics (RMP), the most highly cited journal in Physics. 
The latest edition (June 2017) has the authorship structure shown in Table 2.
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Figure 4. Citation pattern to Acemoglu et al. (2015).

Source: Google Scholar

Problem: Citation Rings and ‘Friendly Citations’

The following scenario is not uncommon. Someone is coming up for 
promotion. Under the rules they need 20 citations. At the beginning of the 
year they have very few, but magically within the space of a few months they 
appear. The word went out and friends and friends of friends cited them. Their 
promotion is secured. There are also citation rings (da Silva, 2017). A cites B 
& C, B cites C & A, C cites the other two. This is a version of Goodhart’s law 
that once something becomes a measure of performance, and then people try to 
cheat with that measure.

Judging the “Book” by Its Cover – Journal Rankings

Because of these problems people turn to rankings to at least to evaluate 
article quality in the short term – and perhaps even in the long term. That is 
they evaluate the quality of a paper by where it is published. This is particularly 
common in economics where journal ranking lists are particularly common as 
we shall see. It could be used in the short term, until citations become available 
(Sgroi and Oswald 2013). Although many economists continue to use these 

This finding tends to be found for economics, but less so than for other 
disciplines. For example alphabetical ordering of authors is not so common in 
agricultural economics. Possibly as a consequence Hilmer and Hilmer (2005) 
find that higher quality publications impact positively on annual earnings and 
sole authored articles give greater rewards than multi-authored articles. There is 
however no advantage from being the lead author in a paper.

Problem: The Time Lag of Citations

In economics at least, citations in the first four years tend to be far less than 
what they eventually become, even in a top journal. Figure3 illustrates this for 
an early paper by Acemoglu, published in the AER and eventually to become 
a major paper. This paper started relatively slowly in terms of citations. As 
Acemoglu has become better known, the initial citations are better - but Figure 
4 suggests that there is still a lag. This patter is probably replicated in other 
disciplines. Although because of the more rapid publication process to which we 
have already referred the lags may be less pronounced than in economics.

Figure 3. Citation pattern to Acemoglu and Robinson (2001).

Source: Google Scholar
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can be combined is provided by the Figure 5, using the example of the Quarterly 
Journal of Economics (QJE). 

Figure 5. Summary Measures for the QJE.

Source: QJE web page

4.5. The SCImago Journal Rank (SJR) Indicator

This is derived from a PageRank algorithm. It is the average number of 
weighted citations by the documents published in the journal in the previous 
three years. There are similarities to ISI’s eigenfactor. SJR citation weights are 
based on the source they come from. The subject field, quality and reputation of 
the journal where the citation comes from have a direct effect on the value of a 
citation. Hence a citation from the AER counts for much more than a citation from 
a lesser journal. The SJR also normalizes for differences in citation behaviour 
between subject fields. In theory at least this should allow us to compare jour-
nals in physics and economics on an equal basis.

Is it Simple to Achieve Social Impact?

Academic experts, as already indicated, should not deliver “research for 
the sake of research”, but research with real social im-pacts. There exist more 

even in the long term – “it only had 10 citations but because it was in this great 
journal, its my best publication”.

4.4. Journal Rankings – Impact Factor

There are many journal lists for economics; there are also some for other 
disciplines. Many countries have a list of journals of some kind. Subjectivity 
influences many rankings, i.e. what academics ‘feel’ is the right ranking. 

Journal rankings provided by Scopus or the Web of Science (Clarivate) seem 
to be objective with no subjectivity, as they rank journal by impact factor. This is 
the oldest pure bibliometric measure, and thus ignores subjectivity (Archambault 
and Lariviére, 2009). It is defined as the mean number of citations received by 
papers published in a journal over a given time period, e.g. three years.

However, simple ranking on this base has been subject to criticism, for example 
because of giving the same importance or weight to all citations, thus ignoring 
the quality of the citing journal (Maslov and Redner 2008). In November 2007 
the European Association of Science Editors warned against its use. This warning 
particularly applied to when assessing researchers or research programmes. As 
stated, impact factor is related to some issues or technicalities which are not 
related directly to the quality of research. Thus the research assessment based 
mainly on impact factor could be biased. Moreover, the different coverage of 
national journals in the Web of Science database could also partly influence 
the international comparison. These findings are also supported for example 
by (Bordons et al. 2004). Furthermore, the impact factor significantly depends 
on the research field. Thus inter-field comparisons based on the impact factor 
should be avoided when assessing research.

Alternatives to Impact Factors

Various measures have been designed to overcome these weaknesses. The 
PageRank (PR) iterative algorithm (Brin and Page 1998) was developed to match 
human perceptions of the journal’s status (Bollen et al. 2006). The Eigenfactor 
score and ‘article influence score’, both on Thomson Reuter’s ISI, are based 
on the PR method, so too is the SCImago Journal Rank (SJR) indicator. The 
Eigenfactor score is the total normalized citations received from other citing 
journals, weighted by the influence of those citing journals (Franceschet, 2010). 
Being a sum, it does tend to be larger for bigger journals. Another measure, 
the article influence, adjusts for this by dividing the Eigenfactor score by the 
number of articles published by the journal. The example of how more measures 
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The Table 4 indicates that there are too many countries, where cabinets 
(leaders of political parties in power) decide about the main reform streams and 
goals. This situation is very visible especially in the new EU member states, but 
also in several “established” democracies. This kind of policy making is rarely 
based on data and international experience – political parties normally have 
rather limited analytical capacities and few of them are “connected” with think 
tanks, to support the policy making. With this situation, the chance of academia 
to provide real policy advice and to achieve social impacts is rather limited.

The issue of “cabinet” produced policies can be visible not only on the central 
level, but also in subnational government. The research of our colleagues from 
the Department of Public Economics and Territorial Development (Vitališová 
2015) indicates that for a high proportion of local councils the university in their 
municipality is not one of the main partners and stakeholders, but to an extent 
‘the enemy’!

4.6. How to Connect Academia and Practice Better?

Unfortunately, we do not have any “camera ready” solution or answer to 
this crucial question. Let us to discuss it during a ses-sion of our project. Some 
important terms are “mutual learning”, “policy dialogue”, “regular policy 
reviews” and “funding” (for the last – and simplest - one see following text). To 
what extent has academia the chance to promote these and other forms?

Mutual learning could mean that higher education institutions should be able 
to provide information and feedback to gov-ernment and institutions assessing 
the research in the county. On the other hand, they should be also better informed 
about the methodology of research assessment, which could be performed for 
example by training courses or workshops.

Furthermore, all policy instruments targeted on research assessment and 
funding should be at least partly negotiated with representatives of higher 
education institution. This kind of policy dialogue is important in order to prepare 
a suitable system without significant distortions. Moreover, regular reviews of this 
policy are needed to adapt to a permanently changing environment. Institutions 
responsible for research assessment should have employees responsible for 
following the good practices and international trends in research assessment. 
This is especially true in the case of the selection of appropriate indicators, 
which should be used to measure research performance.

Funding - except for direct policy advice on central and local level, academia 
should have the chance for applied research. The core difficult issue is that for 
applied research in the social sciences, the results are mostly “consumed” by 

paths, how to achieve it, almost in any socio-political conditions. The optimum 
situation is the case when the recipient (state or the private sector) actively 
invites academia for co-operation. The co-operation between the private sector 
and academia works well in almost all countries and takes different forms. 
A much more complicated issue is the co-operation between the state (all 
levels) and academia. The quality and scale of such co-operation depends on 
the capacities of both partners. In developed countries the state actively seeks 
for advice and data from well-established universities with long term research 
tradition. However, in politicised regimes evidence based policy making may be 
contradictory to the goals of ruling governments – and moreover, academia may 
not be well prepared for giving real and independent advice.

The EUPACK research indicates that in most of the EU Member 
States policy advice is taken from several sources, either top civil servants 
(mandarins), cabinets, or external experts such as consultants, academics, 
international organizations, think-tanks or businesses. The diversity of policy 
advice increases the likelihood that new ideas from outside the public sector 
are brought to the attention of the government. However, in 17 EU Member 
States, public administration remains a significant source of policy advice. Use 
of external experts can nevertheless decrease the ‘ownership’ of reforms as 
initiatives coming from outside public administration can appear less legitimate 
among public employees. The findings from the country reports also confirm 
that many EU MS also rely on a combination of these sources of policy advice 
(e.g. Austria, Croatia, Estonia, Greece and Romania with a combination of 
mandarins and cabinets; Germany, Denmark, Finland, France, Latvia or UK 
combining mandarins and external experts; or some countries such as Malta, the 
Netherlands or Portugal combining all 3 sources of policy advice).

Table 4. Sources of policy advice.

Mandarins Cabinets External Eperts

AT, DE, DK, EE, 
EL, ES, FI, FR, HR, 
IE, LV, MT, NL, PT, 
RO, SI, UK

AT, BE, BG, CZ, 
EE, EL, ES, HR, 
IE, IT, MT, NL, PT, 
PL,RO, SK

BG, CZ, DE, DK, 
FI, FR, HU, IE, IT, 
LV, MT, NL, PL, 
PT, SE, UK

Source: EUPACK
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5. SYSTEM for ASSESSING IMPACT 
and QUALITY of RESEARCH: 

SAIQoR Manual
Edited text from SAIQoR Manual by Juraj Nemec

Matej Bel University, Banska Bystrica, Slovakia
juraj.nemec@umb.sk

The rationale for developing SAIQoR as a research performance tool is 
to serve as an effective and efficient tool for evaluating quality and impact of 
research in the South East Asia countries (SEA) that strive to achieve societal 
development within a constantly dynamic political, economic, social and 
technological landscape.  In responding to developmental needs, the effective 
evaluation of research efforts becomes a necessity in order to understand whether 
universities/higher education establishments are doing the right things, and at 
the right time and with the right resources, policies and systems.  

Against such backgrounds of needs, research management system such 
as SAIQoR becomes a necessity rather than a luxury for South East Asian 
institutions as universities are carved to be the engine of growth and capacity 
building of the nation.  Instead (or together with) of spending for blue-skies 
research, governments should drive universities’ researches to identify and 
solve real-world issues.  For them, it is imperative to seize solutions for disaster 
controls, poverty alleviation, anti-corruption policies and framework, cultural 
and heritage preservation, water and energy usage or entrepreneurial-based 
innovation in critical industry such as agriculture and high-tech sectors.  In a 
transformational manner, universities must be scrutinized on their achievement 
not only in academic publications but also impactful contributions to new applied-
based technologies, cultural and socio-economic progress and environmental 
sustainability.   

Some countries in the SEA area (like Thailand and Malaysia) have already 
moved towards institutionalizing specific research tools in measuring research 
performance of academia, however various others are still grappling in 
constructing such a system. SAIQoR is the tool to help in both cases - while 
existing and already functioning systems of assessing research impacts need 
systemic improvements, non-existing system should be first established.

In responding to the call for quality and impactful research performance, 

the state. It is recommended to establish a government agency for the financing 
of applied research (in the public sector) – such agency exist for example in 
the Czech Republic (TACR - Technologická agentura ČR, https://www.tacr.
cz). Also the Slovak Research Agency APPV is able to finance both basic and 
applied academic research.

The task which any real academician should do is international consultancy. 
This is really a “learning” process, where not only knowledge is sufficient, but as 
a minimum two skills are necessary – the ability to transfer existing experience 
and practice into local conditions and team working.

The final issue to be mentioned is membership in international professional 
organisations – it can provide the chance for im-pact at any “chance” moment.

4.7. Conclusions

This chapter focused on dominantly practical issues limiting the chances 
to measure (and to achieve) real research impacts. Existing bibliometric 
approaches are many times connected to calculations of research impact on 
the base of citations or of the impact factor of a journal, where the article is 
published. However, we argue that these measures are not perfect mirror of 
the real academic importance of an article and can be manipulated. Combined 
and weighted bibliometric methods should be pre-ferred to estimate academic 
impact of a researcher. 

Social impact should not be neglected; however, in many countries the 
potential of social impact of delivered academic (even applied) research is still 
limited. The typical area provided as the example is political sciences/public 
administration. If governmental decisions (on any level) are pure political 
decision and not based on evidence, the need for academic inputs is from 
marginal to zero. 
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and taken into account.  Thus, SAIQoR is developed with all necessary similari-
ties and diversities in place.  The full text of this manual is available from the 
project web site and can be used by any academic institution and academic 
system in the world, as the tool to support performance measurement on the 
higher education level.

SAIQoR is designed for research administrators on all levels, academic 
researchers and doctoral students. The methodology for creating SAIQoR 
includedseveral stages.  Firstly, the authors studied existing approaches to the 
process of measuring research quality performance, like the Leiden Manifesto, 
Re-search Assessment Exercise (RAE), Research Excellence Framework (REF) 
in Europe, and International School on Research Impact Assessment (ISRIA) 
that has spread to Australia, Canada, United States, Europe and several countries 
in Asia such as Iran and Qatar. Secondly, they performed separate Appreciative 
Inquiry workshops among consortium members of Erasmus+ REPESEA to map 
current practices in measuring research performance.  These meetings generated 
series of “question-storming” as well as group-reflections to understand each 
partner institution’s best practices and how to further improve the existing 
re-search culture.  Based on analysis and distillation of current practices of 
assessing research worldwide and among SEA partner institutions, the SAIQoR 
was formed, formulated and tested. 

The main objectives of SAIQoR are to design the right research environment 
and agenda that support research culture and research performance; to create 
institutional awareness on how to evaluate and judge the quality of journal 
publications so they can best place their own research; to develop a ranking of 
publications which can suit individual countries and to develop the understanding 
the importance of non-academic impact and know how to achieve non-academic 
impacts.

The SAIQoR takes into account the measurement levels that would meet the 
needs of all the partner countries in Southeast Asia (but also worldwide). The 
proposed measurement levels include the following:

i) Underlying research
ii) Publications
iii) Impact on communities, environment, cultural and heritage
iv) Impact on business and industries
v) Impact on government policies
vi) Impact on internationalisation
vii) Postgraduates and postdoctoral programs
viii) Vision and mission
ix) Infrastructure

For each of above listed areas the SAIQoR proposes the set of identifiable 
outputs and measures. By this is reflects the need for a common criterion 
approach amongst the universities, respects the similarities in their academic 
offerings, but also peculiarities amongst these universities that must be noted 
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that constantly translate envelopes of new ideas, innovation and policy formation 
into quality research and later impact the education system (Arthur, 2016).  In 
reality, these universities stand as an essential part of the whole engine of growth 
for their nations.  Hence, there seems to be a connection between the top ranking 
nations in innovation, happiness and productivity with the number of ‘world-
class universities’ within these societies. There is an indication that research is 
not just about publications and theoretical contributions. 

A more encompassing approach to research performance is critically needed 
and it has been maturely endeavored by world-class universities.  However, 
they mostly reside in well-developed nations. Would the ingredients to an 
encompassing research performance built within the landscape of well-
developed nations hold relevance for developing nations? Our inquiry focus on 
South East Asia (SEA) universities as this location is currently pursuing growth 
and development.  

While literature on research performance of South East Asian universities 
has yet to mature, we argue that such a topic substantially lends credence in 
understanding the scenario of SEA nations as they craft equilibrium between 
economic growth and social well-being. This chapter explores how have 
universities in selected SEA nations contribute to their nations’ development 
through the process of translating the research culture into societal wealth and 
well-being.

In the discussion and concluding section, we conceptually predict pathways 
on how research culture within the spectra of universities permeates benefits and 
development to the world around them. Based on the principle of equifinality 
(Von Bertalanffy 1968) there could be a polycentric approach to doing effective 
research. The first part of the paper discusses literature on performance of 
research among several SEA universities, the process of capacity building as 
well as efforts for inclusivity between universities and the community.  The 
concluding remarks finally projects pertinent ideas in moving forward towards 
a better framework for research performance.

6.1.  Research Performance of Southeast Asian Higher 
Education Institutions

The debates and competition concerning research performance of higher 
education institutions (HEIs) and researchers continues in Southeast Asian (SEA) 
counties context (Barrot 2016). Alike western developed countries; HEIs in SEA 
have also been racing towards growing their research performances with an aim 
to achieve strategic goals of strengthening research capability and intensifying 

6. Edge of Development for South East Asia: 
What Does It Got to Do with Higher 

Education and Research Performance?
Rosmini Omar, Obaid Rashdi Syed, Rohaida Basiruddin, 

Shahir Shamsir Omar, Rosemimah Mohd. Roslin, and Haliyana Khalid

International Business School, Universiti Teknologi Malaysia
rosmini@ibs.utm.my, obedrashdi@ibs.utm.my, 

rohaida@ibs.utm.my, shahir@utm.my, 

rosmimah@salam.uitm.edu.my, haliyana@ibs.utm.my

Excellence of nations in the 21st century emerges from their capacity to 
attain happiness, innovation and productivity (Helliwell, Layard & Sachs 2017; 
Legatum Institute, 2016).  The most essential unit that makes such fabrics of 
sustainable existence is their human capitals who crave for knowledge in a 
flexible and fluid fashion in all aspects of the eco-system with higher education 
being the central node of such processes. This current understanding of 
measuring a nation, to a certain extent implicates higher education. It somehow 
leads universities to let go the ‘ivory tower’ perspective. The process of creating 
and disseminating knowledge broadens beyond classroom and laboratory 
environment. In addition, while teaching remain a necessary responsibility for 
faculty, it has to be empowered with a culture of enquiries, which none other 
means performing research. 

The expected outcome for research performance might be similar for any 
higher education system, which is to generate activities that engender new stocks 
of knowledge for the benefit of society (Arthur 2016; Beerkens 2010; OECD 
2002).  Still, the perspectives and meaning of research performance could take 
a different route for nations.  While partnering capacity of faculty in shifting 
paradigms, supporting new technologies, generating methodological advances, 
improving human understanding and enhancing policy implementation seems 
uniform across many blocks of intellectual society, the magnitude and nature 
of those activities differ. A conspicuous model that has effect on research 
performance is the global quadruple-helix approach. It combines the quadruple 
force of universities, government, industry and society to achieve significant 
impacts for social, economic, technological and cultural development. The 
successful partnering capacity breeds the league of ‘world-class universities’ 



62 63

measuring research performance of HEIs in SEA countries. In this way, the SEA 
nations would be able to solve local issues and serve needs of local communities. 

Nonetheless, the question of evaluation criteria and indicators of measurement 
remains a debatable issue. Korhonen, Tainio and Wallenius (2001) in their study 
highlighted that policies regarding HEIs should be based on some criteria and 
led by leaders who are the decision makers. They defined a set of criteria which 
helps to characterize the model research unit. The set of criteria includes: 1. 
Quality of research. 2. Research activity. 3. Impact of research. 4. Activity in 
educating young scientists (especially doctoral students). 5. Activity in the 
scientific community. 

This leads our discussion to the development of budding research community 
through doctoral students. A study by Smallwood (2004) highlighted that around 
half of the doctoral students quit the programme because of different issues, 
making it 40-50 % of attrition rate globally. These figures stand around the same 
and there is a need to call for concerted efforts (Sidhu et al. 2014). 

6.2. Research Performance of SEA Doctoral Students

Measurement of research performance of doctoral students is mainly based 
on determining the quality of academic programmes, quality of HEIs awarding 
the degree and research productivity through supervision (Cardoso, Guimaraes 
and Zimmermann 2010). The programme itself stands as a major contributor 
of development of doctoral students’ research skills which makes them able to 
produce research publications. In addition, doctoral students are also exposed 
through a series of educational experiences which includes conferences, courses, 
workshops and recommended readings by their supervisors (Catalano 2013). 
These elements collectively enhance the students’ understanding about particular 
area of study, identify the gaps and fill the gaps through research endeavors. 

Different researchers have identified several elements that enhance research 
performance of doctoral students. Barry (1997) suggests that supervisor’s 
behavior and research skills are prime importance when it comes to training the 
doctoral students. Chan, Frey, Gallus and Torgler (2014) notify that award, honor 
and recognition also reinforce the research performance of doctoral students. 
Occupationally doctoral students work under their supervisors and preferably 
consult with them most of the time during the journey of the programme. 
Sometimes the students also consult with other individuals specialized in the 
same area or individuals recommended by their supervisors, which eventually 
is meant to enhance their research productivity. 

Doctoral students mainly collect information collection through the internet 

research productivity. As a result, HEIs in SEA have also made tremendous 
improvements in research performance and scientific position. However, the 
HEIs in SEA are still lagging behind when it comes to comparison with HEIs 
in EU, UK and US.  Barrot (2016) reports that the research productivity (in 
terms of scientific publications) of SEA countries in all disciplines (i.e. 537, 
764) comprisesonly 1.46% of the worldwide productivity (i.e. 36, 337,345). In 
addition, most of the HEIs in SEA countries are left behind when it comes to 
global ranking, which eventually influences attracting and retaining the talented 
staff and students. 

A scientometrics study by Erfanmanesh et al. (2013) elucidated that China 
and Japan were producing more research outcomes in Asian regions. On the other 
hand, Hong Kong, Japan, and Singapore were having most citations followed 
by India, South Korea, Taiwan and Iran. They are above universities located in 
SEAs namely Thailand, Indonesia, Malaysia.  In some fashion, SEA universities 
tend to follow the strategies of neighboring Asian HEIs which hire more native 
English foreign faculty staff to reinforce development of research capacity 
through teaching, research and academic communication (Postiglione and Jung 
2013).  Malaysia, in contrast, has been investing heavily in nurturing local 
researchers for their HEIs. It somehow follows the track of HEIs in Japan that  
prefers domestic doctorate holders to build a well-established research system, 
(Horta, Hugo, Machi and Yonezawa 2011).  Most of Malaysian academia are 
sent abroad for their post-graduate degrees as well as post-doctoral exposures 
with a well-paid scholarships and expected to return homefor the purpose of 
capacity building. 

Aside from issues of capacity building, Nguyen and Pham (2011) analyzed 
the number of scientific articles published in international peer-reviewed 
journals between 1991-2010 for SEA countries, namely Vietnam, Cambodia, 
Laos, Thailand, Myanmar, Malaysia, Indonesia, Brunei, the Philippines, and 
Singapore. They found that out of total 165,020 publications, which stands 0.5% 
at global scientific output, Singapore had highest number of publications (45% 
of total regional publications), followed by Thailand (21%), Malaysia (16%), 
Vietnam (6%), Indonesia and the Philippines (5%). In addition, Malaysia and 
Thailand improved research outcomes by 13% per year, whereas Indonesia and 
the Philippines were found otherwise. Despite the growth, Shin et al. (2014) 
argue that research publication outcomes of SEA countries seem not productive 
enough. Therefore, it creates an interest to understand developmental patterns 
and drawbacks in HEIs in Malaysia, Thailand and Indonesia. 

Still within the context of SEA, we highlight Lo´pez-Illescas et al. (2011) 
work which suggested that more research should be considered when it comes to 
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Malaysian faculty staff is expected to have strong determination to produce 
quality research outcomes. Yet, most of them are in a state of having more 
engaged with teaching and administrative assignments (Molly Lee 2003). 
Perhaps research culture in Malaysian HEIs is not developed in same pace as 
faculty staff experienced in developed nations. Administrative responsibilities 
on a research-centric faculty distract them from developing a research culture 
in HEI, produce quality research outcomes and properly train doctoral students 
(Bentley and Kyvik 2012; Shin et al. 2014).  

