% CLACSO (¥ IDRC- CRD!

International Development Research Centre

J Conse_] o) Latl noa merlca no Centre de recherches pour le développement international

de Ciencias Sociales
i+l
Canada

FORMS OF RESEARCH ASSESSMENT ORIENTED
AT DEVELOPMENT PROBLEMS. PRACTICES AND PERSPECTIVES
FROM NATIONAL SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY ORGANIZATIONS
AND HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS IN LATIN AMERICA
AND THE CARIBBEAN

DR. NATALIA GRAS'
23 de Marzo de 2022

This research report is part of the project “The assessment of research in change: inclusion in scientific systems and mission-oriented
projects in initiatives for funding research in the global south. Reformulation of quality assessment through substantiated and
progressive methodologies” (109465-001- 2021-2022),> funded by the International Development Research Centre (IDRC-Ottawa,
Canada) and based in the Latin American Forum for Research Assessment (FOLEC) of the Latin American Council of Social Sciences
(CLACS0).? This research is promoted by the CLACSO Executive Secretary, Karina Batthyan, and supervised by the Department of
Research, directed by Pablo Vommaro. The research team is coordinated by Laura Rovelli (FOLEC-CLACSO Coordinator), Dominique Babini
(Open Science Advisor, CLACSO) and Gabriel Vélez Cuartas (Director of the Center for Social and Human Research, COLAV, Universidad de
Antioquia, Colombia). Researchers are: Natalia Gras, Researcher of the Sectoral Commission of Scientific Research (CSIS), Uruguay; Judith
Sutz, coordinator of the “Science, Technology and Innovation for a new Development” (CiTINDe) Interdisciplinary Group, Universidad de
la Republica, Uruguay; Prof. T.A. Abinandanan, Coordinator of the DST-Centre of Research Policy (CRP), Indian Institute of Science (IIS),
India; Venkat Nadella, Poonam Pandey and Gautam Sharma, researchers of the DST-Centre of Research Policy (CRP), Indian Institute of
Science (IIS). Research assistance was provided by Ana Luna Gonzalez (CLACSO).The CLACSO design team consisted of: Gustavo Lema,
Director of Communication and Information, Marcelo Giardino, Art Coordinator, and Jimena Zazas, Web Design and Production Centre.

This work was conducted with the assistance of a grant provided by the International Development Research Centre, Ottawa, Canada.
The opinions expressed here do not necessarily represent those of the IDRC or of the Board of Governors.

1 Associate Professor of the Academic Unit of the Sectoral Commission for Scientific Research (CSIC) of the Universidad de la
Republica, Uruguay. Active Researcher in the National Researcher System of Uruguay (SNI) (Level 1). CVUy: https://exportcvuy.
anii.org.uy/cv/?1cf71f5d5c6de0c0287fa8c69d7665f06cecs46287e06779204a25131847019fc8b0ab5d697c27c71c85281d8bca9f-
d8a92b66c195642fd57c8d8dab86bfef48bORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2653-8314

2 https://www.clacso.org/folec/investigacion/

3 https://www.clacso.org/

DsT CEHTRE FOR POLICY RESEARCH

\ FOLEC . UNIVERSIDAD cb.‘_ V
\ Evation crmtren " DE ANTIOQUIA a

CLACSO &%

[ - ._._“.: :} \
© [2022] “Difundido bajo licencia de atribucién de Creative Commons CC BY @ o



https://www.clacso.org/folec/investigacion/
https://www.clacso.org/

CONTENTS

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

.

L.
1.1
M
1.1.2
1.3
1.2
1.3
.4
.41
.4.2
.5
.51
1.5.2
1.6
11.6.1
11.6.2
\TA

V.
Vi
V.2
V.3
V.4
V.5

V.6

Introduction

Methodological Aspects

Results

General characteristics of the mission-oriented research stimulus programs
Time aspects

Financial aspects and competition level

Cognitive aspects

Responsible assessment of mission-oriented research proposals
Support for responsible assessment statements

Assessment Implementation

Strategies for quality responsible assessments

Assessment methods implemented

Assessment criteria used and information inputs required
Assessment criteria used

Information inputs for assessment

Transparency

Public communication of assessment results

Personalized feedback for research project leaders

Forms of assessment of mission-oriented research proposals in search of
solutions to development problems implemented in Latin America:
a summary of the results

Policy recommendations and implications

Ethics and integrity of assessment processes:

Diversity and inclusion of under-represented groups in assessment processes

Social commitment and participation of society actors

Interdisciplinarity

Geographical, institutional, thematic and gender equity in the distribution of resources for

research

Open science and open access

Bibliography

23
27
28
28
28
28

29
29
29



1. INTRODUCTION

..................................................................................................................................