The culture of HEIs in Malaysia is found to have positive as well as negative 
influences over doctoral students. According to Sidhu et al. (2014), supervisory 
practices and policies in Malaysian HEIs are not formalized enough as in most 
HEIs in developed countries. They argue HEIs in western developed countries 
offer in-house sequential training programs to the faculty staff to enhance their 
supervisory skills. Some HEIs in Malaysia have embarked on this system, while 
several more have yet to develop this effective approach.  On the other hand, 
doctoral students themselves are also found to be more dependent than the 
students in developed nations. This may due to resource allocations and relatively 
the past rote-learning educational environment (Shin et al. 2014). Trahar (2014) 
even suggest Malaysian HEIs to rethink on strategies that internationalize the 
culture of HEIs. 

Among the challenges of doctoral students in Malaysian research universities 
are the requirements to publish research papers during their doctoral programme 
(Chapman and Chien 2015) with their supervisors. The study by Sidhu et al. 
(2014) also highlighted that doctoral student in Malaysia face issues with timely 
meetings with their supervisors, the difficulty to gain consultation time and 
demanding expectations from supervisors. 

A recent study by Singh and Jack (2017) suggest that Malaysian HEIs build 
support services for doctoral students and revise their curricula by including 
elements that build capacity, enhance employability, improve language learning 
and strengthen active interaction between local and foreign students through 
community engagement programs.  Malaysian HEIs may also need to offer 
professional research community services (Sidhu et al. 2014) to doctoral students 
by offering more comprehensive model of postgraduate education.

Thailand

Following the research university classification models and ranking systems in 
developed nations like US, UK, Europe and Australia, the Thailand government 
also launched the National Research Universities initiative (NRU) in 2009 

as well as instructions from their respective supervisors (Catalano, 2013). 
However, individual instruction is more effective especially when it comes to 
educating the doctoral students (Urquhart 2010). Ciriaci and Muscio (2014) 
highlighted that quality of HEIs and funding allocation also enhances the 
research productivity of research students. In addition, the access to market and 
potential growth benefits also encourage development of research performance 
of doctoral students.  

Throughout the articles published between the 1990s and early 2000s about 
doctoral programs and its influence on research performance, we find the focus 
is on student-supervisor relationships, behaviors, skills, duration of studies as 
well as scholarships and funding.  A new perspective of doctoral programs 
emerge in the 2010s as literature (example: Arthur, 2016) focus on the training 
for research ethics, integrity, societal implications, doctoral training centres, 
cross-discipline research topics as well as collaborative efforts toward grants 
proposals with supervisors.  As a matter of fact, world-class universities’ policies 
and practices which focus on post-doctoral programmes accentuate the bridge 
between doctoral education and being a full-fledge researchers or principle 
investigators (PIs).  Such a leading move has also been followed by various 
SEA HEIs, particularly in Malaysia and Singapore.

Malaysia

The research education programmes in HEIs in Malaysia offer similar 
research opportunities that are found in UK and Australian HEIs (Bentley and 
Kyvik 2012).  However, there are some drawbacks that need attention of policy 
makers. The research universities in Malaysia are preferably reinforced by the 
government to produce research publications (Dhillon, Ibrahim and Selamat 
2015). The government provides support and encourages research-focused 
HEIs to gain external research funding. However, other HEIs in the country 
receive relatively less research support and research growth opportunities (Shin, 
Jung, Postiglione and Azman 2013). Consequently, the doctoral students in 
research universities are presumed to have a better research environment and 
opportunities than those in other Malaysian HEIs. 

There are several faculty staff in Malaysian HEIs that hold postgraduate 
and doctoral degrees from the U.S., U.K. and other developed countries. In 
addition, HEIs in Malaysia preferably employ Western doctorate degree holders 
perceiving that they are more productive in research than those from graduates 
from regional HEIs. The plan is in conjunction with the government’s goal 
to produce over 100,000 PhDs by year – 2020 (Chapman and Chien 2015). 
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universities. Private university in Indonesia, unlike public universities, are 
forced to seek external funding and support rather than solely relying on the 
government. On the other hand, public universities requires a more strategic, 
efficient and effective framework in pursuing research and collaborative works 
with industries (Susanti 2011). This would result in a more enriching doctoral 
students support that could foster them to deliver quality research outcomes. 

At ground zero, the access to education and research opportunities for 
students is mainly influenced by financial capabilities. According to Di Gropello, 
Kruse and Tandon (2011), more than 70% of students enrolled in universities 
are coming from rich family backgrounds. These students may have less interest 
to pursue doctoral education or conduct research activities rather than family 
business. The other population of students has limited access and support to 
carry out further education at tertiary level. 

Despite these adversities, Indonesian HEIs have several faculty staff with PhD 
degrees from Western counties who add significant contributions to reinforce the 
research environment and support doctoral students (Hill and Wie 2012). The 
faculty with doctoral education relatively counts much lower in quantity than 
the faculty having postgraduate degrees. Apparently, lack of PhDs in HEIs will 
have influence over the education and research publication of doctoral student. 
Hill and Wie (2012) suggest HEIs to provide adequate training, environment 
and appropriate structure of incentives to the faculty staff to materialize research 
productivity, whilst enhance performance of doctoral students. 

6.3. University-industry (UI) linkages and commercialization

In order to create scientific knowledge and skilled workforce, the universities 
require joint platform with industries or vice versa. From the academic 
perspective, when UI linkages are realized, academics reach the knowledge in 
practice, blend that information into research data and obtain fund for research 
or get funding (Carayol 2003). Prior literature in UI studies suggest that 
academicians want to have collaboration with industry because they want to 
discover scientific knowledge, to get funding for existing or future research (i.e. 
for laboratory equipment), to gain practical perspective on academic research 
and to test theories (Lee 2000; Turk-Bicakci and Brint 2005). While from the 
industry perspective, the acquisition of knowledge from the university can be 
transformed into production which may lead to competitive advantage, increased 
growth, enhanced image, improved learning capabilities, reduced cost and 
develop firm’s human capital  (Hagedoorn et al. 2000; Ryan 2007). In summary, 
the UI linkages benefit both academic and industry.

(Phusavat, Ketsarapong, Ranjan and Lin 2011). Currently, there are nine NRUs 
in Thailand. The NRUs are established to boost the research capability among 
selected public universities to meet the needs of the community, industry and 
innovation development. Regardless of tremendous funding opportunities and 
support from the government, public NRUs were found to be less performing 
in terms of research performance than the autonomous universities (Kantabutra 
and Tang 2010). 

Public NRU in Thailand operate under the bureaucratic system whereby 
the government imposed rules that seem to restrict several academic and 
research endeavors. Limited freedom to innovate leads NRUs to an inefficient 
management structure and lower salary structures further influences over 
attracting and retaining the talented researchers (Kantabutra and Tang 2010). 
These adversities influence over enhancing the research performance of not 
only the faculty but also the students who work under their research supervisors. 
Still, public universities in Thailand were found to be more efficient in teaching 
students HEIs. 

The doctoral programmes in Thailand are similar to those in Malaysia. Still, 
there are little dissimilarity found by different studies. For instance, Chapman 
and Chien (2015) notify that Thailand HEIs offer more funding opportunities 
than HEIs in Malaysia. Most of the international doctoral students were found to 
be fully funded by the institutions in Thailand. However, HEIs in both countries 
require doctoral students to publish their research with respective supervisors in 
relevant journals.

Indonesia

In comparison to its neighboring countries, Indonesia is a current competitor 
to research performance although earlier being a latecomer (Hill and Wie 2012). 
The government has boosted the development of HEIs over the last two decades 
as Indonesian HEIs can now be seen in competitive universities list of QS 
ranking and SCImago Institutions Rankings in Asian regions. The government 
may have to strengthen HEIs further to enhance the overall quality to cover the 
triadic elements of learning, research, and community service as mentioned in 
Indonesian law on HEIs - Tri Dharma Perguruan Tinggi (Three Purposes of 
Higher Education) (Susanti 2011).

Research performance of doctoral students in Indonesian HEIs is mainly 
influenced by the overall research environment of the universities. Several 
universities in Indonesia are confronting the issues of unsupportive research 
policies and funding (Beerkens 2010). These issues are more visible in private 
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Thailand

Not much recent development about UI in Thailand could be traced due to 
limited literature.  Among the literature, Schiller and Liefner (2008) discover 
the overlapping capabilities between universities and industries in the area of 
technology toward improving agriculture and food processing.  Thailand spends 
their expenditure on R&D about 0.26% of its GDP in 2002, which is lower than 
Malaysia at 0.5% of its GDP. Based on their survey of 136 industrial projects at 
Thai universities, 49% of these projects are consulting services, 35% is technical 
or analytical services and 20% served as a source of informal contacts. Yet the 
joint labs and spin-offs are insignificant. In regard to benefits from the industrial 
relations, 40% are side to industrial partner and one third of the projects lead 
to win-win situation. In general, the university income that generated from 
commercialization projects with industries are still small in term of financial 
terms.

The outcomes from UI linkages are important in assessing the impact 
of UI projects. Liefner and Schiller (2008) further claim that most of UI 
projects in Thailand involved adaptations or creative applications rather than 
innovative projects. Therefore, it is difficult for universities to stimulate the 
commercialization initiates. Specifically, 46% of UI projects result in changing 
the existing technologies, 22% lead to new technologies and 32% remain to use 
the existing technologies. 

There are several initiatives have been made by Thailand government to 
strengthen the UI collaboration. The first UI collaboration project was introduced 
in 1992 under the Industrial Technology Assistance Program through the 
Ministry of Science and Technology (MOST). They provide technical guidance 
to industry through consultation and R&D, especially to small and medium 
enterprises (SMEs). In 1993, Thailand Research Fund (TRF) was introduced 
to provide R&D grants for universities and students. Then, in between 1999 
to 2000, the government encouraged public universities to be autonomous 
in order to increase management efficiency.  In the recency of 2010s, Office 
of Higher Education Commission (OHEC) also encouraged universities 
to set up Technology Licensing Offices (TLOs), to have university business 
incubators (UBIs) and to set up science parks for university researchers. All of 
these initiatives help to stimulate technology transfer to industry and provide 
intellectual property services for university researchers (MOE 2014).  Most of 
these collaborations are only focus on development of HE, with few empirical 
literature in identifying the impacts toward industry.

Recently, majority of UI studies have shown the main reason that stimulates 
UI collaboration is HEs funding reform. It comprises of government budget cut, 
performance based allocation funds and diversification of new initiatives either 
from outside or inside the universities such as research commercialization and 
entrepreneurial universities (Perkmann et al. 2013). In general, HEIs’ reforms 
have changed the universities’ objectives, sources of funding and modes of 
operations (Geuna 2001; McKelvey and Holmén 2009). Such changes not only 
affected Europe and the United States, but also developing countries including 
Malaysia, Thailand and Indonesia. 

While HEIs reforms somewhat change the landscape of academic life in 
developing nations, there are still blessings in between.  There is an increase 
in strategic collaboration among HEIs and industry. As a result, the Global 
Innovation Index under pillar 5, the university/ industry research collaboration 
has ranked Malaysia at 11th place. While, Indonesia ranked in 27 place and 
Thailand ranked at 47th place. This index helps to rank the innovation 
performance of 127 countries and economies around the world (Dutta et al., 
2017). It is predicted that more UI could take place in near future and this 
progress enhances opportunities for open innovation in SEA.

Malaysia

In Malaysia the economic growth is largely dependent on technology 
transfers from abroad. Thus, it limits the development of sustainable innovation 
(Saad et al. 2008). The Malaysian government has introduced several measures 
to strengthen UI linkages. First, they used public funds to encourage the UI 
collaborations. For example, under the Ministry of Higher Education (MOHE) 
they have four types of research grants, namely Fundamental Research Grant 
Scheme (FRGS), Long Term Research Grant Scheme (LRGS), Exploratory 
Research Grant Scheme (ERGS) and Prototype Research Grant Scheme (PGRS). 
While under the Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovation (MOSTI), they 
provide four types of funding such as Techno Fund, Inno Fund, Nano Fund and 
Science Fund, by which all focus on R&D projects.

The second measure is related to the establishment and strengthening of the 
business unit in universities as a way to promote UI interactions.  To illustrate, 
Malaysian public universities are tasked to develop an income-generating 
business unit based on the skills readily available within the universities. This unit 
must also support commercialization processes by encouraging their academia 
to create spin-off, start-ups, joint-ventures and partnerships with industry.
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emergence of scholar-leaders are crucial. This cadre of distinguished researchers 
may act as game-changers, mentors as well as change champions who establish 
the threshold of quality research. Being respected by peers, budding post-
doctoral researchers, doctoral students as well as external industry and public 
policy makers, these leaders should signals the priorities and new emerging 
agenda for research at both institutional and national level.

 
Figure1.  Framework for Research Performance for Societal Development

Source: Own construction. Source: own

The second key ingredient is cascaded from the first. Research leaders should 
progressively create followers.  As research performance in the 21st century 
is polycentric, they should have the capacity to build followers from both 
internal and external spectrum.  Among their roles is to develop critical mass 
of budding principle investigators among their students, young peers, industry 
associates particularly in small and medium enterprises, policy implementers. 
The practices of research in locations such as Indonesia that focus more on 
participatory action research that straightly benefit specific population pockets 
has also emerged as an interesting finding.   Research leaders in universities 
could also find emergent research followers among the involving community 
groups. In a nutshell, research culture can be built beyond the towers and walls 
of universities.  For the purpose of capacity building and open innovation, they 
probably could be able to create research leadership pipeline for their nations. 

Indonesia

Like Malaysia and Thailand, Indonesian government under the Directorate 
General of Higher Education (DGHE) has provided grants to universities since 
early 1990s. There are more than 29 types of research grants that ranged from 
fundamental research to applied and collaborative research grant. In addition, 
DGHE also started to initiate Riset Andalan Perguruan Tinggi dengan Industri 
(RAPID) to strengthen the UI collaboration. Recently, a Master Plan for 
Acceleration and Expansion of Indonesia Economic Development (MP3EI) and 
Penprinas MP3EI were launched which requires the university to collaborate 
with industry or government. Even thought, the funding are relatively small but 
it has been increased from Rp76 billion in 2006 to Rp290 billion in 2012, by 
which nearly 15% of it been allocated for UI research activities (Moeliodihardjo 
et al. 2012).  If there is a uniqueness of research performance in Indonesian 
HEIs, then it would be its main concerns that universities should produce 
research results that contribute to the development of community.  This is 
viewed in recent trends of threading literature that explore universities’ research 
projects that involves community, be it the micro enterprises or specific village 
communities (example: Sari etal. 2012; Poeloengasih etal. 2014; Kenny etal. 
2017).  To a certain extent, we find that community development has become a 
responsibility of universities.  Such a perspective leads Indonesian universities 
to empower themselves with a participatory action style of research.

6.4. Discussion, Implications and Conclusions

Hopefully to a certain extent, this chapter has been able to spur further interests 
to pursue a meta-analysis of SEA HEIs performance in research which support 
societal growth and development. In addition, we propose further in-depth 
inquiries for both qualitative observation as well as quantitative examinations to 
improve this specific region policies and practices in nurturing research leaders 
and innovators.  This is critical as we foresee the endeavours to follow models 
of ‘world-class universities’ without understanding the historical antecedents, 
local contexts and current dilemmas of each SEAs HEs may lead to ineffective 
solutions.  The nature of SEAs universities culture, policies, practices are 
different from the western developed national landscapes.  In fact, the nations 
within SEAs themselves demand contrast attention. 

Despite a one-size-fit model for research performance may not be possible; 
some general key ingredients could potentially support positive research 
performance of SEA HEIs. Firstly, key to current research performance, 
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The economic development of many Southeast Asian nations over the last 
two decades have directly brought about the rise of efforts on research and 
development (R&D) that are in tandem with the spur of economic growth. 
The outcome of R&D brings important inputs needed for development 
in numerous areas including economic, industrial, agricultural and social 
development. Although not necessarily restrictive to academia, it is the Higher 
Education Institutions (HEIs) of each country that tend to participate actively 
and continuously in R&D as this is essentially assumed to be one of the core 
functions of the universities. 

 For many universities in Southeast Asia, the focus of research is very 
much dictated by the needs of each country as essentially the key fund providers 
for research come from the government. It is in fact well documented that it is the 
government that plays a key role in determining the research areas and direction 
that is most importantly linked to the needs of the country (Mohd Roslin & 
Abdul Rahman 2003). In Malaysia, the government’s stand is that R&D is key 
in spurring the nation’s growth and this concurs with Akoum’s (2016) findings 
that innovation activity and commercialization of R&D and inventions have 
positive impact on economic development, As such, universities and HEIs are 
looked upon as the initiators and processors of research.  

Within the ASEAN nations, R&D activities appear to be the push leading 
to economic development upon which these nations have been building 
their activities upon. According to the British Council Report on ASEAN 

They should be the drivers to congregate and initiate researchers from various 
disciplines and societal groups in coming together to find new solutions for 
national issues. 

Once, an effective critical mass are developed, then a bottom-up approach 
to improving and enhancing the research systems, structure and strategies could 
finally be generated.  Systems of research performance which are realistic and 
organically driven by the community of researchers themselves, rather than 
top-down may open a new perspective of wisdom and performance.  This may 
excite them to pursue further international collaborations, matching grants, 
and value-driven research that results in commercialization, innovation and 
entrepreneurship as well as improved societal conditions. Figure 1 depicts this 
conceptual framework.



74 75

and industries (Ryan et al. 2008), and commercial research outputs (i.e. patents) 
(Wang & Guan 2010). Additionally, research outputs benefitting the communities 
are also often overlooked and not given as high a priority as publications or 
citations. Thus, the path towards research output by academia leading to more 
meaningful contribution is still not well documented. There is every possibility 
that many other indicators more relevant to the situational demands of these 
countries would be more practical. There may well be more realistic indicators 
of university performance in the region.

For most universities in the region striving to attain recognition through 
numerous efforts, the indicators for research performance is still based on 
research publications, both in terms of quantity and quality. On this premise, 
those in academia rely on research grants to assist them in conducting viable 
research projects that will allow for substantive and meaningful research 
outputs fitting the requirements of highly indexed publications. A discussion 
of indicators of research performance on selected universities in Malaysia, 
Thailand and Indonesia is therefore needed to provide an overview of the extent 
of efforts and aggressiveness of research activities in the region and how these 
are essentially linked to performance.

7.2.  Measuring Research Performance of Universities  
in Malaysia

In Malaysia, the National Higher Education Strategic Plan for 2007-2020 
(NHESP) was established with a mission to enhance research and innovation 
by producing a critical mass of well-established researchers, developing a 
knowledge corpus and supplying sufficient R&D resources among academics 
at Malaysian Higher Education Institutions (MHEIs) (MOHE, 2007). Based on 
the NHESP, the Malaysian government’s spending on higher education (HE) 
has been ranked the second highest among the world in terms of percentage of 
GDP spent (Lim et. al, 2016).   

 In moving forward, NHESP has been reviewed and replaced by the Malaysia 
Education Blueprint-Higher Education (2015-2025) (MEB-HE) in April 2015 
that outlines ten shifts that are aimed at spurring continued excellence in higher 
education. The first four shifts focus on talent outcomes and the other six shifts 
focus on critical enabling components of higher education namely funding in 
research grants, innovation, governance, online learning, global prominence 
and delivery  according to the Eleventh Malaysia Plan of 2016. The report 
highlighted in the Malaysian Education Blueprint (2015-2025) for higher 
education asserted that the number of research output and the quality have grown 

Research Output, Growth and Impact (2015), the ASEAN region as a whole is 
comparatively more active in the Physical Sciences, certain areas of the Social 
Sciences, specific Life Sciences fields, and Computer Sciences. Additionally, 
this region has relatively high output and impact levels in Chemical Engineering, 
Engineering, Materials Science, and Energy. Although there are many other 
research areas carried out, the impact may differ given the specific demands 
of each nation. Thus, there is a need to establish firm indicators of research 
output that would be beneficial both towards nation building as well as social 
and cultural development. 

This chapter therefore focuses on established indicators of research perform-
ance among universities in three nations within the ASEAN circle, namely, 
Malaysia, Thailand and Indonesia and addresses the issues and challenges linked 
to the research demands.

7.1.  Indicators of Research Performance in Malaysia, Thailand 
and Indonesia

With R&D dominating the academic landscape of many universities in 
Malaysia, Thailand and Indonesia, the need to address research performance and 
the likelihood of long term impact becomes more pressing. It has been asserted 
by Sombatsompop et al. (2011) that indicators used to assess universities’ 
performances differ widely. Essentially, many institutions have proposed various 
indicators in evaluating university performance so as to establish the rankings of 
the research areas across the world in a wide range of research fields (Williams & 
Van Dyke 2008; Sombatsompop et al. 2010).  Examples of these indicators include 
research publications, the quantity of globally recognised awards, journal impact 
factors, citations, citations per publication, citations per staff, h-index, research 
funding, number of international students and faculty staff, staff-student ratio, 
peer-assessment survey and questionnaire, PhD completions, academy members, 
evaluation of employers, and graduate’s salary and companies. The publication 
and citation-based indicators, including journal impact factors and h-index, are 
very dependent on database coverage, citation habits and characteristics (length 
of reference lists) and research discipline (Lancho-Barrantes et al. 2010). As 
much as these indicators play a key role in portraying the research and publication 
activities of the universities, they may not necessarily display impactful data 
on practical implications. Research outputs leading to commercialisations for 
example, may not be well displayed through these indicators.  Additionally, it has 
been suggested that most of these indicators have not provided information on 
the research performance carried out through cooperation between universities 
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South Korea and Singapore, was aimed at inculcating research and development 
(R&D) in Malaysia, enhance commercialisation, increase post-graduate and 
post-doctoral student intake, and improve Malaysia’s global standing. By having 
a research university status, these universities also have full autonomy in their 
day to day operations which also meant greater flexibility for the universities to 
implement measures to further improve their standing.

Figure 1.   Number of research publication indexed in SCOPUS between 
2001 until 2015 for research universities in Malaysia. 

Source: Research Management Centre UTM

The advent of RU has made research more pronounced, thus dominating the 
activities of academics in Malaysia. The award of RU status has spurred strong 
output in publications for all five research universities as indicated in Figure 1. 
In 2010, Malaysia’s knowledge output in total number of publications surpassed 
Singapore and Thailand. Additionally, Elsevier, the world’s largest database of 
intellectual material announced that Malaysian researchers produced 47,000 
articles in 2014, which was nearly twice as many as Thailand. By the same 
year, Singapore has only registered about 34,000 articles in Elsevier. Rahman 
(2016) reported that in 2014, Malaysian researches have churned 47,000 articles 
that are registered in Elsevier, which is the largest database of intellectual work 
in the world. The quantity of articles thus exceeded the quantity produced by 
researchers from Singapore and Thailand. MOHE (2017) meanwhile reported 

significantly. Between 2007 and 2012, Malaysian university researchers have 
published more than threefold research articles, the largest growth recorded in 
the world at that time. Additionally, there was a fourfold increase in the number 
of citations garnered by the researchers between 2005 and 2012. 

The direction of education development in Malaysia has always been based 
on the objective of becoming a developed nation by 2020. It was on this premise 
that in 2006, the Ministry of Higher Education identified four research universities 
(RUs) – University of Malaya (UM), Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia (UKM), 
Universiti Sains Malaysia (USM) and Universiti Putra Malaysia (UPM) as part 
of the National Higher Education agenda to promote research activities and 
postgraduate training, and meet the desire of the country to establish world-class 
universities in line with the developed nation status. Such recognition saw these 
four universities being allocated additional research funding of about RM100 
million yearly. In 2012, Universiti Teknologi Malaysia (UTM) was identified 
as the fifth research university in Malaysia. This therefore was essentially 
the beginning of the aggressive cycle of completing high quality research and 
publishing in globally recognized indexed publications. Additionally, being 
cited extensively and attaining prestigious awards are also now the ultimate 
aims of these universities.  On this note, many Malaysian universities especially 
the RUs strived for indexed publications more than ever. In line with this, 
Ina et al (2013) established that publication has now become one of the most 
important performance indicators for Malaysian academics as publication 
count is acknowledged as an indicator of research productivity.  It is used to 
rank faculties and academic institutions, ascertain author’s productivity or the 
publication productivity of research groups (Norhazwani & Zainab 2007). It 
is recognised that the Ministry of Education (MOE) now necessitated the use 
of Scopus and ISI journals as the target for publication and such publications 
are accounted for in the public universities’ performance indicator (Abu Bakar 
2010). The five RUs alone contributed 70% of the total publication during this 
period. Moreover, between 2007 and 2011, the number of new patents filed by 
the public universities grew by 11% per annum, placing the nation 28th globally, 
for new patents registered. Their involvement with the community and industry 
resulted in income generation amounting to RM1.25 billion at the same period.

Indeed, research has become a crucial part in defining the purpose of the 
university (Collini 2012). In Malaysia, research universities are differentiated 
from their non-research counterparts in terms of their focus on research and 
commercialization activities. The growth of research universities in Malaysia 
is seen as furthering the nation’s aspirations to be a premier educational hub 
in the region. The RU project, which was modelled after similar initiatives in 
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7.3.  Measuring Research Performance of Universities  
in Thailand

In Thailand, much like Malaysia, it is the government that is responsible 
to monitor the achievement of public universities. Much of this monitoring 
are geared towards developing the public universities to meet international 
management standards. Key organisations that have been assigned to monitor 
public universities in Thailand include the Office of the Public Sector 
Development Commission and the Office of the Higher Education Commission 
as the original affiliate that has a role to assess the administrative effectiveness 
through the key performance indicators set by each organization. On this 
premise, the public universities have to operate based on their self-determined 
key performance indicators to meet specified objectives.  

In 2009, the Office of the Higher Education Commission (OHEC), Ministry 
of Education in Thailand had, for the first time, announced and approved a list 
of nine outstanding research universities out of 24 public universities under the 
Thailand National Research University (Thailand-NRU) initiative to be world-
class universities. The results suggested that the top six universities that had 
highest average number of published articles and citations during the three 
evaluation years were Mahidol University (MU), Chulalongkorn University 
(UC), Chiang Mai University, Prince of Songkla University, Kasetsart University 
and Khon Kaen University.

There has been much development in the Thai research scenario amongst the 
policy makers and the universities in upgrading the research contribution of 
the key players in the country. The Office of the National Research Council of 
Thailand is responsible for formulating research policies and act as the central 
organization to collect and integrate budgetary plans from research organizations. 
It is through specific discourses and discussions that it is possible to devise 
a more structured means of encouraging research initiatives, developing and 
disseminating research grants and ultimately sharing of research outcomes in a 
more productive and equitable manner. As a result of a more structured policy 
establishment, there is now a better organizational structure and human resource 
management for achieving the unity of the national policy on research system 
through the set-up of the National Research System and Innovation Board. This 
Board will now be in charge of policy-related duties, to review the roles of 
relevant organizations for reducing any overlapping of functions, contribute 
in improve the system and organizational management of research-related 
organizations at all levels in conformity with the national research strategies. The 
Board will also develop national and international research networks, promote 

that for the past 10 years (i.e. 2007 to 2016), the growth of research output in 
Malaysia has increased over 594%. The Malaysian RUs contributed 70% of the 
publications. In addition, income generation from Malaysian RU collaboration 
with the industry, NGOs and agency consultations reached approximately 
USD300 million or 1.3 billion in the local currency. Additionally, Malaysia’s 20 
public universities generated approximately RM7.17 billion in terms of revenue, 
which is 28.5% return of research investment from the amount the government 
had allocated to R&D (Rahman, 2016).

Furthermore, the rankings of Malaysian universities, published by QS and 
Times Higher Education have improved by leaps and bounds over the last 
few years. The QS University Rankings 2018-Asia reported five Malaysian 
universities ranked in the top 50 in Asia. The University of Malaya (UM) is now 
placed 24th (previously 27th) with Universiti Putra Malaysia (UPM) at 36th 
(up 13 places from 49th). Entering Asia‘s top 50 are Universiti Kebangsaan 
Malaysia (UKM) at 43rd (up 12 places from 55th), Universiti Sains Malaysia 
(USM) at 46th (up 5 places from 51) and Universiti Teknologi Malaysia (UTM) 
at 48th (up 14 places from 63rd).  

Undoubtedly in Malaysia, the performance of the universities is directed 
by their global ranking through the publication efforts. In some ways, the 
designation as a Research University has allowed the universities to expand 
their global horizon further given the financial incentives obtained. In line with 
the experience of developed nations like the US, research university status may 
well contribute to the growth of a knowledge economy as this is the key towards 
economic and social development. Establishment of the Research University 
status has in essence inculcated a competitive pressure amongst the public 
universities in Malaysia to rise to the challenge of becoming better and better in 
terms of ranking. Not only are external funds being competed among them but 
the quality of research outcome has also been positively influenced. This trait can 
be seen from the US research university culture where the competitive nature of 
the research universities are said to be contributing factors to the success of the 
academic organisations (Atkinson & Blanpied 2008). Nasiibah et al (2013) also 
acknowledged that the continuance of the research university will later on give 
rise to a new model of university that is entrepreneurial in nature.  Ultimately, 
this could be the direction all HEIs in Malaysia may adopt given the challenging 
global environment faced by the education industry today.
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evaluation system. These quantitative indicators used in the different funding 
agencies are of different significance. The level of significance depends on the 
organizational policy and specific research objectives as shown in Table 1.

Table 1.  Performance indicators currently used in research funding agency 
and universities in Thailand

Research 
Results Indicators Funding 

Agencies Universities

Publications National Proceedings  

National Journals  

Regional and International 
Proceedings

 

International Journals in ISI lists  

Patent and 
Copyrights

Patent and copyrights in Thailand  O

Patent and copyrights in Germany, 
US & Japan

 O

New products processes and 
services

 

Source: Adapted from Numprasertchai & Igel, 2004 

There is still no consensus on how research is to be assessed using established 
indicators like Scopus or World of Science (WoS) indices unlike those that are 
well in place in Malaysia. There are universities and funding agencies that used 
such measures but there does not appear to be many consistencies among the 
parties concerned. As indicated in Table 1, Thai funding agencies and some 
universities use dissimilar measures in assessing their research performances. 
But this does not imply that the quality of research among Thai academics are 
lacking in any way as the present system of addressing research quality and 
performance is based on the needs of the universities and the researchers with 
governmental policies guiding research focus. There is now the Thai-Journal 
Citation Index or TCI which was first introduced publicly via a research project 
in 2001 and financially supported by King Mongkut’s Institute of Technology 
Thonburi (KMUTT). Thailand Research Fund (TRF) in cooperation with 

human resource development in different aspects such as skill development, 
career path development, senior researcher promotion, younger researcher 
development and arrangement of suitable motivation systems relevant across all 
academia and research agencies.

Currently, the quality assessment system of public universities in Thailand 
focuses on 7 key elements including the (1) quality of graduates, (2) research 
and creative work, (3) academic services, (4) arts and cultural conservation, 
(5) institute and personnel development, (6) curriculum, learning and teaching, 
(7) quality assurance system as specified by the Office of the Public Sector 
Development Commission. The assessment system of the Office of the Higher 
Education Commission contained 9 aspects, including (1) teaching philosophy, 
commitment, objective, and operational plan, (2) teaching and learning, (3) 
activities for student development, (4) research, (5) academic services for 
society, (6), arts and cultural conservation, (7) administrative management, 
(8) finance and budgeting, and (9) system and mechanism of quality assurance 
(Sukboonyasatit, Thanapaisarn & Manmar 2011). The bases of the performance 
indicators established for Thai universities monitoring is that of Kaplan and 
Norton’s (1996) Balanced Score Card technique.

According to Numprasertchai and Igel (2004) in Thailand the evaluation of the 
research performance has three phases, namely (1) pre-audit research evaluation 
for selecting proposals with potential and interesting projects, (2) formative 
evaluation for tracking the status and progress of research projects, and (3) post-
audit research evaluation for evaluating the overall performance in terms of 
research output and its usefulness. Their study however shows that the research 
objectives of Thai researchers and funding agencies are quite different. Many 
researchers carry out their research to achieve publications but rarely do they 
based these on the needs of the country. In many cases, the researchers did not 
take into account the importance of R&D performance indicators used by funding 
agencies, and often their objectives are not aligned with these indicators. 

Most Thai researchers however consider publications in the quantitative 
dimension as a reliable performance indicator, while the universities and funding 
agencies prefer to use research contribution as a qualitative measure. On this 
premise, universities and funding agencies in Thailand use a combination of 
qualitative and quantitative measures for assessing research performance. The 
qualitative measurement is based on opinion of experts who are university 
professors, senior researchers, and board members of the funding agencies or 
universities. 

On another note, some universities and funding agencies apply only 
quantitative measures to eliminate the potential bias of expert opinions in the final 
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during this important period of transformation.  The expected goal, namely that 
of increasing the number of international publications, has become unrealistic. 
The underwhelming quantity and quality of scientific publications has been a 
major issue among Indonesia’s academic community. The DGHE has often 
been accused of not taking this matter seriously as well as prescribing the wrong 
measure to solve the problem, due to its failure in identifying its root cause 
(Rakhmani & Siregar 2016).

Fauzi (2018) stresses the importance of quality establishment in Indonesia’s 
HEIs much like the HEIs in other ASEAN countries based on the rankings of 
QS, THE, ARWU and Webometrics. However none of the Indonesian HEIs are 
in the list of world class universities according to ARWU, and only two HEIs, 
namely, Universitas Indonesia and Bandung Institute of Technology, are in the 
list of THE World University Rankings in 2020. Table 2 provides a list of the 
top five universities in Indonesia and amongst these, only Universitas Indonesia, 
Bandung Institute of Technology and Gadjah Mada University are in the top 
500 QS WUR Ranking. It has been a slow process but more Indonesian HEIs 
now are in the list of Asian QS Ranking (QS AUR) and QS World Ranking (QS 
WUR) as indicated in Table 3.

Table 2. Top Five Universities in Indonesia

Ranking 2019 2020

1 Universitas Indonesia (UI) Universitas Indonesia (UI)

2 Bandung Institute of Technology 
(ITB)

Gadjah Mada University  
(UGM)

3 Gadjah Mada University  
(UGM)

Bandung Institute of Technology 
(ITB)

4 Universitas Padjajaran 
(UNPAD)

Bogor Agricultural University 
(BAU)

5 Bogor Agricultural University 
(BAU)

Airlangga University  
(UNAIR) 

Source: QS World University Ranking, October 2018

KMUTT officially established the first Thai Journal Citation Index Centre in 
July 1, 2004 and this has been a basis for addressing research performance 
by a number of universities in Thailand. As such, there is now more national 
structure in assessing the research performance of Thai researchers through their 
publications other than the common global indicators like Scopus, Thomson-
Reuters or World of Science (WoS) indices.

7.4.  Measuring Research Performance of Universities  
in Indonesia

Among the three selected nations that this chapter focuses on, Indonesia is 
the one that appears to be grappling with the issue of internationally recognised 
publications and the existence of a common yardstick to evaluate academic 
research performance. Evers (2003) iterates that Indonesia continues to lag 
behind its Southeast Asian neighbours in terms of international publications, 
particularly in the areas of social sciences and humanities. It is however unfair 
to equate this standing to the performance of the academics in the universities 
as they, like many other academia in neighbouring countries of Malaysia and 
Thailand have excellent academic qualifications and are academically trained 
much like the rest. There are however a number of related issues that are of 
concern leading to the current situation in Indonesia.

  Rakhmani and Siregar (2016) acknowledge that a number of factors can 
account for the situation in Indonesia, from language barriers, limited access 
to international publications, to historical context and more recently, research 
findings reveal that structural problems inherent within state universities and 
research institutions in Indonesia may be dominant factors (Hadiz & Dhakidae 
2005; Guggenheim 2012). As a result, none of Indonesia’s 3,000 plus institutions 
has an internationally respectable standing, with its leading university coming 
only 201st in the 2009 Times Higher Education (THE) World University 
Ranking. Despite the enhanced budget allocation for research in recent years by 
the Directorate General of Higher Education (DGHE), Ministry of Education 
and Culture, these structural problems remain largely unaddressed and prevent 
Indonesian academics from playing a significant role in the country’s knowledge 
sector, thereby limiting their contribution to national development.

Poor research, as indicated by the lack of publications, is an institutional issue 
due to the bureaucratised higher education which essentially is the legacy of past 
authoritarian structure and centralised government policies. The structure reflects 
an outdated principle in the period of democratisation and decentralisation and 
it systematically prevents researchers from carrying out quality social inquiry 
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It has been suggested that the policies issued by the DGHE aimed at promoting 
research productivity have not been complied with due to the ways in which funds 
are disbursed, the employment recruitment and promotion mechanisms, as well 
as the bureaucratic financial management. Additionally, these policies were not 
made on the basis of evidence based on the characteristics of the organisations at 
which they are aimed. Fauzi (2017) further suggested that in comparison with top 
universities in ASEAN countries, Indonesian HEIs (represented by Universitas 
Indonesia (UI) and Institut Teknologi Bandung (ITB)) are still positioned 
below those in Singapore (National University of Singapore (NUS), Nanyang 
Technological University (NTU)), Malaysia (University of Malaya (UM), 
Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia (UKM), Universiti Putra Malaysia (UPM), 
Universiti Sains Malaysia (USM), Universiti Teknologi Malaysia (UTM)), 
Thailand (Chulalongkorn University (UC), Mahidol University (MU)), and the 
Philippines (University of Philippines (UP)). This is mainly due to the amount 
of budget allocated by respective governments for improving academic quality 
and reputation, research infrastructure and productivity, graduate performance, 
and internationalisation. This is evident in terms of the research performance of 
these universities comparatively as indicated in Figure 2. 

Figure 2.  Number of research publication indexed in SCOPUS between 
2001 until 2015 for five countries in ASEAN.  

Source: Research Management Centre UTM

Table 3.  Position of Indonesian HEIs in QS University Rankings  
(Public University)

QS AUR QS WUR

2018 2019 2018 2019

Universitas Indonesia (UI) 54 57 277 292

Bandung Institute  
of Technology (ITB) 65 73 331 359

Gadjah Mada University 
(UGM) 85 74 401-410 391

Bogor Agricultural University 
(BAU) 147 130 751-800 701+

Source: QS Asia 2019

The conflicting views between academia and the policy makers at the 
university as well as at the national levels on the importance of research and 
their outputs have created a vacuum of internationally recognised publications 
by academics in the country. In many cases, scientific publications, whether 
national or international, are considered by state university stakeholders 
as a mere by-product of academic activities. It has been asserted that most 
universities do not have a dedicated roadmap or performance indicator related 
to publication targets. For many university bureaucrats, pushing their lecturers 
to publish internationally is not a main priority as the emphasis of academic 
performance is still measured in terms of teaching hours while the number of 
research projects undertaken in which publication is then possible is not always 
a priority.

At the operational level, it has been argued that generally Indonesian lecturers 
barely have time to write, given the already heavy load and problematic teaching-
research nexus (Rakhmani & Siregar 2016). Often, young academics, who are 
mostly hired on a contractual basis and are deemed as having potentials are 
overwhelmed with the burden of having to take on academic and administrative 
responsibilities as soon as they return to their host institution from their overseas 
study (Rakhmani 2013). As a way of increasing the number of academic 
publications, the DGHE introduced a Ministerial Decree in 2012 that compels 
graduate students to publish in academic journals as a requisite to complete their 
degree.
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effective in the long term. There are evidences of universities achieving high or 
improved performance in research despite the competition for funding and state 
steering policies that are not necessarily based on market mechanism. 

On another note, the research performance or productivity of universities is 
also influenced by individual characteristics of the researcher. The amount of 
experience the researcher has in conducting research, whether the researcher has 
been involved in collaboration or contract research and consultancy work with 
the industry, the researcher’s ability to acquire public and private research grants, 
the researcher’s affiliation with specific departments or units in the university 
are aspects that influence their research performance. Ab. Aziz et. al (2012), 
using Universiti Teknologi Malaysia as a case study, examined researchers’ 
dynamics to determine the criteria for excellent research performance. Their 
findings reveal that the university provides a structure that is conducive for 
research activities where the researchers that file for intellectual property and 
commercialization could attract other researchers to do similarly, and that they 
view the university and the government as fully supportive when it comes to 
research activities. Additionally, publishing in English and in international 
scientific research publications also are likely to lead to more citations and 
visibility. Thus, a researcher’s proficiency in the English language and the ability 
to publish in reputable international journals do matter.  

Other more obvious factors that could affect the research performance in 
universities are the amount of resources made available to finance R&D activities 
as well as commercialization and the government’s policy direction. Given the 
limited ability of public universities to generate revenue relative to private 
universities, the government has a role to provide more funds to the institutions. 
Moreover, the government’s policy direction could influence the type of research 
conducted and consequently the findings obtained and who would benefit from 
them. Inadequate research infrastructure, insufficient research laboratories, 
incompetent research assistants and unreliable and undependable server also 
provide challenges to developing a research environment. Although there are 
numerous offerings of research grants given by universities for the researchers, 
supportive infrastructure provision is still a challenging issue. In Malaysia, 
although the development of a cohesive multidisciplinary research teams has 
been encouraged, it still has not materialize fully to achieve its targeted goal.  
Research groups are still formed at the faculty level, instead of extending its 
arms to members of the academia outside the faculties and the universities. 
The reason is mainly due to conflicting of interest in research ownership. Most 
of the faculties in the RUs are evaluated based on the research performance 
which includes number of research groups created and number of research 

Comparatively, the RU inception in Malaysia in 2007 has driven the 
aggressiveness of research performance among universities in Malaysia. This 
move has also left a mark among universities in the Philippines and Indonesia 
especially.  In Indonesia, policymakers are often criticised by HEIs’ internal 
stakeholders for putting too much emphasis on university ranking as it requires 
substantial amount of funding. It is mandated that HEIs implement the “three 
pillars of higher education”, namely education, research and community 
services. In the higher education Strategic Plan of 2015–2019, it is clearly stated 
that the community expects HEIs to produce graduates as agents of economic 
development, a performance indicator that the Indonesian academics realised is 
not specifically included in the world or Asian university ranking. Additionally, 
academics in Indonesia are expected to do community activities aimed at creating 
closer ties with the community at the expense of more time taken away from 
research undertakings. This has never been a criterion for university performance 
and as such adds to the predicament of the researchers in Indonesian HEIs.

What can be implied at this juncture is that research and publication efforts 
in the Indonesian HEIs environment are still struggling in the quest to reach a 
comfortable position in the world ranking race. Indicators for assessing research 
performance in the Indonesian academic scenario is still very much similar to 
that of other Southeast Asian nations like Malaysia and Singapore but the  race 
to reach a higher ranking through such efforts are often dampened by internal 
matters influenced to a large extent by political pressures. The academics in 
Indonesia are moving positively though despite the many barriers encountered.

7.5.  Challenges of Universities in Malaysia, Thailand  
and Indonesia on Issues Affecting Research Performance

It is established at this juncture that for most universities in Malaysia, 
Thailand and Indonesia, it is research publication and citations ability that is 
shaping their ranking and positive performance. Despite the many issues faced 
by the universities, global indicators appear to be the accepted measure. There 
is however a need to establish distinguishing indicators where universities in 
Malaysia, Thailand and Indonesia could use as more practical performance 
indicators rather than strictly publication and citation measures.

Auranen (2014) suggested that collaboration and networks are among the 
most important factors influencing research productivity in universities. His 
analysis on competition for funding and state steering policiesshowed that 
improvements in research performance was not a definitive and direct outcome 
of specific funding or policies established. Essentially,such factors are not 
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have transpired the possibility of looking at other more realistic measures of 
research performance. Each country has its own idiosyncrasies and pressing 
needs brought about by socio-cultural and economic development differences. 
Although knowledge development and dissemination are important criteria for 
academics, there is still a need to address specific challenges. This therefore 
should be the direction that should be undertaken in ensuring that research 
performances and publications are evaluated fairly whilst still addressing the 
specific requirements of HEIs of each country.

members available in the faculty. These requirements often prevent researchers 
from spreading their wings and collaborating with other members outside the 
faculty and university. The impact of collaborating not only outside the faculties 
within the university but also outside the regional boundaries is essentially more 
impressive and productive. This should be the way to go among the universities 
in Malaysia, Thailand and Indonesia.

Definitely, financial cutbacks and decreasing trend of government funds 
affect universities operational and research expenditures. In 2017, public 
universities in Malaysia received over 31% lower budgets from the government 
compared to the previous year (Kamal 2017). As government funds are the main 
source of research funding, decreased financial support will make it difficult for 
senior and young researchers to operate efficiently. The cutbacks significantly 
influence the number and quality of research output and could be a stumbling 
block in improving research performance (Amran et al. 2014).

It has also been established that academic workloads is a pressing issue for 
academics. For Malaysian researchers, the RU status dictates the active research 
involvement of the academics but massive teaching workload, pressing research 
grants acquisition and consultation projects while also holding administrative 
positions at the university are all compounding factors that may well affect 
overall academic performance (Ramli et al. 2013). For the Indonesian academics 
especially those in the public universities, the heavy workloads due to the 
massive number of students and the many responsibilities entrusted on them, 
have definitely affected their research undertakings and performance. To be 
judged fairly, a more logical and viable measures are needed.