As the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in the UN's 2030 Agenda reflect, the main global
development problems today are inequality, hunger, poverty, social exclusion, climate change and the
degradation of the environment, access to health, education, clean water, and energy.

Economic growth in Latin America and the Caribbean is lower thanin more developed countries. It
is the most unequalregioninthe world, with growing levels of poverty and very low levels of investment
in research and development (R+D) as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP) (RICYT, 2021).
Innovation activities in the productive sectors are generally scarce and fundamentally centered around
the incorporation of capital goods, most of them imported. Innovation systems in the countries of the
region are generally weak and there remains a considerable distance between productive structures
and universities. Science, technology and innovation (STI) policies are imperative to increase R+D
investment as a percentage of GDP, to increase and preserve accumulated STl capacities in the region,
and to aid the generation of learning spaces and opportunities, using STI to solve problems that affect
the population’s quality of life and living conditions. (Gras, 2021).

A recent study shows that 54% of research and innovation stimulus programs implemented
between 2004 and 2021 by the funding agencies of eleven Latin American countries were oriented at
one or more of the SDGs (Vélez Cuartas and Torres Arroyave, 2021).

According to Freeman (1991), the most important factor that STI policy must consider in
responding to these social goals is the organization and assessment of science and technology and the
regulation of innovations and inventions.

The implementation of certain research assessment systems influences the organization of
research and the direction of knowledge production (Whitley, 2007), and has generated changes in
those who govern science goals and the assessment of their results (Whitley, 2010).

Thus, the assessment of research has led to a certain standardization of the types of research
products (De Rijcke et al., 2016; Hicks, 2012; Bensuséan et al., 2014), prioritizing the production of scientific
articles published in journals with high impact factor and indexed in Web of Science (WoS) or SCOPUS
(Leisyte and Westerheijden, 2014; De Ibarrola, 2012), and giving lower priority to reports to inform
policy decision-making (Hicks, 2004), publications in scientific journals with local/regional circulation
(van Dalen and Henkens, 2021), technological developments (Padilla, 2010), the development of new
techniques and recommendations for the productive sector (Rivera et al., 2011), etc.

In turn, various studies suggest that such assessment systems hinder development problem-
oriented research (Sutz, 2000; Rafols et al., 2012; Bensusén et al., 2014; Gras, 2018), contextualized
research agendas (Bianco et al., 2016) research of local or regional relevance (Chavarro et al., 2017) and
of social relevance (Spaapen and Sivertsen, 2020), especially in the context of Latin America and other
peripheral regions (Vessuri et al., 2014).

These and other studies also suggest that such assessment systems impose barriers to
collaborative research and/or interaction with actors external to academia (Hicks, 2013), devalue the
research applied (Martin and Whitley, 2010; Valenti et al., 2013), reduce research quality (Miiller and
De Rijcke, 2017), decrease conceptual relevance and originality (Wang et al., 2017), and focus more on
disciplinary goals than inter/multi/transdisciplinary goals (Leisyte and Westerheijden, 2014; Rafols et
al., 2102; Martin and Whitley, 2010; Bensusan et al., 2014).

The work agenda of the Latin American Forum on Scientific Assessment (FOLEC), through the
series "Towards a Transformation of Scientific Research Assessmentin Latin America and the Caribbean”,
provides evidence and criteria in line with this diagnosis for the region and offers recommendations and



proposals to advance with alternative forms of assessing research and knowledge production (FOLEC-
CLACSO, 2020a and 2020b).

In parallelin the international context, workis also being done in the design and implementation
of assessment alternatives that can be included in the idea of responsible research assessment (Curry
et al., 2020). According to these authors, this concept encompasses “assessment approaches that
encourage, reflect and reward pluralistic characteristics of high-quality research, in support of diverse,
inclusive research cultures” (p.7). Likewise, international science and science policy bodies are reviewing
assessment processes, including such examples as: UNESCO's recommendations on open science
(UNESCO, 2021), the initiatives of the International Science Council (ISC), the Global Youth Academy
(GYA), the InterAcademy Partnership (IAP) (GYA-IAP-ISC, 2022), and the Global Research Council (GRC,
2021), among others.