7.6. Conclusions

In addressing the indicators for measuring the research performance of 
universities in Malaysia, Thailand and Indonesia, it is learned that common 
assessment tools are often used to assess research and publication qualities 
using globally recognised scholarly indices. Such deep rooted importance on 
creation and transmission of knowledge has put scholarly publication as one 
of the most common performance indicator for most universities and this is 
among the measures leading to the ultimate ranking of universities. Although 
there are differences in governmental policies pertaining to research and 
publication priorities among universities in the three countries, the importance 
of research and publication is acknowledged and there is now more conscious 
effort to alleviate the standing of universities in this region to achieve world 
class stature.  However, the challenges faced by researchers in these countries 
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universities is yet to be accepted among the academic community, especially 
for the purposes of obtaining budget allocations from granting agencies and for 
academic promotions. 

In addition there were a recommendation deriving from the International 
Institute for Management Development (IMD) which indicated that Thailand’s 
research should be immediately improved in respect of three main issues, which 
include: increasing investment in research and development; building more high 
quality personnel in the research and development fields; and supporting the 
participation of the private sector in research and development (Office of the 
Higher Education Commission 2009).

The purpose of this chapter is to review three selected aspects of research 
quality promotion and evaluation in Thailand – the development of the Thai-
Journal Citation Index,the issue of university rankings and factors stimulating 
improved research performance of universities.

8.1. The Development of Thai-Journal Citation Index (TCI)

Journals are one of the key media for both national and international 
scholars to communicate and exchange their academic research discoveries. 
Prior 2001 and prior to the establishment of the Thai-Journal Citation Index 
(TCI) Centre, Thai journals were published mostly by government offices and 
universities, as well as professional associations and other independent offices, 
with the objective of publicizing articles written by their own staff and officers 
in order to apply for academic promotions and awards (Sombatsompop et al. 
2010). Moreover, many Thai journals were published and distributed behind 
their expected and pre-assigned schedules, and were sometimes unable to 
sustain continued publication. The reason for these problems due to the nature 
of the publication itself as they were very much dependent on their officers’ 
requests, executive policies, and budgets allocation. In addition, the peer review 
process was relatively weak in comparison to many creditable international 
journals. Most importantly, there was no evidence to confirm how many articles 
published in Thai journals had been used or cited by other researchers. If cited, 
most citations were self-citations.

Therefore given the list of problem as indicated above there is the need to 
revamp the academic and publication system within the country.  These were 
the major reasons behind the establishment of the Thai-Journal Citation Index 
Centre. The main objective is to encourage the quality development of Thai 
journals, and to disseminate research findings for social and community benefits. 
In order to achieve this aim, a sustainable and comprehensive searching system 
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Academic research has always been one of the most critical activities of 
higher education institution in many countries. There are a number of researches 
and studies which explore the relationship between the nation’s growth and 
academic research developed within the country. 

University academic research also has some connection with university 
ranking which is also very significant for many universities.  University ranking 
has been a topic of discussion among the academician and scholars both 
international and national levels. According to our position there are four or 
five university ranking systems that take a global approach.  These are including 
QS “World University Ranking”; Times Higher Education World University 
Ranking; Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU - often referred to 
as the “Shanghai Jiao Tong” ranking because it is produced by a unit at Shanghai 
Jiao Tong University); the CWTS Leiden Ranking and the Webometrics 
Ranking.  The results of these rankings are affected not only by the indicators 
used, but also by the amount of information retrieved, including from national 
and international databases (Liang, Wu and Li 2001). 

In the comparison of Asian and Western universities counterparts, existing 
research and rankings find that many universities in Asian still lack of research 
performance. Hu and Rousseau (2009) used the papers output and citations in 
10 biomedical fields, based on Thomson’s Essential Science Indicators (ESI) 
during 1996 to 2006, of 10 selected Western and Asian countries and found that 
Asian countries’ performances were below the world average. 

Thailand universities still struggle to appear in the university ranking system. 
Most universities in Thailand have never been listed or given the ranking system 
as a result of being taken out of the initial selection by a short-listing process. 
This suggests that the research performances of the Thai universities have not 
been revealed and are not exactly known. In other words, there are no research 
data available sufficient for the purposes of setting strategic research goals and 
budget allocations, and making policies and decisions for the improvement 
of the research performance of Thai universities. In Thailand, ranking of 
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publications and citations in Thai academic journals, and of reporting the journal 
quality index of Thai academic journals on a yearly basis. At that time, most of 
the indexed journals focused on science and technology. In 2008 the TCI Centre, 
in collaboration with Thammasat University Libraries led by the Director of 
the Thammasat University Library, indexed the publications and citations from 
humanities and social sciences journals.

8.2.  Contributions and Impacts of TCI in the Improvement  
of Journal Quality and Research in Thailand

The TCI database is considered a new dimension of the academic journal 
community in Thailand, as it was the first and only citation database in the 
country. The TCI gathers and records information from academic journals 
published in Thailand that meets the requirements of the TCI Centre regarding 
science and technology, as well as humanities and social sciences. The numbers 
of journals in the TCI database have continuously increased, from 100 in 2002 
to 480 in 2012 (as of March 24, 2012). The TCI database includes information 
on publications, citations, and detailed policies and management systems of the 
indexed journals that can easily be searched at http://tci.trf.or.th. This is the first 
time in Thailand that citations of articles in Thai journals can be searched. In 
addition, the TCI database is widely recognized in domestic academic journals, 
as evidenced by the fact that the editors of various journals have mentioned in 
their editorial sections that the journals are now indexed in the TCI database, 
and have received TCI Journal Impact Factor (T-JIF) values. Below are the 
summaries of the contributions and impacts of the TCI database that have led 
to significant quality improvements of Thai journals as well as overall research 
in Thailand.

One of the immediate benefits of establishing the TCI Centre was that Thailand 
would have its own online database, containing not only bibliographic records 
of journal articles but also the citations. In addition to that, many government 
offices and public companies could use the TCI database to evaluate quality and 
calculate weights of academic articles in Thai journals; for example:

a) The Office for National Education Standards and Quality Assessment 
(Public Organization) (ONESQA) has developed indexes and criteria of external 
quality assessment at a tertiary level (B.E. 2544–2558) for the quality of 
published research articles. The quality level of research articles indexed in the 
TCI database has been given more weight than those outside the database. For 
example, articles published in journals indexed in the TCI will have a weight of 
0.75 (compared to a weight of 1.0 for articles published in international journals 

for retrieving published articles and their citations has also been developed. 
In 2001, The Thai-Journal Citation Index Centre, or TCI, was first introduced 
publicly via a research project financially supported by King Mongkut’s 
Institute of Technology Thonburi (KMUTT). The project, entitled “Assessment 
of Citation Impact Factor Indexes for Thai Academic Journals”, was written by 
Professor Narongrit Sombatsompop, the founder of the TCI, and his colleagues 
who gathered the publication and citation data of articles published by Thai 
journals, and also calculated the Journal Impact Factor (JIF) value of 68 Thai 
academic journals. The results showed that the average two-year journal 
impact factors for all journals used was only 6.9, meaning that for every 100 
published articles there would be a total of 6.9 citations (Sombatsompop 2002). 
Moreover, the study also observed some evidences which contributed to the 
lack of academic performance among Thai universities. Some of the evidences 
showed the lack of Thai citation databases to collect Thai language and locally 
written articles. Therefore there was no citations of any published articles were 
recorded and were able to be retrieved. Another observation was in relation to 
the observation on the number of publication was that too many Thai journals 
were published by too many organizations, e.g. by almost every university, and 
some were published by academic faculties and departments. This resulted in a 
narrow academic content being published within a particular journal, and thus 
no citations were obtained. In addition, the major aim of the publication was to 
publish and disseminate an organization’s (university, faculty, etc.) own staff 
papers for their own academic promotion. Also, most published articles had 
never been cited, and if they were, most citations were self-citations. Other 
observations were in relation to the submission and peer review system which 
was found that most Thai journals did not have a strong peer-review process 
(internal review by colleagues from the same institutions, or by the editor 
alone), and some had no peer review whatsoever. There were also no journal 
evaluation processes had ever taken place for Thai journals, and thus no quality 
assurance was in evidence. Additionally, most journals could not publish articles 
in a timely manner due to low submission rates and no systematic and effective 
review process. There were multiple presentation formats and referencing styles 
in one journal. Finally there were no funding organizations had ever used local 
publications and citations for research grant reviews and budget allocations 
and there had never been any symposia or conferences for journal editors to 
meet and share their publishing or editorial experiences. As a result of the above 
observations, the Thailand Research Fund (TRF) in cooperation with KMUTT 
officially established, for the first time in Thailand, the Thai-Journal Citation 
Index Centre on July 1, 2004, with the aims of setting up databases for searching 
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Criteria 7 Journals must have a good diversity of authorship. This means 
that at least 50% of the articles should be written by authors 
outside the institutions that publish the journal.

Criteria 8 All articles must be published in a consistent format, as specified 
in the journal’s guidelines.

Criteria 9 Journals should have their own website or online system to 
manage sub-missions, and the website must be up-to-date and with 
information identical to that stated in the hard-print version.

Source: Sombatsompop et al, 2010

8.3. Measuring Research Productivity of Thai Universities

In this part of the text we introduce the results from the conducted study 
on research performance evaluations of Thailand national research universities 
during 2007–2009 ((Sombatsompop et al. 2010). The study was realised almost 
ten years ago, but its importance is not so much in rankings, but in the fact that 
it provided certain operational definitions to research performance indicators. 

In the study, Sombatsompop et al. (2010) refers research productivity to as 
the number of published articles where the impact of research refers to total 
citations and number of cited articles. Research excellence is assessed in terms 
of the balance between productivity and impact, namely, citations/article, cited 
article/ published article and citations received/cited article. To document the 
size of this study, the Table 1 provides example of calculations for 2009 and the 
Table 2 summarises results of (selected by the study) Thai universities for the 
whole evaluated period. 

indexed in Thomson Reuters and Scopus) (The Office for National Education 
Standards and Quality Assessment 2011).

b) Research quality assessment of Thai higher education institutions 
supported by the Thailand Research Fund (TRF) has used quality assessment 
criteria to evaluate research articles published in journals, with an average 
T-JIF value for the past 3 years (from the TCI database) of no less than 0.025, 
to be equivalent to a weight of 0.50 (compared to a weight of 1.0 for articles 
published in international journals indexed in Thomson Reuters and Scopus). 
Journals with lower T-JIF than 0.025, or those outside the TCI database, have 
lower weights (The Thailand Research Fund 2010).

c) Other higher education institutes (mainly universities) have extensively 
used information from the TCI database to set up funding and honorarium policies 
based on publication in international and TCI databases. Those universities 
include Thammasat University, Walailak University, Chulalongkorn University, 
and Thaksin University.

Since its establishment, the TCI Centre sponsored by TRF has aimed at 
evaluating and developing the quality of Thai academic journals, both in content 
and format, in order to meet international standards. Table 1 below describe 
criteria in which the journals wish to be considered in the database must meet.

Table 1.  Criteria in which the journals wish to be considered in TCI 
database.

Criteria 1 All articles must be peer reviewed by external reviewers outside 
the institutions that publish the journal

Criteria 2 Journals must be distributed on schedule as specified by the 
journal publi-cation policy.

Criteria 3 The publication age must be no less than 3 years.

Criteria 4 Articles published in the journals should be cited, and able to be 
searched from either the TCI or international databases.

Criteria 5 Conditions and formats of journal publication must be clearly 
specified.

Criteria 6 Journals should have a good diversity among editorial board 
members. This means that at least 50% of the board members 
should be invited from outside the institutions that publish the 
journal.
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 The research excellence of the selected universities was monitored in terms of 
average citation/article (B/A), cited article/published articles (C/A), and citations 
received/cited article (B/C). The results indicate that the top six universities 
(MU, CU, CMU, PSU, KU and KKU) in terms of research excellence were 
also highest in terms of total numbers of published article and citations. When 
considering the B/A and B/C ratios, it was found that some other universities 
also had very high B/ A and B/C ratios, such as KMUTNB (years 2007 and 
2009), RMUT (years 2007–2009), NU (year 2008) MFU (year 2009) and TSU 
(year 2009), suggesting an impressive research performance. However, the 
high ratios were only achieved because these universities recorded very low 
numbers of published articles. When considering overall research excellence 
for all universities in Thailand (Table 5), it was found that the average value of 
B/A for all Thai universities during the three evaluation years was 1.757, and 
that for C/A ratio was 0.604. The C/A value suggested that about 60.4 percent of 
the published articles were responsible for all citations received, also meaning 
that 39.6 percent of the published articles were never cited during 2007–2009. 
The B/A value of 1.757 is based on taking all articles (both cited and uncited) 
into account; if only cited articles (60.4 percent) are considered, the B/A value 
increases from 1.757 to 2.876.

The results of this study show that six universities were ranked in the top six 
in terms of numbers of published articles and citations received across the three 
evaluation years. These universities were Mahidol University, Chulalongkorn 
University, Chiang Mai University, Prince of Songkla University, Kasetsart 
University and Khon Kaen University. This may be due to the fact that these 
universities have been comprehensive universities throughout the long history 
of their establishment, and they are relatively large as compared to the rest of 
the universities. 

However, other universities, for example King Mongkut’s University of 
Technology Thonburi (KMUTT) and Suranaree University of Technology 
(SUT) have set their missions to carry out research collaboration mainly with 
the industrial and production sectors, whereas Thammasat University (TU) 
mainly focuses on social science research. These universitiesofficially do not 
intend only to produce research outputs in terms of publications in international 
journals, but prefer to focus on social impact.

The fact that universities focusing on social impacts are ranked low imply 
that, in order to obtain a more accurate assessment and comparison, the size 
of the university, university-industry cooperation (Lebeau, Laframboise, 
Larivie`re and Gingras 2008; Ryan et al. 2008; Tijssen, Van Leeuwen and Van 
Wijk 2009) and social impacts, research resources and university missions and 

Table 1.  Publication and Citation from 24 Selected Thai Universities for 
2009.

Source: Sombatsompop et al. 2010

Table 2.  A summary for overall research productivity, impact and excellence 
for 24 universities in Thailand in Web of Science database during 
2007–2009.

Source: Sombatsompop et al. 2010
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2011). At the personal level, having more students in master programs or Ph.D. 
programs both positively correlated with professors’ productivity (Ryu and Pae 
1997). However, in the case of post-doctoral fellows, young human resources 
of research belonged to the professor’s laboratory, if they are absorbed into 
development researches having strong commercial viability since professors 
use them as cheap research labors, it is warned that they can be trapped failures, 
not performing academically excellent researches (Lam 2007).

Existing studies on the relationship between the size of research groups and 
productivity have produced complex findings. Research productivity in small 
groups is typically reported to increase as the size increases; however, after 
groups reach a certain size, productivity generally falls: the optimal research 
group size is generally estimated be five to nine researchers (Johnston 1994). 
However, the size of the research group is not the only factor. For example, 
according to Davis and Royle (1996), despite the fact that most Australian 
research is produced by large universities, the quality of research was higher in 
small, newly established universities.

Other factors such as gender, age, funding, and scientific equipment also 
play important roles in research productivity. Gender has long been known 
to be associated with significant differences in research productivity, with 
gender-related differences in research productivity assumed to be the result of 
sociological factors, especially females’ tendency towards occupying relatively 
lower positions in power hierarchies (Zuckerman et al. 1991; Sonnert and 
Holton 1996; Reskin 1979). Older age has also been found to correspond with a 
decrease in research productivity (Stephan 1996; Stephan and Levin 1992); this 
is likely due to the fact that the profits following personal knowledge-based 
investment decline with advanced age. Researcher career and age tend to have 
an inverted U-shaped relationship, which reaches its peak at the early stage of 
the career (Baser and Pema 2004; Oster and Hamermesh 1998).

Material resources, such as the amount of funding, are critical for research 
productivity Government support of scientific research and development has been 
taken for granted because it is a public good (Arrow 1962). However, the question 
of whether governmental funding is crowding out private funding is a critical 
concern (David et al. 2000), and it is important to identify to how to maximize 
the effectiveness of government research funding (Jacob and Lefgren 2007). 
The possession of scientific instruments (e.g., microscopes, telescopes, X-ray 
analyzers, centrifuges, particle accelerators, and spectroscopes) has also been 
argued to be an important factor of scientific advancement, as what instruments 
a research group has access to affects what analyses and measurements they can 
make (Rosenberg 1982).

policies (Liang and WuandLi2001) must be taken into consideration. For a 
global comparison, the research performance should be assessed in relation to 
world reference values, using methods associated with standard bibliometric 
indicators, as proposed by Raan (2006). 

8.4. Moving Forward

In the bid of building research capacity for Thailand in the initial stage we 
identified two major stakeholders which contribute to the research capacity 
of the nation. The two stakeholders are including (1) Ph.D. students and (2) 
university faculty members/researchers.

Ph.D. Students

According to Stephan and Levin (1992), human resources largely determine 
scientists’ productivity; research productivity is a function of research equipment, 
human resources, and funds. Von Tunzelmann et al. (2003) evaluated the 
relationship between institutional size and research productivity on the personal, 
departmental, and institutional level. They found a small positive correlation at 
the personal level, a very strong positive correlation at the departmental level, 
and a very small correlation at the institutional level.

There have been a number of studies on the structural characteristics of 
human resources in academic research, especially on the relationship between 
graduate students and research productivity. Graduate students have been 
argued to play the most important role in university research output (Salter et 
al. 2000), and according to Song (2001), an increase in the number of doctoral 
students significantly positively correlates with their professors’ productivity. 
Kwon (2011) conducted both an econometric analysis and case studies for 
each type of Korean university, and found that the university type that retained 
the most graduate students had higher research and patent productivity. Kwon 
(2011) also found, through case-study interviews at regional universities, that 
undergraduate students are often utilized due to a lack of graduate students. 
Not surprisingly, these undergraduate students report difficulties stemming from 
the lack of adequate support and the demands for them to work above their 
capabilities.

According to a regression analysis conducted on the relationship between the 
number of graduate students and the technology-transfer activities of universities 
at the university level, the number of graduate students significantly positively 
correlated with the number of patent applications that universities made (Kwon 
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research findings from an international study on a national innovation system in 
which elaborate the aspects of the research environment to include:

•  The strength of the knowledge base or level of competency in the area of 
the person’s research.

•  The ability to decide the direction of one’s research, including ability to 
move off of unpromising, less exciting research.

•  Teamwork characterized by mutual stimulation and help, shared interests, 
ease of communication, differences in viewpoints and experience.

•  Levels of uncertainty and learning.
•  Is there enough competition to keep at cutting edge?
•  Ability to assess customer needs, and links to upstream and downstream 

markets.

8.5. Conclusions

This chapter reviewed three issues which related to research/paper quality 
evaluation in Thailand. The development of Thai-Journal Citation Index Centre, 
or TCI has certainly came from a long way from the past. However it is one thing 
for certain that it has increase the overall quality and research performance of 
the nation. The work of Professor Narongrit Sombatsompop, the founder of the 
TCI is benefiting many universities in Thailand. Over the past few years, many 
Thai universities have been paying great deal of intention in order to improve 
the university research performance which can also benefiting the university’s 
own ranking. Nevertheless, there are a lot more work to be done in the future in 
order to improve the overall quality and research performance of Thailand. In 
this aspect, there is the need to focus on the research output by both of university 
faculty members or researchers and Ph.D. Students. As these are the resources 
of the nation’s research output in the future. Much of the attention may need to 
focus on the ability and skills of conducting research by both university faculty 
members or researchers and Ph.D. Students. The resources and the research 
culture of universities are also considering being critical factors for increasing 
the overall quality and research performance.

University Faculty Members/Researchers

Universities have an essential role to play in the Government’s growth plans. 
University research and innovation encourages investment, exports and a more 
balanced economy, and university research environments create the highly-
skilled and innovative workforce that will underpin the future success of our 
knowledge-based economy. On the other end, research universities play a 
pivotal role in sustaining a knowledge society in two ways. First, by doing 
fundamental research, they create new knowledge indispensable for developing 
future products and processes. Second, they also produce future elites such as 
scientists, engineers, doctors, teachers, professionals, industrial entrepreneurs 
and political leaders, capable of original thinking through their training in 
research. Such elites enable their society to adapt to amazingly dynamic 
knowledge society. 

A major challenge for aspiring universities and new departments within 
existing universities is in raising the research output of the staff. Many of the newly 
designated universities have their origins in applied and vocational disciplines 
where there is a stronger focus on teaching than on research. An important 
distinguishing characteristic of university teaching is having academics who are 
researching at the leading edge of their disciplines and are able to draw on this 
knowledge in their teaching. Graduate teaching programmes become a driving 
force for the development of departments and the graduate students themselves 
help in developing new knowledge and exploring the frontiers of the discipline 
alongside their supervisors. Graduate students, a thriving research programme, 
and publications in the recognized academic and professional journals and 
conferences are hallmarks of successful university faculties. There are a number 
of studies found the interrelationship among research productivity, the research 
culture and the organization characteristic of institution. Bland and Ruffin (1992) 
in their studies from 1960 to 1990 and found a set of characteristics which in the 
authors’ assessment were consistently related to research productivity. The set 
includes 12 factors that appeared to be consistently present in high performance 
research environments. These factors are including clear goals for coordination; 
research emphasis; distinctive culture; positive group climate; decentralized 
organization; participative governance; frequent communication; resources, 
particularly human resources; group age, size and diversity; appropriate rewards; 
recruitment emphasis; andleadership with both research skill and management 
practice.

Another author Nelson (1996) described the aspect of ‘research environment’ 
influencing university faculty members and researchers. The book discussed 
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development. NRUs are fur-ther expected to help improve Thai HE quality and 
promote Thailand as a regional educational hub.

Thai government and the OHEC launched the NRU project because they 
believed that HE institutions such as national universities are the source of 
intellectual power to create technology and stimulate innovation. The NRUs are 
also expected to pro-duce academic research papers and patents in anticipation that 
this will strengthen the country’s competitiveness and improve the overall quality 
of Thailand’s HE sys-tem. Thailand also now hopes to be a research, education, 
and training hub for the ten member states of the Association of Southeast Asian 
Nations (ASEAN) region. It is estimated that the RTG has funded research in 
the nine NRUs to provide a total budget of approximately 6,500 million THB, 
the equivalent (in 2016) of around 183 million USD. Almost 30 per cent of this 
budget has gone to health sciences, while 20 per cent was shared among the three 
subgroups in the food and agriculture supra-cluster (Figure 1).

Figure1. Budget allocation in six research areas. 

Source: OHEC 2014b

It is too early to link the project and the data on performance of Thai HSE, 
however the results from QS ranking indicate improved performance. 

The reform is connected also with specific key policy issues in Thai higher 
education – improved enforcement of policy of education and culture of 
research and the style of learning and teaching. We illustrate core challenges in 
the following text.
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The research culture and policy context of Thailand’s higher education 
reforms furnish readers with a rich historical account of its higher education 
system and associated policies. The research culture sector has played an 
important role in shaping the Thai national education and higher education for 
many decades. Institutional innovation and collaboration among Thai higher 
education institutions is fairly recent, with a boost from the government. The 
Royal Thai Government (RTG) through the Office of the Higher Education 
Commission (OHEC) initiated and implemented the National Research 
University (NRU) idea beginning in 2009, with the main purpose of promoting 
their research and academic excellence in order to improve higher education 
rankings and national competitiveness. Nine universities were selected and 
approved by the OHEC to be NRUs based on past research performance and 
publications (Sombatsompop, 2010).This case study explores the contents on 
preliminary results of this project. 

9.1. National Research University Project (NRU)

The Office of Higher Education began implementing its NRU initiative 
during 2009–2010 as part of the RTG policy to promote research and academic 
excellence among Thai Higher Education (HE) institutions, with the main purpose 
of boosting Thai national competiveness in HE. The NRU project has been 
financially supported by government with the ultimate goals of, first, improving 
national research capacity, and second, providing much needed human resources 
in the anticipation that this could also raise Thai university rankings.

Therefore, NRUs are expected to help solve current national problems as 
well as analyze and respond to socio-economic challenges. The NRUs are also 
expected to serve as a solid foundation for increasing the quality and scope 
of industrial productivity as well as various aspects of social and economic 
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if a teacher’s description of a preferred teaching strategy is didactic and rigid 
rather than collaborative or student-centred then it is usually premised on the 
teacher controlling the learning environment. The features of such a strategy 
would be conduction of concepts and the teacher’s knowledge to the students 
(Trigwell and Prosser 1997).

Here, the curriculum design is product-oriented and teaching practice will 
rely on lectures and predetermined learning activities. Assessment will rely on 
quantifiable designs and be focused on aspects of content within the teacher’s 
personal expertise. Inevitably, students will adopt a surface approach to learning 
(Biggs and Moore 1993) and may under-perform in the teacher’s eyes.

Alternatively, a teacher’s description of a preferred teaching strategy that 
articulates how interaction with students might support learning is usually 
premised on understanding and collaboration, adaptation and greater flexibility 
within the learning environment. Those teachers and students who prefer this 
learning environment will usually have experienced learning where they were 
motivated by the need to use dialogue as a tool for clarification, to understand 
concepts, to change conceptions and to construct personal knowledge.

In an ideal world, both teachers and students would have the opportunity to 
move beyond these limiting conceptions of teaching and learning towards a more 
sophisticated and emancipatory form (Mezirow 1990) where they join together 
as learners embarking each semester upon a new learning journey of discovery 
free from imposed ideology and constraint. However, not many teachers or 
students, as Freire’s work has shown (Aronowitz 1993), have embarked on 
this journey, and that is quite understandable given the institutional and social 
constraints that bind the practices of teaching and learning in higher education 
and elsewhere.

9.4. Conclusions

This short case study introduced the National Research University Project 
realised by the Royal Thai Government via the Office of the Higher Education 
Commission. It shows that this project invested a lot of extra resources to the 
system; it seems to deliver improved performance of higher education institutions 
and also positively impacts the quality of delivery of education services on this 
level. The lesson is straightforward – improving performance of the HSE sector 
should not only be bottom up based process, but top down measures, allocating 
extra resources to most effective areas and subjects serve as great catalysts of 
changes.  

9.2.  Enforcement of Policy of Education and Culture  
of Research

This tends to be biased towards a centralized top-down policy study, thus 
highlighting the essential role of the state and its agencies to the appearance 
and success of transformations. In reality, the reform of the Thai higher 
education sector also owes a fair amount to a mixture of stakeholders, including 
employees and students. It particularly seems to be the case with issues 
regarding university rankings and quality assurance. Growing reputation has 
been placed on universities to contribute to the innovation process and as a 
result academic research and development expenditures have increased in recent 
years. Nevertheless, little is known about the specific ways in which universities 
have expanded their research capacity.

9.3. Education and Change: Learning and Teaching

Much of the current debate concerning teaching and learning in higher 
education discusses the merits of moving from a didactic conception of 
teaching to a position of greater mutual respect and collaborative reflection 
as a motivating conception for improving teaching and learning (Trigwell and 
Prosser 1999; Ramsden 2003). Explicitly, this theorising acknowledges that 
prompting change requires awareness of the values of staff and students, but the 
implied shifts in values and underlying power relationships are not detailed. This 
makes it unclear as to how sustained changes will be achieved in beginnings of 
either teaching or learning, and may cause academic staff development to be 
challenging. Indorsing changes in teaching practice could cause pressures and 
unexpected outcomes, if attempts to transform practice are not supported with 
insight into the unarticulated beliefs that underpin practitioners’ conceptions as 
well as those of their students. The risk of not considering these fundamental 
beliefs is the likelihood that practitioners, and their students, will make surface 
changes in practice when deep change is preferable. Such a possibility illustrates 
the type of praxis trap (Grundy 1992) that consequences when change occurs in 
relative isolation from personal and contextual factors. For example, a rebirth 
of hegemonic values (among students and teachers) causing a retreat to a more 
didactic status quo or entrenched resistance towards any ideas of change would 
not be a useful outcome of academic staff development intending to promote 
student-centred teaching practice (Land 2001).

Dominant values are generally recognizable in behaviours such as verbal and 
written communications or positions expressed during dialogue. For example, 
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(2008), Archer (1996), Hofstede & Hofstede (2004), Kezar & Eckel (2002) and 
Trowler (2008) are all valuable in that they provide a perspective about the 
term and some discussion of what culture is. This text defines culture based 
on Barnett’s (1990) definition as he makes reference to an academic culture. 
Barnett (1990) defines culture as:

„…a shared set of meanings, beliefs, understanding and ideas; in short, 
a taken-for-granted way of life, in which there is a reasonably clear 
difference between those on the inside and those on the outside of the 
community. Part of the sharing, and sense of the community, resides in 
the taken-for-granted aspects of the culture.“ (Barnett 1990, p. 97)

Whilst a definition has been provided, there is a need to recognize that the 
cultural term is complex and used differently in specific contexts. As a result, 
various approaches for understanding culture have been developed. This text 
uses the multiple cultural configurations approach (Alvesson 1993, 2002) which 
sees cultures as natural and dynamic. Culture should be understood ‘...not as 
unitary wholes… but as mixtures of cultural manifestations of different levels 
and kinds’ (Alvesson 1993). The work of Alvesson (1993, 2002, 2008) has been 
influential in adding to the understanding of culture, and is the approach adopted 
to support the argument put forward in this work.

Based on the multiple cultural configuration, this text defines research culture 
as a mixture and a shared set of meaning, beliefs, value, understanding, and 
ideas of conducting research in Indonesia. This multiple configuration has been 
institutionalized and became identity commonly shared by Indonesian scholar 
in conducting research in this country. It is commonly believed and differentiate 
between those on the inside and those on the outside of the research community.

It is argued here that Alvesson’s (1993, 2002) notion of multiple cultural 
configurations fused with the meso theory of educational change (Trowler 2005, 
2008). Trowler (2005, 2008) provide more relevant approaches for informing 
educational change initiatives. Trowler’s (2005, 2008) meso framework for 
understanding and informing change processes within the educational context 
is adopted in this study. Trowler’s (2005, 2008) starting point is that much 
of knowledge of teaching and learning is derived from research at the micro 
(psychological) or macro (sociological) levels, such that there is a need to focus 
more at the meso level – teaching, learning and educational change schemes in 
local contexts, such as the programme, department, or work-group. Significant 
aspect of change processes in teaching, learning, and assessment involve social 
interaction at the level of the workgroups.

10. The Development of Research Culture 
in Indonesian Public Universities
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This chapter dedicates to explain the development of research culture in the 
context of Indonesian public universities. The textstarts with the conceptual 
framework and research methodology description. The core part evaluates 
research culture changes and is elucidated in four sequentially eras. Research 
in the first era was dominated by government based agenda. The second era 
was pointed out research activities based on lecturer’s administrative policy. 
The third era was focused on applied research under university and company 
collaboration. Recently, the current research is motivated based on the need to 
be the world class research university. The results from changed research culture 
are documented in the following part of the text. The final part deliver case 
study of the Universitas Gadjah Mada (UGM).  UGM is a leading university in 
Indonesia, and it is close with the history and development of higher education 
system in Indonesia. As a leading educational institution, UGM takes part as a 
leader in developing the roadmap of research culture in Indonesia.

10.1. Research Culture

Within a purpose to explore the development of research culture in Indonesia 
public universities, an understanding of culture definition and culture changes 
in academic context are necessary in a process to develop literature background. 
This part explains conceptual background of the definition of culture applied in 
an academic culture and moreover, the definition of culture changes in academic 
domain.

Interest in organizational culture gained prominence from the late 1970s. 
Culture has been defined broadly within the range of organizational level and 
national level. Those by Alvesson (1993, 2002), Alvesson & Sveningsson 
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in Indonesian public universities from the independence until the globalization 
era. This study also aims to understand and interpret the meaning of social 
phenomena that drives the changes, and grasps some lessons that can be learned 
to strengthen and enhance research performance in the future. Accordingly, this 
study also adopts the inductive approach, which the search of patterns obtained 
from observations and the development of explanations for those pattern, as 
well as a close understanding of the research context are mostly emphasized. 

This study also conducts case-study analysis as strategy due to its usefulness 
in providing in-depth, contextual analysis of the investigated research 
phenomena. This study uses Universitas Gadjah Mada (UGM) as a sample of 
the case study conducted in this paper. Being the first university which was 
established under the Republic of Indonesian government, UGM become one 
of the best public universities in Indonesia, ranked in second position in 2017 
according to the Times Higher Education. UGM has been established for almost 
68 years and during this period, UGM has experienced many governmental as 
well as educational reforms that might also influence the research policy and 
culture of the UGM academicians. UGM contributed to almost all sectors in 
Indonesian development since post-independence era until globalization era 
through many ways, including academics, research, and community service 
activities. Moreover, being the best public university in Indonesia and influenced 
by globalization, UGM currently strives to encourage its academicians and 
scholars to publish their research papers in reputable international journals to 
improve the research performance and establish its status as the world class 
research university. Therefore, this study justifies that UGM is the best proxy to 
represent public universities in Indonesia. 

This study employs analytical and interpretative approaches in addressing 
the research objectives. In order to support the analysis and interpretation, this 
study conducts an extensive literature review as well as observations on the 
historical research data from various sources. This study uses mainly secondary 
data obtained from trusted sources, including the Ministry of Research, 
Technology and Higher Education (Kemristekdikti), the Ministry of Finance 
and UGM research database. Other supporting data are also generated from 
various reputable sources, including Scimago and Scopus, to complement the 
analysis of research performance from the global perspective. As the data are 
updated by and obtained from trusted sources, it can be verified independently, 
and hence used to support the robustness of this study.

This study adopts that research culture changes in Indonesia is conducted 
based on the meso theory of educational changes. Within this theory, culture 
changes involve social interactions of various antecedents around the culture. 
Thus, research culture changes in Indonesia were evolved triggered by the 
interaction of social, politics, economics, and socio-culture relates to conducting 
research in Indonesia. Further writing of this study provides detail explanation 
of research culture changes in Indonesia those are divided into four eras.

Under the Alvesson’s (1993, 2002) notion multiple cultural configuration 
and meso theory of educational changes  (Trowler, 2005, 2008), this study 
explains the development of research culture in Indonesia. Changes in each 
cultural era were related with various aspects within external and internal scope 
of educational management. The external factors can be related to the nation 
development, meanwhile internally can include the structure of organizational 
institution and the quality of human resources.

10.2. Methodology

Related to the research issues and objectives, this study adopts the philosophy 
of interpretivism as the research paradigm. In this paradigm, the nature of reality 
and the knowledge acquired are assumed to be socially constructed rather than 
objectively determined (Saunders et al. 2012). The interpretivism paradigm 
focuses upon the details of situation, or phenomena, and the reality behind these 
details. Details of the research methodology used in this study is discussed 
below.

To address the research objectives, this study combines two research 
approaches, which are descriptive and analytical research (Sekaran and Bougie 
2010; Zikmund 2010). Descriptive research is conducted to acquire a specific 
description on particular aspects and characteristics of the research interest. 
This approach strives to depict the specific characteristics of a given research 
issue by addressing what, why, when, where and how questions. Meanwhile, 
analytical research involves in-depth, contextual analysis of research problem 
and provides a thorough understanding in investi-gated phenomena. This 
approach provides a thorough analysis of the issue to develop a new insight in 
the research area. 

This study investigates the development of research culture in Indonesian 
public universities by conducting an in-depth literature study and analysis, as well 
as compiling and interpreting research data of public universities in Indonesia 
from various reliable sources. Through these methods, this study strives to 
identify, analyze and elaborate the important aspects of research culture changes 
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legacies in the existing education system. In 1943, the Japanese government 
reopened some higher education institutions with significant difference in 
terms of the education and teaching design, strategy and approach, which are 
influenced by the military reign of the Japanese. During this era, the Japanese 
education system produced alumnus with high-spirited nationalism, which then 
took an important role in promoting independence and controlling the new 
government in the post-independence era. 

Although the Indonesian independence has been declared on August 17th, 
1945, the problems stemming from colonialisms and wars, including those in 
higher education, have not been resolved as such. The Indonesian people had to 
struggle with socio-cultural problems, as well as fighting the Dutch who wanted 
to re-colonize Indonesia. Almost all big cities, where most of higher education 
institutions formerly established (Jakarta, Bandung, Bogor, and Surabaya), were 
occupied by the Dutch; hence Yogyakarta, a new capital of Indonesia during post-
independence war period, became important city of the Republic of Indonesia 
to develop higher education institutions in republic territory. In December 19th, 
1949, Universitas Gadjah Mada (UGM) was formally established and became 
the first university which is developed and located under the authority of the 
Republic of Indonesia. 

A drastic transformation on the higher education system in Indonesia post- 
independence period was initiated right after the end of the Dutch colonialism 
in Indonesia, following the acknowledgement of the Union Republic of 
Indonesia on December 27th, 1949. During this period, all universities under the 
authorization of the Dutch government were nationalized under the jurisdiction 
of the Union Republic of Indonesia, including Universiteit van Indonesia which 
was then renamed as University of Indonesia (UI). In 1954, the government of 
the Republic of Indonesia established Universitas Airlangga in Surabaya, which 
then enhanced the number of national universities in Indonesia (formerly consist 
only two universities, UGM and UI), and hence strengthen the post-colonialism 
development of higher education in Indonesia.

Further development on the history of higher education institutions in 
Indonesia happened during the period 1950s to 1980s. As Indonesia is an 
archipelago country with a huge number of ethnic groups and culture, there 
is always an opportunity for conflicts and sentiment among them and hence 
all systems under the Indonesian government, including the education system, 
must be based on the principles of fairness and prevalent for all administrative 
regions. Therefore, in 1950s, the Indonesian government promptly established 12 
universities in several regions, including Universitas Hasanuddin in Makassar, 
Universitas Andalas in Bukittinggi, Universitas Padjadjaran in Bandung, and 

10.3. Research Culture in Indonesian Public Universities

The research culture changes are divided into four eras. The first era of the 
culture was in the period started during the Dutch colonialism at the early of 
20th century until 1980. Research in this era was spirited to fulfill government 
policies and agenda. The second era is in period of 1981 until 2000 in which 
lecturer’s administrative policy become the motive of research activities. The 
third era (2001-2010) was the era of applied research within university-company 
collaboration. Started by the year of 2011, Indonesia is in the era of globalization 
in which the focus to be the world class university become the core of research 
activities.

First Era of Dutch Colonialism - 1980:  
Government Policies and Agenda
 
The development of higher education institutions in Indonesia begins during 

the Dutch colonialism period at the early of 20th century, in which modern 
business investments emerged significantly, particularly in the field of plantation, 
industry, transportation, mining, and so on. During this era, the Dutch colony 
had to provide skillful and educated human resources, which are essential 
for supporting the development of infrastructures and hence strengthening 
the colonial dominance. To accommodate this issue, the Dutch government 
established Technische Hooge School (THS) in Bandung at 1920, following the 
medical schools that have been established earlier, STOVIA (School tot Opleiding 
can Inlansche Artsen) in Jakarta (1902), and NIAS (Nederlansch Indische Artsen 
School) in Surabaya (1913). It was then followed by the establishment of other 
higher education institutions, including Landbouwkundige Hooge School, 
an agricultural school in Bandung, and Rechts Hooge School, a law school in 
Batavia. Worth noting here, the development of higher education institutions in 
this era was highly connected with the ethical politics policy, which emphasizes 
on moral responsibility towards colonized countries by providing education and 
emancipation to the society. However, the objective failed, as the alumnus of 
the higher education institutions became a part of the colonialism system itself, 
instead of endeavoring the welfare of Indonesian society, which then triggered 
the National Awakening at May 20th, 1920, marked with the establishment of 
Budi Utomo engineered by the students of STOVIA.

A drastic reformation of the higher education in Indonesia occurred during 
the Japanese invasion. After seizing the Dutch colony, in 1942, the Japanese 
military power shut down all higher education institutions and banned all Dutch 
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Although the significant increase in the number of universities provides a 
benefit in the sense of fulfilling the demand for workforces, another problem 
of the quality and competence of graduates emerged. At the early of 1990s, 
the number of private universities graduates exceeded the number of public 
universities graduates, but the quality below the average national standard. It 
leads the Ministry of Higher Education to intensively exert necessary actions 
and establish policies for promoting the high quality of universities, including 
the development of infrastructures, the enforcement of quality assurance system, 
and the implementation of accreditation system (BAN-PT) for public and private 
higher education institutions in Indonesia. The ministry also requires universities 
to hire high-quality lecturers, which are graduated from top universities in 
Indonesia and/or highly reputable universities overseas.

Before 2000 all universities in Indonesia had a vision more emphasis on 
teaching and community services. Most of them want to be known as a university 
that produces graduates who are able to work well in companies supported with 
lecturers who have good pedagogic skills. Lecturers in this era are burdened 
with many teaching tasks. Almost all of the time is devoted to teaching and 
being a government consultant or companies. There is no financial incentive to 
conduct academic research.

Third Era of 2001-2010: Applied Research under University  
and Company Collaboration

In this era, many emerging universities were established. The dominant 
role of public universities is diminishing, and responsibilities were shared with 
thousands of private universities. At this era, government encouraged universities 
to conduct as well as disseminate many research activities publicly. To give an 
illustration of how universities stimulated their research, in the case of UGM, in 
term of the type of research, as can be seen in Figure 1, the number of applied 
research produced by Indonesian universities starting increased dramatically 
in the beginning of 2000 until 2010 compared to fundamental research. This 
indicates that UGM have mainly focused on improving practice through applied 
research and by setting up collaborative research with business and industry 
sectors.

Universitas Sumatera Utara in Medan. The massive development of national 
universities all over Indonesia strengthens the status of Indonesia as a country 
with independency in all sectors, including the higher education system.

The historic condition of Indonesia as an ex-colonial country has shaped 
the perspective and mindset of the university students. Student organizations, 
together with other elements of communities, were getting actively involved in 
criticizing the government system and influencing the political condition. For 
example, the involvement of academicians in the transition of New Order in 
1966 and the movement for anti-Japanese capital in the early of 1970s. Since 
then, the involvement of higher education institutions is highly expected in the 
sense of supporting national development which then flourishing the national 
welfare.

As one of the oldest university in Indonesia, focus of research activities of 
UGM in the period of 1949-1964 was mainly to support independence. For 
example, the first research in health sector to produce national vaccine and 
medication were conducted at UGM. At that time, Indonesia needed a low-cost 
products and sustainable supply because of the embargo. Another example, to 
protect the country from the attack of the colonial, UGM was doing research on 
weapon and produced various bombs. Accordingly, during the period of 1965-
1980 of research in the UGM, many research activities have been conducted to 
support the development of the nation and to serve the society or community 
service research. Several topics of research were about economic and regional 
development, agriculture, family planning campaign, and national philosophy 
etc. For instance, to contribute to regional development, in 1973 UGM established 
the Centre for Village and Regional Development Studies particularly focusing 
on the development of villages in Indonesia. Another example, UGM was active 
to support the Program of Food Sufficiency from Indonesian government by 
developing a new way of farming. UGM also developed the concept of village 
level cooperative as a critic to previous demand-oriented policy.

Second Era of 1981-2000: Lecturer’s Administrative Policies

During the New Order era, Indonesia was experiencing a prompt economic 
growth, resulting in the expansion of work field in many sectors, and hence the 
increase in the demand for professional workforce graduated from universities. 
This development leads the ministry of education to encourage individuals, 
foundations, local governments and other institutions to establish private 
universities. Through this policy, the private universities had been growing rapidly 
during 1980s, with the total number of institutions more than a thousand. 
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of research and publications by providing research and publication grants, which 
can motivate the academicians to conduct research and improve the excellence 
of higher education institutions in Indonesia. 

In the era of globalization there is a big change in the vision of universities 
in Indonesia. They changed their visions from teaching-based universities to 
research-based universities. The best universities in Indonesia declared their 
vision as a world-class research university. To achieve their university vision as 
a world class research university, they began to encourage their lecturers to not 
only research but to publish their papers in world-class journals. They began to 
be given a pretty good financial incentive either from the government or from 
their own university. Table 1 shows examples of the various research grants 
provided by the government for conducting research.

Table 1. Number of research grants provided by the government

No Grant scheme
2013 2014 2015

Pro-
posed Funded Pro-

posed Funded Pro-
posed Funded

1 Outstanding university 
research

6026 3884 4057 2491 3961 2736

2 Competitive research 4971 3532 7558 3071 6551 4037
3 Join universities research 151 128 305 154 293 175
4 Junior lecture research 3527 2351 5159 3409 3607 1957
5 Graduate joint research 190 155 284 145 260 181
6 Basic research 1454 1074 2322 939 2094 1316
7 Doctoral dissertation 901 763 1925 971 1058 708
8 Outstanding national 

research 
136 28 197 32 157 45

9 International collaboration 
research 

243 112 298 165 335 219

10 National strategic research 1378 694 1267 441 871 444
11 Competence research 586 163 694 213 636 294
12 University and Industry 

research
87 25 99 29 57 31

13 National priority research 1092 401 836 440 602 323
14 Biomedic 2 2 5 5 5 5

Figure 1.  Types of Research Activities: Applied and Fundamental by UGM 
(1990-mid. 2017). 

Source: UGM statistics

Forth Era of 2011-currently: Globalization and World Class 
Research Universities

The globalization era started around 2011. In this era, parallel with the 
advancement of internet technology, Indonesia university competition is visible 
not only on local level but being escalated into international level to pursue world 
class university ranking. As a new stage of the development, the globalization 
era creates opportunities for higher education institutions to establish their status 
as world class universities. As one strategy, top public and private universities 
require their lecturers to pursue doctorate degree from overseas, in order to 
improve the quality of higher education institutions in Indonesia to be equal with 
the top universities in the world. To support this goal, the government, through 
the Ministry of Higher Education provides scholarships for those who are 
willingly going abroad to pursue the doctorate degree. Furthermore, to support 
the pursuit of world class university status, the universities also encourage their 
faculties to conduct research and disseminate the results in various forums other 
than regular class meeting, such as discussion forums, international conference, 
seminar, workshop, and so on, as well as to publish the research paper in a 
reputable journal. The government also strives to raise the number and quality 
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publications (Table 2) is still under its counterparts in Malaysia and Thailand. 
The number of publications is relatively low, but it is increasing for the evaluated 
period. 