In this context, the goal of this work is to present the results of the survey on the forms of
assessment of research proposals oriented at the search for solutions to development problems, and
the characteristics, processes and assessment criteria implemented by national science and technology
organizations and higher education institutions promoting and funding quality research in various
countries of Latin America and the Caribbean.

The surveywas conducted as part of the project “The assessment of research in change: inclusion
in scientific systems and mission-oriented projects in initiatives for funding research in the global
south. Reformulation of quality assessment through substantiated and progressive methodologies”
coordinated by CLACSO through the Office of Research and FOLEC and funded by IDRC (CLACSO-IDRC
Project 109465-001, 2020-2022).

The goal of the survey was to identify, analyze and visibilize experiences and practices of
relevant, quality assessment implemented in the region for funding research projects oriented at the
search for solutions to social and economic development problems in Latin American and Caribbean
countries, and thus contribute to the development of research and assessment systems that are more
inclusive, responsible, pluralistic and diverse. This is an exploratory, observational study (Kish, 2004),
offering a first approach to identifying assessment procedures, criteria and practices implemented by
some of the organizations that carry out oriented research stimulus programs in the region.

As far as we know, this is the first survey in the region focusing on the forms of assessment of
projects submitted to contestable funds in the calls of different mission-oriented research stimulus
programs in different countries of Latin America and the Caribbean. Two international precedents
for this survey are: i) the survey into responsible research assessment policies and practices in the
organizations of the Global Research Council (Curry et al., 2020); and ii) Science Europe's study into
research assessment practices (Calatrava Moreno et al., 2019).

This document is structured into five sections. This introduction is followed by section Il on
methodological aspects, section Ill presents the results obtained, section IV offers a summary of the
forms of assessment in mission-oriented research projects implemented in the region, and lastly
section V, based on the results obtained, offers some policy recommendations to broaden and further
responsible assessments of mission-oriented research projects.



1. METHODOLOGICAL ASPECTS

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

The survey set out to find, analyze and visibilize experiences and practices of assessment
of relevant, quality, mission-oriented research proposals in the region, and thus contribute to the
development of research and assessment systems that are more inclusive, responsible, pluralistic and
diverse.

This is an exploratory, observational study (Kish, 2004), offering a first approach to identify
assessment procedures, criteria and practices implemented by organizations that undertake mission-
oriented research stimulus programs in the region.

The survey's questionnaire on forms of assessment of mission-oriented research proposals
was based on the assessment experience of the Sectoral Commission of Scientific Research (CSIC) of
the Universidad de la Republica, Uruguay, the Global Research Council's survey on assessment policies
and practices for responsible research (Curry et al., 2020), and Science Europe's study of research
assessment practices (Calatrava Moreno et al., 2019). The study also benefited from the participation of
FOLEC-CLACSO as an observer in the Global Research Council's working group on research assessment,
as a member of the research assessment study group organized by the InterAcademy Partnership (IAP),
the Global Young Academy (GYA) and the International Science Council (ISC) and as a representative in
the DORA Executive and Advisory Council.

The final version of the questionnaire contains 33 questions, most of them closed, addressing
five dimensions: i) the contextual characteristics of the organizations responsible for mission-oriented
research stimulus programs; ii) the general characteristics of the mission-oriented research stimulus
programs; iii) diverse aspects of the assessment process implemented; and iv) assessment criteria used.
The full version of the questionnaire is available at this link: https://zenodo.org/record/5809530#.
YigWwjUyHIV

The surveywas conducted between Septemberand November 2021 with an online, self-managed
questionnaire implemented in Survey Monkey, distributed by CLACSO-FOLEC with the collaboration of
the Union of Universities of Latin America and the Caribbean (UDUAL) through the Universidad de la
Republica, to increase reach with its member universities.

The questionnaire was aimed at and answered by specialists and/or authorities of the
organizations responsible for mission-oriented research stimulus programs in different countries of
Latin America and the Caribbean.

The questionnaire was answered by a total of 34 specialists and/or authorities responsible
for mission-oriented research stimulus programs of 13 national science and technology organizations
(ministries, departments, national agencies, national councils, national research centers) and 18 higher
education institutions, mostly public universities, in Mexico, Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica,
Ecuador, Uruguay, Chile, Nicaragua, Peru, Bolivia and El Salvador. Table 1 shows the distribution of the
answers obtained by country and organization type.