Table 2. Article Citations based on Country Ranks

Rank Country
Documents Citable Documents Citations

2014 2015 2016 2014 2015 2016 2014 2015 2016

1 China 485110 448221 471472 475292 438110 458299 2216169 1383577 440673

2 India 130293 135092 138986 121129 125540 128760 463632 281588 89952

3 Japan 129797 121840 121262 121163 112922 112645 632224 349318 109674

4 South Korea 78983 79633 78660 75484 76543 75162 435634 258546 76386

5 Taiwan 41900 37558 36036 40051 35717 34039 197052 109378 32819

6 Malaysia 28337 26796 28546 27348 25832 27400 101174 61575 19024

7 Singapore 19661 19835 19992 17972 18151 18571 180260 106326 32504

8 Hong Kong 17194 16393 16938 15804 15092 15798 137994 80647 23459

9 Thailand 13542 12719 14176 12768 12053 13287 54901 33108 11331

10 Pakistan 11773 12015 13772 11218 11444 12999 52369 34974 13789

11 Indonesia 6437 7834 11470 6214 7590 11126 20281 13906 4604

12 Viet Nam 4043 4414 5563 3835 4253 5287 20336 15972 4970

13 Bangladesh 3839 3587 3995 3623 3345 3786 17029 10825 3246

14 Kazakhstan 2359 2554 3066 2314 2337 2945 3504 9429 1034

15 Philippines 2174 2441 2642 1941 2381 2460 10479 2795 2598

Source: www.scimagojr.com

Indonesia has the strength in terms of the large numbers of universities and 
lecturers. Since the publications are done by lecturers with the support of their 
universities, the numbers of universities and the lecturers are important factors 
to produce scientific publications. The overall number of universities exits in 
Indonesia as of July 2017 is 4,513 universities as shown in Table 3.

15 Science and technology 
research

32 26 45 36 411 60

16 Outstanding master and 
doctoral program

0 0 67 57 57 57

 Total 20776 13338 25118 12598 20985 12588

Source: Menristekdikti Annual Report (2015)

For example, to conduct research for doctoral student is given as much as Rp50 
million (US $ 4,000). The research incentive for young lecture is Rp5 million 
(US $ 400) and incentives for competitive research is around Rp200 million (US 
$ 16,000) for two years. Incentives for publication in Q1 international journal 
will be given as Rp100 million (US $ 8000). Ministry of Research, Technology, 
and Higher Education of the Republic Indonesia, offers 35,000,000 IDR (350 
USD) per person as publication reward, for Indonesian researchers who have 
published an article in reputable international journal.

The promotion of lecturers’ positions also begins to be associated with the 
quality of articles that can be published in reputable international journals. To 
become associate and full professors for example are required to publish at least 
one paper in Q3 international journal. 

At this time, in addition to maintaining the level of international publication 
productivity and the applied research activities, another stressing was added. 
Responding to the call from the Ministry of Research, Technology, and Higher 
Education, universities started initiatives to commercialize the research products 
for the benefits of the society at large. This decision is one side is to encourage 
the researchers to improve the relevance of research to the real problems faced 
the society, and at another side, it is intended to attract more fruitful collaboration 
with industry sectors. From the government perspective, this initiative is to 
strengthen the national innovation systems.

10.4. Changing Research Culture and Research Results

Supported by the existing policies discussed above, positive trends in 
Indonesia research are visible and include for example the increasing trends 
of research outcomes, the numbers of universities, as well as the number of 
lecturers, and the relatively substantial high budget allocations for academic 
research.

Indonesia‘s position in Asia from the point of the number of Scopus-indexed 
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Figure 2 shows rapid speed of increased public research grants in the country. 
High allocation of Indonesian budget for research is a very important factor to 
foster speed of research publications.

Figure 2. Indonesian Research Budgets. Source: Ministry of Finance

10.5. Case study: UGM

Aligned with the national policy to increase the number of research and 
publication in Indonesia, the UGM has declared to be a World Class Research 
University since 2007. The dedication as a research university is oriented to 
meet the need of the nation based on the spirit of Pancasila as the Five Principle 
of the Republic of Indonesia. The dedication also inspires various way forward 
strategies for research performance. Activities to energize research including 
increasing the level of quality and boosting the number of studies are conducted 
under the working collaboration in university and faculty levels. The university 
responses through strengthening the role of Study Centre and establishing 
Publisher and Publication Board (PPB). Meanwhile, the faculty level fulfills the 
role of strategic executor of research by fostering lecturer’s role as researchers 
in each knowledge discipline.

The Study Centers of UGM concern for the interests of the nation and 
humanity. The study centers have experts in various fields and open-up 

Table 3. Numbers of universities in Indonesia as of July 2017

Type of University
State Private Total

Universities1 122 3129 3251
Religion universities2 81 1003 1084
Other universities3 178 0 178
Total 381 4132 4513

Notes: 1Universities under the Ministry of Research, Technology, and  Higher Education; 
2Universities under the Ministry of Religion; 3Universities under another institution.

Source: Menristekdikti Forlap, 2017.

Total number of the academic staff working in private and state universities 
in Indonesia as of July 2017 is 270,419. Majority works in universities managed 
by the Ministry of Research, Technology, and Higher Education. The rest is 
affiliated in universities under the Ministry of Religion and Universities under 
another institution. Table 4 informs numbers of academic staff in Indonesia 
working in various types of university.

Table 4. Numbers of academic staff in Indonesia as of July 2017

Types of University 
State Private Total

Universities1 71661 165864 237525
Religion universities2 11969 11239 23208
Other universities3 9686 0 9686
Total 93316 177103 270419

Notes: 1Universities under the Ministry of Research, Technology, and Higher Education; 
2Universities under the Ministry of Religion; 3Universities under another institution.

Source: Menristekdikti Forlap, 2017.

In the year of 2016, Indonesian budget for spending was 2,080 trillion IDR 
(1,6 trillion USD). The Indonesian government allocated 20% of this budget 
(around 416,3 trillion IDR or 300 billion USD) to the education sector of 
which 17 trillion IDR allocated for research activities. In 2003, the Directorate 
of Higher Education of the Ministry of Education and Culture only allocated 
budget for research only for the amount of 0,15 trillion IDR (11,5 million USD). 
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3.  Incentive for Book Writing. Annually provided in two batches with an 
amount of each recipient of 15 million IDR (1,500 USD).

4.  Incentive for Book Chapter Writing. Annually provided in three batches with 
an amount of each recipient of 12 million IDR (1,200 USD).

5.  Incentive for Publishable International Journal based on Student Thesis. 
Annually provided in two batches with an amount of each recipient of 10 
million IDR (1,000 USD).

6.  Incentive for Published International Reputable Journal. Annually provided 
in two batches with an amount of each recipient up to 30 million IDR 
(3,000 USD).

Publication workshops are intended to prepare publishable papers for 
reputable journal publishers in national and international levels. The facilitators 
are productive scholars with high impactful publications in various respectable 
journals at national and also international levels. Besides, various collaboration 
with publication related institutions such as language editor, journal management, 
and journal publisher are also provided to let the scholar learn their expectation 
in the publication based business. The variety of publication workshops are in 
academic writing, proof reading, plagiarism, and publishing in a high impact 
journal.

The PPB also organizes the UGM Annual Scientific Conference (UASC) 
established annually in four essential clusters. In 2017, the first UASC is 
International Conference on Science and Technology (ICST 2017). It provides 
an ideal academic platform for researchers to present the latest research findings 
and describe emerging technologies and directions in engineering and the natural 
sciences. The second UASC is International Conference on Health Sciences 
(ICHS 2017). This conference discusses the current concept in infectious disease 
with an elaboration on emerging and re-emerging infectious diseases, tropical 
infectious disease, neglected and sexually transmitted disease, drug resistance, 
and technology related infectious disease.  The third UASC is International 
Conference on Southeast Asian Studies (ICSEAS 2017). The ICSEAS 2017 
provides an ideal academic platform for researchers to present the latest research 
findings and explores the borders of Southeast Asia as both a philosophical, 
social, cultural, geographical, political, institutional, and psychological division.  
The fourth UASC is International Conference on Tropical Agriculture (ICTA 
2017). This conference will deliver the perfect opportunity to share, discuss, 
and challenge research findings in tropical agriculture, forestry, and animal 
production, along with their socio-economic impacts.

The UGM Press is a book publisher of the UGM which has been established 

opportunities for cooperation with the institutions, both governmental and 
non-governmental. The 21 study centers in the UGM are interested in various 
nationwide application studies including population, rural and regional, 
transportation, security and peace, natural disaster, tourism, food and nutrition, 
Southeast Asian, environmental, Pancasila, women, economic and public policy, 
regional planning and development, biotechnology, economic democracy, 
marine resources and technology, cultural, Asia and Pacific, energy, world trade, 
and biological control. 

The Publisher and Publication Board (PPB) was established since February 
2015 as a merged of some publisher and publication related institution under 
the UGM. With the main responsibility to increase quality and number of 
research and publication in the UGM, the PPB provides incentives for journal 
development, incentive for publication, publication workshops, and also 
organizes UGM conference and UGM Press.

Incentive for journal development is organized to assist sustainable 
development of scientific journals established in the UGM. The variety of 
incentives are listed:

1.  Incentive for Accredited Electronic Journal. Annually provided in two 
batches with an amount of each journal publisher recipient of 15 million 
IDR (1,500 USD).

2.  Incentive for Open Directory Accessed Journal. Annually provided in two 
batches with an amount of each journal publisher recipient of 5 million IDR 
(500 USD).

3.  Incentive for Intended Electronic Journal for Scopus Indexed. Annually 
provided only in one batch with an amount of each journal publisher recipient 
of 20 million IDR (2,000 USD).

4.  Incentive for Electronic Journal Sustainability. Annually provided in two 
batches with an amount of each journal publisher recipient of 5 million IDR 
(500 USD).

Incentives are also provided to strengthening the quality and number of 
publication produced by the UGM lectures. Those incentives are listed:

1.  Incentive for Participation in an International Conference. Annually provided 
only in one batch with an at cost budget of each applicant.

2.  Incentive for Organizing an International Conference. Annually provided 
only in one batch with an amount of each recipient of 25 million IDR 
(2,500 USD).
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program, a program inviting world-class professors from various famous 
universities both at home and abroad as a visiting professor to be placed in 
different universities in Indonesia for a maximum of 6 months. The program is 
intended for lecturers/researchers, so that they can interact with renowned and 
distinguished professors. Furthermore, they can also improve their academic 
life, competence, quality and contributions for knowledge and technology 
development and strengthen the National Innovation system, in an attempt to 
optimally utilize the diversity and richness of Indonesia’s national resources 
for Indonesia citizens’ welfare, as mandated by the constitution of Republic of 
Indonesia.

10.6. Conclusions

The history of Indonesia has shaped the way academicians contribute to 
the knowledge development, particularly through research. The reformation of 
higher education system since post-independence until globalization era shifts 
the basis and driver of research from government agenda-based research towards 
international exposures and technology-based research. The research goals of 
Indonesian uni-versities were also altered from merely teaching purposes into 
pursuing the status of world class research university.

Although the research and publication activities of Indonesian universities 
are quite low, shown by the low number of Scopus-indexed publications (ranked 
11th in Asia), Indonesia has potential in terms of the numbers of universities 
and lecturers. This strength can be employed to create a good opportunity for 
Indonesia to improve research performance, as long as it is supported by other 
factors, including incentives, grants, and the opportunity for promotion, that 
can motivate academicians to do more research and publish them in reputable 
journals. Furthermore, the changing in research goals towards international 
exposures will challenge academicians, researchers, as well as educational 
administrators to shift their paradigm into more globally-focused teaching and 
research-based education. This can further become the driver for Indonesian 
universities to improve the performance with more emphasize on establishing 
acknowledged reputation in the international level, but remain rooted on local 
wisdom to strengthen the foundation of Indonesian higher education.

since 1960. Currently, this institution is managed under the PBB management. 
The UGM Press has published more than 1500 books with various titles in the 
concept of text book, reference book, easily reading book, and research report. 
Some of the book publications have been honored by the government and 
national level achievements. This contribution has strengthened commitment 
to provide a highly qualified reading materials for various loyal readers of the 
UGM Press.

The intensive efforts in university level of the UGM is also supported by 
the faculty level through policy and lecturer management. In the faculty level, 
as taken in Faculty of Economics and Business Universitas Gadjah Mada (FEB 
UGM), the dean releases a policy to foster quality and number of publication. 
The FEB UGM is a leading school of business in Indonesia accredited by The 
Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB International). 
The AACSB International is a not-for-profit membership organization that 
advances and promotes quality man-agement education worldwide. Institutions 
seeking accreditation must demonstrate a commitment to quality management 
education as assessed against strategic management, participant and assurance 
of learning standards. The accreditation process reviews an institution’s quality 
assurance practices and the effectiveness of the Faculty mission in driving 
and upholding the standards of quality enhancement. In accordance to this 
international accreditation, each lecturer of the FEB UGM is demanded to 
published paper in national and international reputable journals to maintain 
their level of performance in the institution. Workshops and assistances related 
publications are intensively conducted. Moreover, incentives are also provided 
to those who achieve and maintain the level of performances. The dean, head of 
department, and office of learning quality assurance are taking the responsibility 
to manage the atmosphere of conducting research and publication in the FEB 
UGM.     

The movement in the university and faculty levels are aligned with policy and 
practices in national level to increase Indonesia research performance.  The Law 
of Permenristekdikti No. 44/2015 declares publication requirement for students 
in Indonesia university. Master level students are required to publish their thesis 
minimally in national reputable journal, furthermore for doctorate level students 
are in international journal. The policy is intended to disseminate the findings 
widely for a purpose of knowledge development and practical applicability.

In order to accelerate the achievement of the strategic objective indicators 
of Kemristek Dikti 2015-2019, thus starting in fiscal year 2017, the Directorate 
General of Science and Technology Resource and Higher Education, Ministry 
of Research, Technology, and Higher Education initiate World Class Professor 
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UII is one of the pioneers of national higher education in Indonesia. It was 
founded a month before Indonesian independence was achieved in 1945. One of 
its founders was Mohammad Hatta — the first Vice President of Indonesia. Its 
main campus is in the northern outskirts of Yogyakarta. In 2017, the university 
has more than 800 lecturers who serve approximately 23,000 students from all 
corners of Indonesia and abroad. To support the research and learning processes, 
the university is equipped with 10 libraries, 82 laboratories and 27 research 
centres. 

11.1. Indonesian Context

Improving research culture has been in a debate among Indonesian scholars 
and policy makers since many years ago. Various policies and initiatives at 
both the national and the university levels have been formulated to stimulate 
lecturers to become active researchers and to produce high-quality publications. 
For example, the national government through the Ministry of Research, 
Technology and Higher Education has been offering competitive research grants 
to all universities. 

The research productivity of Indonesian higher education institutions 
measured by the number of Scopus indexed papers is still behind most of its 
neighbours. In responding to this challenges, the Indonesian government has 
developed policies to improve research in Indonesian universities. It implements 
system changing, inducements, capacity building and hortatory policy as part of 
its policy instruments (Sykes, Schneider, & Plank 2012).

To increase the competitiveness of Indonesian research, the government 
has prioritised the need for integrating research and higher education on 
the ministerial structure as having the utmost importance. The Indonesian 
government formerly included research policies in The Ministry of Research and 
Technology (Kemenristek), whereas higher education policies were assigned in 
The Ministry of National Education (Kemendiknas).

In 2014, these portfolios have been revitalized, as President Jokowi has 
announced a new structure in relation to research and higher education sectors. 
The Ministry of Research, Technology and Higher Education (Kemenristekdikti) 
has been formed and aimed to enhance the benefits and impacts of research 
to society (Ishanuddin, 2014). Under such new portfolios, the Indonesian 
government has developed more thorough and stronger approaches to support 
academic research. Policies are designed to pave the way for a more integrated 
research vision; these include Master Plan of National Research 2015–2045.

Another system-changing approach also partly alludes to the establishment of 
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A report by the World Bank (The Task Force on Higher Education and 
Society, 2000) indicates that the major problems faced by universities in 
developing countries include the absence of vision and the existing conditions 
of initial disadvantage. Indonesia is no exception. The former relates to the 
insufficient appreciation of the importance of universities in contributing to 
social and economic development, while the latter deals with problems of a 
poor baseline, including a supportive intellectual culture. In connection to this, 
the report asserts the following: 

„Fruitful scientific inquiry is often aided by having a suitable intellectual 
culture. And a critical mass of scholars and teachers is often required 
before higher education can thrive. Escaping this low-level trap necessarily 
requires substantial and wide-ranging improvements, rather than the all-
too-frequent patchy and incremental steps“. (The Task Force on Higher 
Education and Society, 2000, p. 94)

In general, universities in developing countries are lagging behind their counter-
parts from developed countries in terms of research performance (Altbach 2009). 
Previous studies from various contexts have documented support for the above 
claim. Among the determinants are the absence of demand in society for research 
knowledge, the lack of research skills, the lack of equipment to conduct research, 
the lack of funding, the lack of mentoring and unsupportive conditions, such as 
overwhelming teaching loads and problems in accessing the latest development 
of knowledge (Bako 2005; Lewis & Simmons 2010; Vose & Cervellini 1983). 

The intriguing question is, then, is it possible for a university from a developing 
country „to escape the low-level trap“ in research performance? Echoing the 
quote presented above, this case study shows that Universitas Islam Indonesia 
(UII) believes that with carefully designed and properly executed strategies, 
universities in such a context can contribute to the creation of useful knowledge 
to better serve society, through quality research and publication. 
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Fund, 2016). The funded studies were limited to two main key areas: (a) life, 
health and nutrition; (b) identity, diversity and culture. These grants were not 
only provided by the Indonesian government, but were also jointly supported by 
partner countries, such as the United States, the United Kingdom and Australia 
(Indonesian Science Fund, 2016). 

To enhance the impact of developing research in Indonesian universities, 
Kemenristekdikti has also developed a capacity-building approach through the 
provision of awards. These awards can be divided into two types: short term 
and long term. For short-term awards, the ministry provides a certain number 
of technical assistances, comprising trainings and workshops covering the 
field of research methodology, academic writing and other specific-outcome-
oriented topics. The programs are offered routinely to Indonesian lecturers and 
researchers from non-university institutions on an annual basis.

While short-term awards emphasise a specific outcome, long-term awards 
provide a broader and more comprehensive capacity-building result. Most of 
these awards are in the form research higher degree scholarships. The government 
offers a wide variety of scholarships from a number of ministries, with most 
offers coming from Indonesia Endowment Fund for Education (LPDP) and 
Kemenristekdikti. Lecturers who are assigned to undertake a doctoral program 
are encouraged to apply through Beasiswa Unggulan Dosen Indonesia (BUDI) 
as a scheme jointly hosted by LPDP and Kemenristekdikti.

To enhance the research quality of the Indonesian universities, the 
government also introduced a number of scaling-up policies. First, the mapping 
of Indonesian universities’ research capacity has been undertaken to portrait a 
complete picture of the nation’s research quality. The research performance is 
categorised into four clusters: (a) Mandiri (independent); (b) Utama (primary); 
(c) Madya (medium); (d) Binaan (supervised).

Each cluster represents a different level of research capacity and is assessed 
under a number of indicators, including research resources (human resources, 
institutions and facilities, and source of funding); research management; 
research output; research revenue; and research performance analysis. Table 
1 demonstrates the growth of Indonesian universities’ research capacity over 
certain periods.

the non-governmental organisation of the Indonesian Science Fund (Dana Ilmu 
Pengetahuan Indonesia – DIPI) in 2015. This institution aims to the quality of 
research in Indonesia through research-funding provision. The need to establish 
an independent science fund in Indonesia has formerly been discussed in the 
report “Creating an Indonesian Science Fund”, arguing that Indonesia should 
accelerate its research and innovation growth (Brodjonegoro & Greene 2014). It 
is also argued that the funding instruments of DIPI should be effective and have 
a distinctive approach. Brodjonegoro and Greene (2014) further asserted that 
the funding instruments of DIPI should include, but not be limited to: principal 
investigator research grants, travel grants, student fellowships, industrial 
cooperative fellowships, cooperative research awards, entrepreneurial support 
grants and grants for educational research.

In improving the quality of research in Indonesian universities, the Indonesian 
government has been fully aware that the policy on funding provision plays 
a vital role in determining the outcome. The statistics from the World Bank 
in 2014 demonstrated that Indonesian research and development expenditure 
comprised 0.09% of its gross domestic product (GDP), making it much lower 
than the world average (2.127%) and that of neighbouring countries, such as 
Singapore, Malaysia and Thailand (UNESCO Institute for Statistics 2014). 

In general, the commitment to improve the quality of research has been 
primarily commenced since the early of 2000s. The fourth amendment of The 
1945 Constitution of the Republic of Indonesia in 2002 has overtly stated the 
obligation of the Indonesian government to provide a budget for education 
comprising at least 20% of the state budget and of the regional budgets, as 
mentioned in Article 31 (4). The amendment is in part attributable to the stronger 
awareness of the Indonesian government to improve the quality of national 
education, and in turn, to enhance research and development performance.

As such, the Indonesian government, on a number of occasions, has expressed 
its concerns on the importance to increase research funding. During 2014–2016, 
the expenditure on research increased considerably to 0.2% from the GDP 
(Saroh 2017). The increase, however, still requires a larger contribution from the 
private sectors, as in 2014, 80% of the total expenditure was largely supported 
from governmental funding (Rayanti 2019).

The increase in the research and development expenditure during 2014–2016 
can be seen through the rise of funding provisions on research grants from a 
number of governmental and non-governmental bodies. DIPI, for example, 
since its establishment in 2015, has offered competitive research grants for 
as much as IDR 1.5 billion (around USD 112,500) per proposal per year and 
can be extended to a maximum of three consecutive years (Indonesian Science 
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specifically for research activities. The administration simplification has enabled 
researchers to access block grants and to prepare acquittal reports on the basis 
of the research output.

11.2. Universitas Islam Indonesia case

This section summarises how UII reacted to the changing environment and 
research culture in Indonesia. The focus is on strategies-in-practice to cultivate 
research culture, which emerge from department, university and national levels. 
These are: 
 1. Formulating a clear vision for research
 2. Developing a collective/institutional research roadmap
 3. Improving research capacity
 4. Allocating internal research funds
 5. Designing an encouraging incentive scheme
 6. Increasing international exposure and linkage of researchers

First, formulating a clear vision for research is very important, as this will lead 
to a set of derived operational initiatives. The discussion about the aspiration of 
becoming a research university in 2038 was opened up to all the organisational 
members, and is finally documented in the university strategic plan 2008, which 
also consists of a stage-wise scenario. Translating the aspiration into an action 
plan is another chal-lenge.  Only until recently the ladder steps towards that 
aspiration were translated into executable policies.  One of our informants, the 
former Head of Board for Academic Affairs, asserted the following:

„The most important in setting up a scenario towards a research university 
is not the final official document itself. Instead, the collective process to 
create it is most determining, as it is a part of developing collectiveness 
awareness of the importance of becoming a research university“. 

Second, developing a collective/institutional research roadmap is critical in 
orchestrating research efforts at the institutional level. Equally important is to 
set a common ground that stimulates interdisciplinary research. The research 
roadmap, in this context, could be considered „a political document“ that 
accommodates a variety of research interest and considers the national research 
agenda as a reference. A large team consisting of researchers6 from almost all 

6  Terms “researchers” and “lecturers” will be used interchangeably throughout the paper.

Table 1. Clusters of Indonesian Universities’ Research Capacity

No. Period Clusters (number of universities) 
Mandiri Utama Madya Binaan Total

1. 2007–2009 10 22 71 291 394
2. 2010–2012 14 36 79 772 901
3. 2013–2015 25 73 160 1,219 1,447

Source: Direktorat Jenderal Penguatan Riset dan Pengembangan 2016

The Indonesian government has also introduced the National Research 
Agenda (Agenda Riset Nasional – ARN) as the main reference for the research 
development. The document was prepared by the National Research Council 
(Dewan Riset Nasional – DRN), a non-structural institution established by the 
Indonesian government to explore the thoughts and views from all stakeholders 
on science and technology development in Indonesia.

The ARN has eight focus areas of research: food and agriculture, energy, 
transportation, information technology and communication, defence and 
security, health and medicine, advanced material and social humanities (Dewan 
Riset Nasional, 2016). These focus areas are designed as the key guidance for 
research agendas in universities and research institutions. The Master Plan 
of National Research 2015–2045, for example, has been arranged to comply 
with the ARN. In monitoring the implementation of research focus areas in 
local regions, local governments are encouraged to establish regional research 
councils (Dewan Riset Daerah – DRD).

To scale up the awareness of research quality, the promotion of raising the 
research impacts for the benefits of industry is also important. As the World 
Economic Forum’s global competitiveness index 2016–2017 ranked Indonesia 
in the 41th among others, the government has committed to urge the research 
process to contribute towards creating an innovation-driven economy (Schwab 
2017). Synergy between universities and industries have been achieved through 
some activities, such as Inventor, Innovator, Investor Collaboration to ensure 
that the studies are market-driven.

The government also implements administration simplification on research 
grant acquittal reports. Previously, government-funded research acquittal 
reports were ruled under the strict regulation of the state budget expenditures. 
The regulation had been somewhat of an obstacle for Indonesian universities’ 
researchers, as the terms and conditions for procurement were not designed 
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as Malaysia. Salary increases must undergo a long administrative process and 
complicated decision-making process, as they affect all researchers regardless 
of their performance. A more rational choice is to design a merit–based incentive 
scheme.

Before 2014, various schemes were developed at the department or the 
faculty level depending upon their financial capacity. This creates problems that 
the leveraging process cannot be guaranteed affect all the departments. Hence, 
in 2014 a university-wide incentive scheme was established. This scheme 
includes financial support for manuscript copyediting, attending international 
conferences and incen-tives for international publications (e.g. journal papers, 
conference papers and book chapters). One of our informants metaphorically 
described the following:

„We need a certain level of the humidity of media to enable sprouts to 
spring up and grow. An incentive scheme is one of our efforts to maintain 
the level of academic humidity“. 

Stories of informants from the field confirm our belief that the introduction 
of the incentive scheme is influential in stimulating research endeavours and in 
mobilizing the publication activities. 

The sixth strategy is increasing international exposure and linkage of 
researchers. Real problems in today’s world are complex and need a broader 
perspective to solve them. In many cases, indigenous problems can go 
unnoticed by indigenous researchers. Hence, collaborative international 
research is important to include these sharper analytical perspectives. In so 
doing, the university encourages their lecturers to build linkages with reputable 
international universities and organisations by pursuing graduate studies, 
participating in international conferences and setting up joint-activities (e.g. 
conferences, research, publications). One of the informants told us that a certain 
level of baseline exposure is needed to open further collaborative activities:

„The young generation of faculty members generally has better 
international exposure. Many of them are educated abroad. They are 
ready for international collaboration“.

The results are visible - data from Scopus indicate that the university 
researchers have collaborated with their colleagues from more than 100 
international universities.

departments was assigned to develop the roadmap. The team also absorbed 
aspirations from „the grass root“, before the official document was finally agreed 
upon. The Vice Rector for Academic Affairs stated:

„The research initiatives were laissez-faire, no leadership. The existence 
of an institutional research roadmap also makes the internal researchers 
aware of the national research agenda, as the roadmap is well connected 
to it“. 

The third strategy is improving research capacity. Research and writing 
skills are important in fostering research culture. Several programs have been 
conducted at both the program study and the university levels. These include 
a series of research methodologies and writing workshops and tandem writing 
involving senior and junior faculty members. The Directorate of Research and 
Community Services regularly conducts technical assistance in developing 
research proposals being sent to the Ministry of Research, Technology and 
Higher Education. Altogether, these efforts are expected to equip the university 
researchers with the capabilities to compete at the national level. 

Teaching burdens are part of the academic game at the university in Indonesia 
as a private one that is self-financed and relies on students for most of its income; 
thus, cutting the number of students in many cases is not a wise decision. The 
university maintains an acceptable lecture-student ratio as a trade-off. One of 
our informants said, “If somebody says, ‘I am busy’, everybody is. What we 
can do now is deal with the ‘business’”. Hence, for example, to cope with this 
problem, some departments even carry out a “writing day” every week or a 
periodic “writing boot camp”.  

Fourth, allocating internal research funds is critical to sustain the research 
activities. Every year the university allocates sufficient research funds to be 
accessed competitively by all the lecturers. This is specially designed for junior 
faculty members and to foster international collaborations. Various schemes are 
available with different focuses and grant package amounts. For some schemes, 
the research proposals submitted to be funded internally should have been 
submitted for external funding, but had the “bad luck” of being declined. After 
being revised, the proposals then go through another internal review process. 
This subtle, but important, “trick” has helped the university to encourage 
researchers to apply for external research funding. 

The fifth strategy is designing an encouraging incentive scheme. It is 
public knowledge that the salaries of Indonesian researchers at universities are 
generally low compared to their colleagues in the neighbouring countries, such 



132 133

The specific challenge is the fact that there is no single agreed upon 
conceptualisation of research impact. Many studies mainly use the number of 
publications (Vieira & Gomes 2010) and citations (Benavent-Pérez, Gorraiz, 
Gumpenberger & de Moya-Anegón 2012; Manganote, Araujo, & Schulz 2014; 
Vieira & Gomes 2010) as the indicator of research impact. Although these 
indicators may be effective for comparison, this approach may be criticised, as 
to some extent, it neglects the context specificity of the university or the country. 
Solving local or national problems through engaged research activities may be 
more important that publishing the results. 

There is also a need to solve the problems of teaching versus research loads. 
In the Indonesian context, generally, lecturers have limited, or no, opportunity 
to opt into either teaching or research positions. Together with the community 
service obligation, these two are included into a package called “tri dharma” 
(three mission), which should be carried out by every lecturer and becomes the 
main assessment component for tenure positions. In many contexts, teaching 
burdens are considered the factors hindering the lecturers from conducting quality 
research (Bako 2005; Lewis & Simmons 2010). Our study indicates similar 
findings. Hence, finding a sustainable solution for this problem is important. 
To the best of our knowledge, there is no prescriptive solution available in the 
extant literature. Conducting regular joint-writing boot camps and writing days 
on a weekly basis may be among the alternatives. 

11.4. Conclusions

This chapter delivered the case study, showing how UII tries to respond to 
changing research culture in Indonesia (and worldwide). The text highlighted 
main measures adopted by the University. The most important value added 
from this case is the definition of main challenges, determining the success of 
adaptation process. The focus on international co-operation and inter-sectoral 
co-operation represent elements with high potential, not only on institutional, 
but also national level.

11.3. Core Challenges

We have presented several insights from the strategies-in-practice executed 
at an Indonesian private university. Although the presented strategies worked 
well, we identified several challenges that still need to be overcome. 

The first challenge is creating international collaborative publications. While 
we found that at the university under study, the proportion of collaborative 
publications tends to increase, but this is not the case for Indonesia in general. 
In this regard, Indonesia is an intriguing case of collaborative publication. 
Data from Scopus (through https://www.scimagojr.com), indicate that in 
2007, a decade ago, the proportion of collaborative publications of Indonesian 
researchers accounted for 69.48% of the total publications indexed, but in 2016, 
the proportion decreased significantly to 29.08%. At the same time, the citations 
also decrease from around 19,000 (2007) to less than 3,000 (2016). To some 
extent, we may conclude the existence of collaborative publications. A more 
systematic study is needed to unveil the determinants of the observed decrease, 
although the global tendency indicates the opposite trend. 

The second challenge that emerges from the field is fostering collaborative 
research with industries. This is among the classical problems in the Indonesian 
context, although the trend of the university-industry collaboration seems to 
be promising. The Ministry of Research, Technology and Higher Education 
encourages Indonesian university researchers through a specialised research 
grant scheme. A study conducted by Indarti and Wahid (2013) found three 
serious problems that need to be taken into account in this regard. The first is 
the problem of sustainability. The authors found that many university–industry 
collaborative researches are unsustainable and framed with short-term goals. 
Without sustainability, a fruitful collaboration cannot be fostered (Lee, 2000). 
Although firms perceived that joint research was relevant to their competences, 
university-based researchers do not adequately involve their industry partners. 
This led to the problem of involvement, the second problem. Good involvement 
through personal interaction is required to build trust between both parties. 
Trust is a crucial condition in collaboration, which is characterised by a high 
level of uncertainty of results (Schartinger, Rammer, Fischer, & Fröhlich, 
2002). The study by Indarti and Wahid (2013) also found that the industry is 
not satisfied with the results of the research, which leads to the problem of 
quality and relevance. This problem may be due to the failure of university-
based researchers to identify the real problems faced by industry. Ensuring the 
relevance of the research to industry is vital to strengthen university–industry 
collaboration (D’Este & Patel, 2007).
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The performance of the institutions of higher education is constituted by 
various research outcomes, like: publications, research projects, organized 
conferences, work-shops or seminars, and others. However, Kulczycki et 
al. (2017) notice that contrary to the concept of performance, the concept of 
“excellence in research” indicates that only some parts of the performance are 
desirable. In fact, it is the excellence that should be rewarded in the opinion of 
most researchers and stakeholders, despite re-maining difficulties in defining 
and quantifying such “excellence” (Arthur, 2015; Sunkel, 2015). Hence, not all 
the collected data are necessary to achieve the main goal of the system, namely 
the categorization of scientific units in terms of their research performance. 
According to the research made by Kudła et al. (2016), the correlation and 
regression results indicated that public universities that have received higher 
scores for teaching quality simultaneously have higher average scientific 
categories. The findings of Kulczycki et al. (2017) highlight the fact that there 
is a high correlation between performance in terms of publications and the 
scientific potential of a given research unit. Hence, their recommendation is to 
transit from a system, in which the scientific units report all their metrics, to a 
system based only on the most important metrics that meet the requirements of 
excellence in research.

The goal of this chapter is to describe and evaluate two main elements of the 
university research evaluation system in Poland – the comprehensive assessment 
of scientific units and the national system of journal ranking.

12.1. Comprehensive Assessment of Scientific Units in Poland

The Polish performance-based research funding system, which is called the 
“Comprehensive Evaluation of Scientific Units” (Ocena parametryczna jednostek 
naukowych), is characterized by high degree of complexity. It incorporates 
several aspects: the publication counting system, the Polish journal ranking, and 
translating the assessment criteria into the points system. The model applies to 
all types of research institutions, which are assessed through the same criteria, 
however, with differentiated weights in relation to particular groups of sciences. 
In the past years, the criteria of evaluation have brought many discussions, and 
controversies. This criticism is mainly due to the fact that one and the same 
system is used for all groups of sciences, which makes it difficult to keep the 
balance between ‘soft sciences’ and ‘hard sciences’. However, different weighs 
of criteria are adopted to account for the different types of research institutions 
and to keep a balance between the groups of sciences. It is worth to note that 
the basis of differentiation was reached through an independent decision of 
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Enhancing research excellence requires that scientific unit stimulate 
research activity and productivity among their researchers, in order to make a 
contribution to social and economic advancement. Although modern science 
requires significant technological and infrastructural resources, the essential 
elements of success rest with the capabilities of the human capital using such 
resources, which make the social and organizational environment of scientific 
research an important driver for the effectiveness of scientific researchers (Ryan 
and Berbegal-Mirabent 2016). 

Traditionally, most of the reports on higher education institutions in Poland 
have been performed at the aggregated level, and only recently the problem of 
the collection of micro data was raised, enabling evaluation of the performance 
of individual institutions and researchers. This was accompanied by a debate 
on the quality of research and the necessary reforms of Higher Education 
System (HES) in Poland, which basic features are defined for example by 
Wolszczak-Derlacz and Parteka (2010). These are the prevailing private nature 
of universities in Poland, as there are almost three times more private HEIs 
than public ones, but the private sector is composed of smaller units, focused 
mainly on teaching (yet more students study in the public system). The division 
into: universities (mostly social sciences), technical universities (engineering 
sciences), and special purpose units such as: medical universities (which in 
Poland form separate higher education institutions), academies of arts, maritime 
schools, academies of sport etc. The biggest share of teaching related funds 
(mainly from the government in case of public universities) in the structure of 
revenues in Polish HEIs. The governance structure of Polish HEIs dependent on 
internal forces and largely independent from the external environment, which 
implies a large degree of autonomy of a single HEI, but also not allowing to 
appoint external expert to govern the institution. The extremely uncompetitive 
remuneration schemes, resulting in scientists’ search for additional jobs outside 
universities, and less time for research activity.
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the A+ category, receive much greater financing, 150% of that allocated to the A 
category. Scientific units with the B category receive 70% of the funds allocated 
to the A category units and those with C category only 40% and only for half a 
year. The evaluation procedure for 2013-16 period is still ongoing. In the last 
assessment for the period 2009–2012 made in 2013 a total of37 scientific units 
obtained the highest category A+, 308 units obtained Category A, 541 units 
obtained Category B, and 77 Category C (Kulczycki et al. 2017).

The evaluation parameters were grouped in four assessment metrics (criteria), 
developed by the Committee for Evaluation of Scientific Units, and applied in 
all the groups of sciences and types of scientific units:

•  M1: Scientific and creative achievements (weight 65), taking into account 
such elements, like: 
─ Monographs (max. 25 points, 50 for „excellent monograph”),
─  Chapters in monographs (max. 5 points, 10 for „excellent monograph”),
─  Publications in scientific journals (detailed presentation is provided in 

next section).
 The number of publications that a scientific unit can submit for evaluation is 
limited by two rules: 
a)  the formula 3N – 2N0, where N is the arithmetic mean of the number of 

academic staff members who work in a given scientific unit during the 
period under review, while N0 is the number of academic staff members 
who were not authors of any publication during the period in question. 

b)  the limit on the number of monographs that a scientific unit can submit 
for evaluation: for two groups, sciences and engineering (SE) and life 
sciences (LS), the limit is 10% of all submitted publications, and for 
the social sciences and humanities (SSH) and art sciences and artistic 
production (ASP) groups the limit is 40%.

•  M2: Scientific potential (scientific strength) (weight 15), taking into 
account such elements, like:
─  The authorisation to confer postdoctoral degree – 70 points for each 

entitlement (one scientific discipline),
─  The authorisation to confer doctoral degree – 30 points for each entitlement 

(one scientific discipline),
─  Habilitation degree obtained by an employee of a research unit or obtained 

in a scientific unit by a person outside the unit – 7 points,
─  PhD degree obtained by an employee of a research unit or obtained in a 

scientific unit by a person outside the unit – 2 points,

the ministerial committee, and the scholarly community was not consulted 
(Kulczycki 2017). 

The legal basis for comprehensive assessment of scientific units in Poland 
is provided by Regulation of the Minister of Science and Higher Education 
(2015). The body responsible for this evaluation is the advisory group for the 
Ministry, namely the Committee for Evaluation of Scientific Units. The main 
task of the Committee is to draw out the project of parameters and criteria for 
comprehensive evaluation of scientific units and to perform such evaluation not 
less frequently than every four years. The assessment of research unit is realised 
in the following stages:

1.  Assignment to particular area of science. The evaluation of these 
concerned four groups of sciences: social sciences and humanities (SSH), 
sciences and engineering (SE), life sciences (LS) and art sciences and 
artistic production (ASP).

2.  Rating activity in the 4 past years (actually years 2013 – 2016) according 
to the criteria characterizing a given group of sciences.

3.  The award of the scientific category by the Ministry of Science and Higher 
Education 

4. Possibility of appeal.

The main objective of the assessment system in Poland is to strengthen 
scientific performance through funding distribution to scientific units according 
to their scientific category, based on prior research performance. In the process 
of evaluation, the given scientific unit obtains a specified number of the points, 
so research output is translated into ‘the points’. However, the points do not 
correspond directly to the amount of funding for the research unit, as it takes 
place for example in the Czech system, in which the points represent the Czech 
crowns (Good et al. 2015). In Poland, the Comprehensive Assessment of 
Scientific Units in Poland results in their assignment to one of four scientific 
categories:

• Category A +: leading level in the country,
• Category A: very good level,
•  Category B: the level acceptable with the recommendation to strengthen 

the scientific activity,
• Category C: Unsatisfactory level.

The amount of financial allocation for the specific research unit depends 
not on the number of obtained points in the Comprehensive Assessment of 
Scientific Units, but on the assigned scientific category. The best scientific units, 
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As any evaluation system, the Polish Comprehensive Assessment of Scientific 
Units has its pros and cons. The study delivered by Kulczycki (2017)presents 
the compilation of the strengths and weaknesses of it (Table 1).

Table 1.  The strengths and weaknesses of the Polish Comprehensive 
Assessment of Scientific Units

Strengths Weaknesses
•  There is one system for all types of re-

search institutions.
•  The system provides a mechanism for 

keeping the balance between different 
disciplines and groups of sciences (the 
weight of criteria).

•  There is a meritocratic solution, which 
means that the allocation is based on 
the scientific units’ performance. 

•  The model is publication based, which 
generates a more transparent evaluation 
and which is more reliable than evalu-
ation based on the peer review.

•  The units of analysis may be heteroge-
neous as all types of research institutions 
are evaluated. 

•  The system provides the stimulus for 
improvement of the individuals’ as well 
as scientific units’ performances.

•  The system encourages building explicit 
research strategies of scientific units. 

•  The system yields lower implemen-
tation costs than the peer-review-based 
models. 

•  The system enables to measure the 
pro-ductivity level and link it with the 
funding level. 

•  The system makes it possible to gather 
information about the performance and 
the activities of scientific units on the 
national level.

•  The system differentiates the channels 
of scholarly communication and thus 
ignores the publishing patterns and 
the differences between the various 
disciplines.

•  The system favors publications in 
the socalled congress languages 
(especially English) which undermines 
the evaluation of publications in the 
humanities (where most of the works 
are written in Polish).

•  The mechanical system based on the 
number of publications may lead 
to the diminishment of outstanding 
contribution value so that many articles 
in lower impact factor journals may 
become more valuable than one paper 
in a very prestigious journal.

•  The system brings results in a lack of 
a proper database that would cover all 
publications (the data quality should 
guarantee an accurate and reliable 
evaluation).

•  The system may discourage innovative 
research and encourage publishing 
many articles with similar findings.

•  The system does not promote conducting 
long-term research.

•  There is no correlation between the 
teaching and the research, which brings 
about lower priority of teaching.

•  The rules of evaluating scientific units 
are translated to the rules of evaluating 
individual researchers.

Source: Kulczycki (2017)

─  The professional activities of scientific staff, e.g. memberships in 
international scientific organizations and on journal editorial boards 
and expert panel, and the mobility of researchers: min. 3 months stay in 
foreign university noted in Academic Ranking of World Universities – 
5 points.

•  M3: The practical (material) effects of scientific and artistic research 
(weight 5), taking into account such elements, like:
─  Financial resources gained as a result of implemented projects – 1 point 

for 100 000 PLN (around EUR 23490),
─  The funds earned from the commercialization of the results of R&D 

activity:
 o  New technologies, methods, materials, know-how, software, products, 

systems and services developed to entities other than the assessed 
research unit, on the basis of agreements concluded with the entity – 
1 point for 50 000 PLN (around EUR 11745),

 o  The funds earned from the commercialization of the results of research 
or development, or the know-how associated with these results – 
1 point for 50 000 PLN (around EUR 11745),

 o  Expertise and scientific studies designed to entities other than 
the assessed research unit – 1 point for 50 000 PLN (around 
EUR 11745).

•  M4: Other effects of scientific and artistic activity (weight 15), taking into 
account such elements, like:
─  Evaluation of the significance of scientific unit activities for the 

development of science on an international scale and the increase in 
innovation on the national scale (0-50 points), including:

 o  publications, monographs and scientific databases and artistic activities 
of particular importance for the development of science,

 o  documented applications of the results of scientific research and 
development of high public interest,

─  Achievements indicating high international position of the scientific unit 
(0-50 points), including:

 o  participation in international projects involving research and 
development work,

 o  organization or co-organization international of conferences (symposia, 
congresses, workshops).
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ministerial B list is of key importance for Polish scholars and scientific units, 
as on the remaining parts of the list, less than 300 Polish journals are indexed 
(Kuczycki 2017).

12.3. Networks

As universities’ degree of scientific openness towards other academic 
institutions is becoming more and more visible over time, teams of scientific 
personnel are replacing independent researchers, and R&D laboratories 
are replacing independent inventors (Adams et al. 2005). Networking 
and cooperation in science are in fact reflecting the changes in the research 
production function, as academic collaborations improve the effectiveness of 
research, just as specialization improves general productive efficiency (Aldieria 
et al. 2017). Building up networks helps to stimulate strong cooperation between 
different researchers that is needed to serve the trans-boundary research and to 
explore scientific questions at the intersection of different fields of science. This 
helps to reach a critical mass of people, knowledge and investment, facilitating 
breakthrough research activities. According to the concept of economic 
networks, pooling resources and external resource mobilization contribute to 
the innovative capabilities of organizations, by exposing them to novel sources 
of ideas, enabling fast access to resources, and enhancing the transfer of 
knowledge, which results in major network externalities and scale and scope 
economies (Kowalski 2018). This is evidenced by the results of survey research 
(Kowalski 2016), according to which the most common type of additionality 
experienced by all research infrastructures users is network additionality (98% 
of all users), and the most common type of added value is resulting from the 
possibilities of networking with other scientists (95%). 