Table 1: Answers by country and organization type

Country Organization type Number of Total %
responses
. HEI 3
Mexico 6 18%
NSTO 3!
. HEI 0
Argentina 4 12%
NSTO 4
. HEI 3
Brazil 4 12%
NSTO 1
) HEI 1
Colombia 3 9%
NSTO 2
. HEI 2
Costa Rica 3 9%
NSTO 1
HEI 3
Ecuador 3 9%
NSTO 0
u HEl Z 3 9%
ruguay NSTO ] 0
) HEI 1
Chile 2 6%
NSTO 1
) HEI 1
Nicaragua 2 6%
NSTO 1
HEI 2
Peru 2 6%
NSTO 0
. HEI 0
Bolivia 1 3%
NSTO 1
HEI 1
El Salvador 1 3%
NSTO 0
Total 34 100%

Note: Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) / National Science and Technology Organizations (NSTO) /
1- three answers from the same NSTO / 2- two answers from the same HEI

I1l. RESULTS

©000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

I11.1 General characteristics of the mission-oriented research stimulus programs

1111 Time aspects

Some 44% (15) of responses stated that the mission-oriented research stimulus programs
in search of solutions to social and economic development problems in the countries, surveyed in this
consultation, are relatively new as they were created in the last decade; 21% (7) said they have existed
for 10-20 years; and the oldest (1 program) was created in 1992, accumulating thirty years of experience.
For the 11 remaining cases, it was not possible to determine the programs’ creation dates: 6 had missing
information and 5 responses declared “don't know."



Furthermore, 62% (21) of the responses indicated that since their creation the programs have had
regular calls forthe submission of projectsto contestable funds for said research;and only 5 responses(15%)
stated that the calls were not regular. The 8 remaining cases are distributed as 3 “not relevant,” 2 “don't
know" and 3 with no data.

Funding periods vary, but a broad majority (68%) of responses said that the programs surveyed
fund research of up to one, two or three years' duration; 3% (1) of three to five years; and 12% (4) research
projects over five years (see figure 1). The remaining 6 cases refer to no data.

Figure 1: Funding periods
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Most of the responses (53%, 18 cases) state that calls for the different programs are annual; in one
case the calls are every two years, and in another every three years. Furthermore, three responses (9%)
stated that the programs do not have specific calls for submissions, but rather that research projects can
be submitted at any time and are evaluated as they are received. Lastly, 24% (8) of the answers indicated
“other” for the periodicity of calls for submissions, mostly related to the availability of resources of the
funding institutions or due to being recently-created programs whose periodicity is not yet established.
The remaining three cases refer to no data.

[111.2 Financial aspects and competition level

The questionnaire asked which areas can be funded with the resources assigned through mission-
oriented research stimulus programs. Some 76% of the responses state that the resources assigned
are for funding expenditure on instruments, materials and inputs necessary for research activities; 65%
stated that they permitted investments in equipment and infrastructure; 50% payment of salaries of the
researchers involved in the funded research projects; 44% fund the salaries of technical and administrative
personnel of the research funded; and 35% fund other areas, generally related to the payment of technical
services, bibliography, travel expenses for fieldwork and economic support for students involved in the
research (see Figure 2).

The level of competition for resources varies by program. In 24% (8) of the programs surveyed, the
proportion of projects funded in relation to those submitted does not exceed 25%, with those programs
being the most competitive. That proportion is between 25 and 50% for another 24% (8) of programs
surveyed. The competition levels decrease to between 50 and 75% of the proportion of projects funded
in relation to those submitted for 18% (6) of the programs; and for another 18% (6) that ratio is 75% or
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higher, that is, for the lowest level of competition, for every 4 projects submitted, 3 or more are funded. The
remaining 6 cases refer to no data.

Figure 2: Funding areas

Expenditure on instruments, materials and inputs _ 26
Investments in equipment and infrastructure _ 22
Salaries of researchers involved in the research _ 17
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[11.1.3 Cognitive aspects

One specificity of the mission-oriented research stimulus programs is the possibility that the
research is conducted through interaction and collaboration with academic actors—researchers—and
non-academic actors such as companies, cooperatives, smallholder farmers, family farmers, government
offices, government departments and ministries, NGOs, social and trade union organizations, education
centers, etc.

Inthis regard, the questionnaire asked who would be responsible for projects submitted to mission-
oriented research stimulus programs. Some 38% (13) of the responses stated that those responsible for
research projects submitted could be academic and non-academic actors of any type who contribute
knowledge to the proposed research. However, most responses (56%, 19 cases) stated that only academic
actors could be responsible for the projects. The remaining two cases had no data.