One of Polish key network supporting national and international collaboration 
between scientists, publishers of scientific journals and scientific entities 
is Index Copernicus International (ICI), which is composed of the specific 
sections: ICI Scientist, ICI Journal Master List, ICI Publishers Panel, ICI 
Publishing, ICI Science Evaluation: For networking, ICI Scientist is of great 
importance, as it is a global website that aim to enable scientific cooperation. 
It provides the scientists from around the world and different fields of science 
with the opportunity to present their portfolio, as well as to generate other 
researchers scientific profile and evaluate their scientific output based on 
complex, multiparametric and patent protected algorithms. When searching for 
potential cooperation partners in related fields, an automatically generated list 
may be displayed, with information for every scientist that lists information on 

12.2. Journal Rankings

The Polish model of Comprehensive Assessment of Scientific Units is 
very much publication based, which generates a more transparent evaluation, 
and it yields lower implementation costs than the peer-review-based models 
(Kulczycki, 2017). Poland, similarly to several countries, such as Australia, 
Brazil, France or Italy, developed national journal rankings, in which all the 
disciplines are represented (Ferrara, Bonaccorsi, 2016; Haddow, Genoni, 2010; 
Vanclay, 2011). These rankings indicate, which publications are taken into 
account in a national evaluation. Polish ranking of scientific journals is called 
the Polish Journal Ranking, the so-called “ministerial list of journals”, which 
is prepared annually by the Specialist Team for the Evaluation of Scientific 
Journals.

The ranking consists of following sub-lists:
 1.  The A list (more than 11,000 journals), which includes journals listed 

in the Journal Citation Reports (JCR); the rank-normalised the five-year 
impact factor is translated into the number of points (15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 
40, 45, and 50), depending on the 5-year impact factor values in the JCR 
subject category. The normalization is provided separately for each subject 
category in the JCR, so two journals with different impact factor (IF) can 
be assigned the same number of points.

 2.  The B list (more than 2,000 journals), which consists of Polish journals. 
There are 13 criteria, out of which 12 are formal (like the number of 
authors and reviewers from foreign institutions, the number of articles per 
year) and one is bibliometric (the predicted impact factor). The number of 
points (from 1 to 10) depends on how many criteria are fulfilled.

 3.  The C list (more than 4,000 journals): only journals indexed in the 
European Reference Index for the Humanities (ERIH). These could be the 
National category (10 points), International 2 category (12 points), and 
International 1 category (14 points).

Even though the parameterization is based on an assumption of the 
comparable measurement, Polish system still faces a big challenge with 
assessing publications. Hence, the structure of the ministerial list has been 
widely discussed. The model makes it possible to compare publications from 
different research areas, but there is no single comprehensive data source for 
all publications, especially in the social sciences and humanities (SSH). The 
problem with a coverage degree of the SSH in the Web of Science (WoS), the 
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high level experts who could refer in their assessment to highest achievements 
in world science. Lack of such high competencies in Polish academia results 
in inadequate understanding what is high quality research among young Polish 
scholars and their wrong decisions regarding career path. Another downside is 
direction of substantial public funding for unimportant and unusable research 
in terms of quality of scientific research. Effective search and promotion of 
original research with high cognitive and application value is not possible 
without competent experts with internationally recognized achievements.

12.5. Detailing the Impact of Research: Economic Sciences

In economic sciences based on Warsaw School of Economics’ (SGH) practice, 
the below criteria serve for detailing the impact of research. The listed criteria 
reflect recent changes in approach to assessing the impact of research. Example 
here is EBSCO, leading provider of research databases and e-journals, that 
recognized the rapid changes in digitalized world and introduced new method 
of assessing scientific research. The new method uses altmetric indicators 
based on artefacts – any type of scientific work. The artefacts comprise of: 
articles, blog posts, book chapters, books, case studies, conference materials, 
data bases, grants, interviews, letters, media, patents, presentations, scientific 
works/dissertations, videos, websites (Plum Analytics EBSCO). Recently, the 
following elements gain in importance: 

─  Grants: leadership or participation in foreign research projects is valued most, 
especially EU funded projects; being the leader of international research 
project, 

─  Participation in research projects, especially international research projects,
─  Practical work for business sector,
─  Expertise for recognized external organizations such as the European 

Commission
─  Carrying out of reviews,
─  Supervision of PhD students,
─  Membership in scientific journals editorial boards,
─  Participation in conferences, especially foreign/international ones, also non-

academic conferences
─  Invitation as key note speaker to international scientific and non-academic 

conferences
─  Study trips, fellowships at foreign institutions, teaching trips, academic 

training,

potential co-workers for scientific research implementation, new publications in 
particular scientific field, as well as information on available grants, organised 
meetings and scientific conferences. The platform enables also to locate available 
scientific equipment essential for conducting particular research. Currently, there 
are around 300 thousand profiles of scientists in ICI Scientists, which makes it 
a great tool for global cooperation in the formulation of scientific information 
and social portal7.

12.4. Detailing the Impact of Research

Before the discussion of the ways detailing the impact of research, short 
summary of key difficulties of Polish science are provided, with recommendations 
for reforms in the area of scientific research proposed by Polish experts and 
scientists themselves. Globalization has challenged academia and research with 
increased competition. Polish science, especially in socio-economic sciences, 
has faced a problem of becoming peripheral and marginalized. As a result 
Polish academics as well as authorities have been trying to reform the higher 
education so that it would produce more high quality research. One of the aspects 
contributing to quality research is international presence and cooperation. 
Therefore, intensification of Polish science’s presence in the world should be 
carried out through stronger internationalization of Polish scientific research 
(Kwiek 2015, p. 366).

The discussed reforms, based on Kwiek (2015) and Gorzelak (2017), should 
focus on the change of attitudes of researchers (how scientists work, what they 
think about their scientific research). Reforms in Poland aim at concentrating 
on international cooperation in scientific research at the best universities in 
the country; the reforms should change the behaviour of researchers so they 
publish in journals having international exposure. The should support increased 
mobility of researchers: attending big international conferences, small 
international seminars; conducting international research projects funded from 
national, bilateral and EU funds; study in a place which is not their birth place, 
work in a country where they did not obtain their degree (government should 
provide financial possibilities for researchers to become more international). 
And finally, they should also support the developing of the network of high level 
international experts. In situation, whenpeer review is key factor in evaluation 
of scientific research, in Poland, in many areas of research, there is a lack of 

7   Website of Index Copernicus International (ICI), http://indexcopernicus.com/ 
[accessed: 24 August 2017].
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This chapter delivers case study on how university research is assessed in 
Slovakia. Two elements are discussed – assessing research by the National 
Accreditation Authority and performance – research results – based allocation 
of public resources to universities. Both schemes are really important for 
higher education institutions. The first decides about the right to deliver study 
programmes. The second, because the research results are directly connected 
with the amount of state grants allocated to schools and with accreditation 
granting the right to deliver study programmes.

13.1. Assessing Research by the Accreditation Authority

In Slovakia all accredited higher education institutions undergo a regular 
accreditation process at national level. Accreditation process is carried out by the 
accreditation agency (Accreditation Commission), which is an advisory body of 
the Ministry of Education, Science, Research and Sport of the Slovak Republic. 
Accreditation is carried out periodically (every 6 years) at the institutional 
level (university and faculty levels) and there is also accreditation process of 
individual study programmes taking place. Common principles of accreditation 
are translated into accreditation criteria, which are specified for individual fields 
of research. Following attributes of research are evaluated: 
─ Research outcomes;  
─ Research environment;  
─ Estimation of the research results.  

The Accreditation Commission assesses the performance for past 6 calendar 
years ending in the year preceding the year of the submission of the accreditation 
documents. If the institution/faculty has existed for less than 6 years, the whole 
period of its existence is considered in the assessment, but only universities 
and faculties, which have existed for more than 4 years enter the accreditation 

─  Participation in projects carried out at external institutions,
─  Publications – articles published at renown foreign journals with high Impact 

Factor; books or book chapters especially published by recognized publishers 
such as Springer or Routledge; conference papers; working papers,

─  H-index (publish or Perish, PoP),
─  Number of years since the last indexed publication (PoP),
─  Citation number (PoP),
─  Number of points obtained according to the Polish Ministry of Higher 

Education’s journal ranking,
─  Updated profile on the Warsaw School of Economic’s website,
─  Running own blog or own website,
─  Having a profile and posting publications at Academia.com or Research Gate 

or other repositories,
─ Having a profile and posting publications on www.ssrn.com.

New measurement criteria introduced in 2017 for all science groups is “effects 
of implementation and application” on the market, where application does not 
have to have financial dimension while patent applications stopped being taken 
into account.  It is important to note that due to the focus on measuring research 
achievements (and lack of measurement of teaching quality) the academic 
teachers in Poland do not have incentive to improve their teaching skills which 
results in poor quality of education (Ziabicki 2017).

12.6. Conclusions

This chapter introduced selected elements from the Polish system of evaluation 
of research performance on the university level. Poland uses performance based 
financing to allocate governmental resources to higher education sector. The core 
tool for this process is the Polish Comprehensive Assessment of Scientific Units 
– and any of such systems, this scheme has its pros and cons. Its limits should be 
addressed in future, to prevent the creation of non-intentional inequalities within 
the university sector. Another tool is the ranking of journals - its parameterization 
is based on an assumption of the comparable measurement, but in reality of 
practice this Polish system still faces a big challenge with assessing publications 
and the structure of the ministerial list has been widely discussed.
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─  Financial resources (grants) received from research projects implemented 
during the assessed period (1/6 weight) – assessed on the basis of the list of 
research grants (domestic or foreign acquired during the assessed period; 

─  Quality of the research infrastructure (e.g. equipment, library, computers) 
(1/6 weight). 

The assessment of the attribute of the estimation of research results is based on: 

─  Number of citations of 10 per cent of most cited academic employees of the 
faculty (based on the WoS, or other relevant database) 

─  Awards obtained by academic employees, or their students from external 
domestic and foreign institutions, invited presentations at academic 
conferences, memberships in national or international research committees 
or boards, memberships in editorial boards, or other forms of high recognition 
of the research performance. 

The assessment underlying the result of the accreditation process is 
carried out by the Task Force in the specific field of academic research, which 
prepares the proposal on the accreditation result, which then is approved by the 
Accreditation Commission. Based on the submitted documents, faculties are 
ranked in individual categories. In case of the attribute of research outcomes 
and the attribute of estimation of research results, following ranking categories 
are considered: 

─ Category A – top international quality  
─ Category B – internationally respected quality  
─ Category C – nationally respected quality  
─  Category D – quality that is not accepted at national level, or activities not 

complying with the criteria for the research evaluation in a particular field.  

In case of the attribute of the research environment, the rankings are the 
following: 
─ Category A – top quality in the Slovak Republic  
─ Category B – outstanding quality in the Slovak Republic  
─ Category C – average quality in the Slovak Republic  
─  Category D – substandard quality in the Slovak Republic.The assessment of 

the quality of research activities is determined by the quality assessment of 
individual attributes as explained above and is calculated as their weighted 
average. However, attribute of research outcomes has at least 55 per cent 

process. If a new entity was created by the merger of faculties, the assessment 
considers new faculty as if it existed at the beginning of the accreditation period. 
Also, faculties, which ceased to exist, are assessed as if they existed at least for 
4 years of the assessed period. 

In the course of the preparation of the accreditation documents HEIs are to 
classify particular academic employees according to their field of research. HEIs 
have to submit for each faculty a number of research outcomes, these outcomes 
are to be submitted for at least one third of average number of their academic 
employees before 31st December of each year for which the assessment is 
carried out. In case of full professors, HEIs have to submit research outcomes 
for up to average number of professors in a given field of research. Publications 
have to:

─  Be achieved during the assessed period; 
─  Author, or one of the authors, was employed at the faculty at the time, when 

the publication was published; 
─  If there are more authors, only the relevant part of the publication is considered 

based on the specified contribution of the author. Only co-authors based in 
Slovakia are considered, when determining the number of authors, if the 
publication was achieved in the cooperation with researchers based abroad, 
the whole publication is attributed to the nationally based co-author; 

─  At least 40 per cent of considered research outcomes have to be published in 
the second half of the assessment period; 

─  At most 5 publications of one academic employee can be included in the 
assessment; 

─  With regard to the reporting of the publications outcomes of professors an 
author, or a co-author of the publication has to be in the position of a professor 
at the time, when the outcome was published. 

The research environment is assessed based on the following criteria: 

─  Scope and outcomes of the doctoral study programmes (1/6 weight) – 
assessment is based on number of PhD graduates, number of PhD students, 
their research outcomes, and PhD mobility; 

─  Quality of academic employees (3/6 weight) - assessed by their academic 
degrees, share of employees with a PhD degree, share of academic employees 
with a H-index of at least a specified value, number of citations per outcome 
in WoS database for the assessed period, domestic and foreign patents, 
important works of art, etc.; 
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13.2.  Assessment of research performance in academic field 
“Economics and Management”

Even though the general framework for the accreditation of HEIs is the same 
regardless of the academic field, the specifics vary based on the academic field. 
In this section, we discuss the specific accreditation criteria in “Economics and 
Management”. In this field the attribute of Research outcomes has the weight 
of 60 per cent, the attribute of the Research Environment 20 per cent and the 
Estimation of research results 20 per cent. 

The Research outcomes (publications) are categorized into four categories 
(A to D). Selected publications in these categories are described in Table 2.

Research environment takes into account factors that reflect quality of human 
capital at the faculty, research infrastructure, success rate in competitions for 
grants and outcomes of the research of academics and doctoral students. There 
are four criteria: 

─ Extend and results of PhD study (weight at least 1/6)  
─ Quality of academic employees (weight 3/6)  
─  Financial resources acquired from projects/grant schemes in related research 

areasduring the assessment period (weight 1/6)  
─ Quality of the research infrastructure (weight 1/6).  

Doctoral study programmes are assessed on the basis of outcomes of 
PhD students, who graduated within the regular study period. The quality of 
academic employees is assessed by specifically developed indexes based on 
their qualification structure (professor, associate professor, assistant professors 
with PhD, other). Also, important research outputs (e.g. publications of 
academic employees cited more than 50 times, domestic and foreign patents, 
unique technologies) are also taken into account. To assess the value of funds 
obtained from grants or schemes funding the research projects, the value per one 
academic employee is taken into consideration (e.g. the category A is awarded, 
if the sum is higher than 1.000 EUR, category D, if the value is lower than 
300 EUR). Quality of the research infrastructure is assessed on the basis of 
the analysis of submitted data and site visits of the accreditation committee 
members to the faculty premises. 

weight, attribute of the research environment has at least 15 per cent weight 
and attribute of estimation of research results has weight of at least 20 per 
cent. It means that each attribute has the minimum weight, which might be 
higher so the sum of all weights achieved 100 per cent.

The results of the assessment of research activities in the process of the 
Comprehensive accreditation are relevant for granting the rights to provide 
study programmes at all three levels of higher education (bachelor, master, 
doctoral levels), but also to carry out proceedings for appointing associate 
and full professors. The results of the assessment of research activities have 
also implications for subsidies of higher education institutions from the 
government. 

The comprehensive accreditation classifies universities into 3 categories. 
The first category is “a university, or a university college”. Second category 
is “a college” and third category is “a professional college”. During the last 
comprehensive accreditation process taking place in 2015, 29 higher education 
institutions were assessed. Out of them 16 were classified as universities, 13 
as colleges and no institutions were classified as professional colleges. It is 
important to mention that currently in Slovakia there are 38 higher education 
institutions, out of them 20 institutions are public HEIs, 3 HEIs are state 
universities and 15 HEIs are private institutions. During the accreditation 
process, all public and state universities were assessed. Among private universi-
ties, only 6 were evaluated, which is due to recent period of their foundation, or 
the period of their previous accreditation. A faculty is the assessed unit for the 
purpose of the Comprehensive accreditation. Consequently, the accreditation 
results of the faculties create the basis for the accreditation of the university as 
a whole and also for its classification. In the last Comprehensive accreditation 
250 faculties were assessed. The summary of faculties’ assessment results is 
provided in the Table 1. It shows that the majority of faculties was assessed 
in a higher category and thus, were assessed as having good pedagogical and 
research quality.

Table 1. The Results of the Accreditation Assessment of Faculties (2015)

Ranking A A- B+ B B- C+ C C- D

Number of Faculties 54 54 40 65 15 10 9 1 2

Source: http://www.akredkom.sk/index.pl?tmpl=ka_prehlady
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Estimation of research results is evaluated based on several criteria, i.e.: 

─  Total number of citation in the assessment period compared to 10 per cent 
of top cited employees during their entire academic life based on the WoS 
(weight 1⁄2). To be attributed to category A it is required that there are 5 or 
more citations, to category B 3-4 citations, to category C 1- 2 citations, to 
category D 0 citations. 

─  Awards, invited lectures, membership in editorial boards of peer reviewed 
journals. 

13.3.  Methodology for the Allocation of State Budget Subsidies 
to Public Universities

The financial funding from the central budget is allocated to HEIs in four 
forms of subsidies: 

─ Subsidy for pursuing accredited study programs;  
─ Subsidy for research, development and artistic activities;  
─ Subsidy for the development of HEIs;  
─ Subsidy for social welfare of students. 

Here, we focus on the impact of the research performance of HEIs on the 
value of their  subsidy for research, development and artistic activities (later 
being assessed in case of HEIs with artistic focus).  The subsidy is provided in 
several forms, part of them representing grant schemes, which are distributed on 
the competitive basis in the form of grants to individual research teams. These 
projects are focused on implementing basic, or teaching oriented research. 
However, the value of these grants is relatively low (the average value of a 
project grant is below 1.000 Eur per year). Part of the subsidy is used for the 
financing of operation and development of the research infrastructure, including 
staff cost of academic staff and scholarships for PhD students. This  subsidy is 
based on the results of the Comprehensive accreditation with the weight of 0.43. 
The last part of the subsidy is aimed at supporting top-ranked research teams 
identified on the competitive basis by the Accreditation Commission. 

The subsidy for operation and development of the research infrastructure is 
derived from the research performance of a HEI using the following criteria: 

─  Results of the research quality assessment in the previous Comprehensive 
accreditation (weight 0.43);  

Table 2.  Description of individual categories of research outcomes in 
Slovakia – academic field “Economics and Management”

Category Publication outcome
A ─  Papers in a journal indexed/registered in WoS or Scopus 

database at the top ranked world quality, as the top ranked 
quality is usually considered outcome in journal with HI ≥ 10 
or IF ≥ 0.7IFm  

─  Papers in proceedings from world conferences/congresses 
published by a reputable publisher, usually indexed/registered 
in WoS or Scopus  

─  Monographs published by reputable international publishers 
(e.g. Elsevier, Springer, Palgrave, Wiley)  

─  Research studies in journals or proceedings in the form of a 
monograph published by a reputable international publisher  

─  Chapter in monographs published by a reputable international 
publisher.  

B ─  Papers in a journal registered in WoS or Scopus not included 
in a category A

─  Papers in peer reviewed conference with international program 
board not included in a category A  

─  Monographs published in foreign published by a reputable 
publisher not included in a category A. 

C ─  Paper in peer reviewed journals not included in category B  
─  Papers in peer reviewed conference proceedings not included 

in category A and B 
─  Monographs published by a reputable domestic publisher  
─  Chapters in monographs published by a reputable domestic 

publisher  
─  University textbooks published by a reputable domestic 

publisher  
─  Research studies for government authorities, ministries, etc. 

D Other publications

Source: Ministry of Education, Science, Research and Sport of the Slovak Republic
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accreditation of HEIs, if they want to provide study programmes accredited by 
the Ministry of Education of the Slovak Republic. The attributes of research 
outcomes, research environment and the estimation of the research results 
are assessed for the purpose of the Comprehensive Accreditation. The use of 
bibliometrics, but also narrative methods and benchmarking is made in this 
process. The accreditation process includes also the site visits. 

The assessment is carried out on the peer review basis, since individual Task 
Forces consist of academics coming from Slovak HEIs, but also international 
experts are involved. The results of the Comprehensive accreditation classify 
HEIs into several categories, with the “university” category being the most 
prestigious one. These results not only bring reputational benefits to those 
HEIs, which succeeded to get to higher categories, but as was shown above, 
also impact the funding of HEIs, which is very important, esp. in case of public 
HEIs. The experience and results from the most recent accreditation process 
show that even though Slovak HEIs do not score high internationally, in terms 
of the national accreditation process the majority of them scored in the highest 
category. It would require additional research to answer the reasons behind this 
phenomenon satisfactorily, however, the complexity of the assessment criteria, 
and the room for their adjustments across different academic fields might provide 
partial explanation. In this context, the independence of peer reviews has to 
be also ensured, which is an even more challenging task in a small country 
like Slovakia with limited size of the academic community. Since accreditation 
supporting documents are submitted in Slovak language by HEIs, this limits the 
opportunities to involve international academic community in the peer review 
process. The complexity of the assessment criteria has also been pointed to by 
HEIs themselves, since the preparation of the background documents requires 
a lot of human resources. Also, frequent changes of the criteria, which was the 
case in recent sequences of the accreditation process, make it more difficult 
for HEIs to make adjustments, which contribute to their better performance. 
Overall, even though standard methods of assessment of research impact are 
used in the national accreditation process existing in the Slovak Republic, there 
is a scope for improvement of existing practice, which would not only improve 
the measurement of the research performance, but also incentivised HEIs to 
perform better in this regard.

─  Share of the HEI on the value of funds obtained for research activities from 
foreign research grant schemes in previous two years, but one (weight 0.10);

─  Share of the HEI on the value of funds obtained for research activities from 
public authorities in previous two years, but one (weight 0.09);  

─  Share of the HEI on the value of funds obtained for research activities from 
the subjects other than public authorities, or foreign subjects in previous two 
years, but one (weight 0.03);  

─  Share of the HEI on the average number of full-time doctoral students after 
the dissertation exam (weight 0.10);  

─  Share of the HEI on the publication activities determined by the weights 
specified for scientific, research, and artistic activity (weight 0.225);  

─ Share of the HEI on artistic creation (weight 0.025). 

As can be seen from Annex 2, for this purpose, publications are categorized 
into  categories A1, A2, B, C and D. Only publications from groups A1, B, C 
and some publications from category D are taken into account, when specifying 
the subsidy for scientific, research and artistic activities. Only some publications 
are included from D category in the calculation of the value of the subsidy. 
The publication category AGJ forms a separate group E and B and C type 
publications are taken into account in the same way. These publication outputs 
are also used for determining weights for the subsidy to pursue accredited study 
programmes (D1) and weights for the subsidy for scientific, research or artistic 
activities (D2).  

The tables in Annex 3 provide the classification of the fields of study and 
their shares on the subsidies for research. The academic field of Economics and 
management is categorized under M5. This category has only 14.67 percentage 
share on the total allocation of subsidies for research activities. From this 
allocation, 70 per cent of the subsidy is derived from the publications in group 
B, 20 per cent of the subsidy relates to publications in group A1 and 10 per 
cent relates to publications in group D. It means that most of the subsidies are 
based on the publications in Current Contents Journals, or journals indexed in 
databases WoS or Scopus. On the other side, for the purpose of determining the 
subsidy for research, study texts and textbooks are not taken into account at 
all.

13.4. Conclusions

The assessment of the research outcomes of HEIs in the Slovak Republic 
plays an important role. HEIs are obliged to enter the process of Comprehensive 
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