Figure 3 shows the fields of knowledge—alone or combined—that can be involved in projects
submitted to mission-oriented research stimulus programs. Of the programs surveyed, 74% allow
proposals of multi-, inter- or transdisciplinary research projects in agricultural sciences, 68% in
engineering and technology, in humanities, 65% in exact and natural sciences, in social sciences, 62%
in medical sciences and health, and 47% of the programs admit the submission of projects related to
research in the arts.



Figure 3: Knowledge fields that may be involved in submitted projects
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One important challenge to orient research and knowledge production towards solving problems
that affect the social and economic development of the countries is the identification of these problems.
To address this aspect, the questionnaire consulted on whether the framework of the diverse mission-
oriented research stimulus programs defines the problems that the research projects address. Most
responses (59%, 20 cases) stated that the framework of the program defines the problems to be addressed
by the research projects. In contrast, 32% (11) of the programs surveyed do not define the problems that
the projects must address, and the remaining 3 cases had no data.

Figure 4 presents the strategies used by the funding institutions to define the problems that the
research must address. In 85% of the responses that indicated that the programs identify problems, these
are defined in agreement with the country's development priorities; in 70% they are defined by exploring
problems in the territory or in specific organizations; in 45% according to Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs); in 35% through the organization of congresses and seminars that bring together knowledge supply
and demand in areas of interest; in 30% according to the development goals of the region or continent; in
25% through the organization of workshops with specialists in areas of interest; in 25% they are defined
through interviews with diverse socialactors; and in15% according to other strategies, generally associated
with the interests of the projects’ co-funding agents.



Figure 4: Strategies for identifying problems to be addressed by research
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1.2 Responsible assessment of mission-oriented research proposals

The broad majority of institutions surveyed stated that they implemented responsible research
assessment.* Asked whether their institution implemented responsible research assessment, 68% (23)
said they did, 12% (&) said they did not, and the remaining 21% (7) did not know. Of those who said they
implemented responsible research assessment, 70% are universities, 17% government bodies related to
the design and implementation of public STI policies, 9% research centers and 4% national STI councils of
different countries of Latin America and the Caribbean (see Figures 5 and 6),

Figure 5: Responsible research assessment by type of institution (n = 23)

National Coundil

for Science,
Technology and National
Innovation Research
4% Centre
9%
Governmental
entity in charge
of defining
and/or
implementing
University public policies
70% in STI
17%.

4  Although most of those surveyed stated that they implemented responsible assessment, caution should be exercised and it

is necessary to interpret the results presented in the following sections of this report, as they make it possible to contrast and
weigh some of the statements made.



Figure 6: Responsible research assessment by country (n = 23)
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According to the information offered freely by those who stated that their institution implements
responsible research assessment, such assessment involves: 1) the development of assessment
processes to ensure quality, relevance and the strengthening of research processes locally, regionally and
nationally in all knowledge fields; ii) where blind assessments are used, these are generally conducted
by external reviewers, specialists in diverse fields and assessment committees, avoiding biases in terms
of geography, institutions, subject, gender and under-represented groups; iii) in some cases, and in order
to guarantee the relevance of research results to solve specific problems, the assessment contains open
science criteria, and considers ethical aspects, social and productive significance and the relevance to
public policy of the research projects submitted. In general, (iv) institutions provide protocols or guidelines
for project assessment; v) assessment guidelines, the goals of calls for the submission of projects from
contestable funds, and the results of assessment processes are often made public. In other cases, (vi)
special emphasis is placed on feedback given to those who submit research projects regarding the results
of the assessment process; and vii) in certain cases, funded research projects are monitored (reports on
research progress and resource execution), and in one case “co-assessment, hetero-assessment and self-
assessment” processes are implemented annually.

Furthermore, the broad majority of the total responses obtained report that their organizations
promote and encourage various aspects of responsible research assessment. Of the total responses
obtained: i) 85% (29 cases) said that their organization greatly promotes the ethics and integrity of research
projects, their associated teams and the people involved in assessment processes; and ii) the equity, diversity
and inclusion of under-represented groups (women, young people, etc). in the assessment process of
projects and their associated teams; iii) 82% (28) greatly encourage the social commitment and participation
of society actors; iv) 79% (27) greatly promote interdisciplinarity; and v) their assessment processes take
into consideration geographic, institutional, thematic and gender balances in the distribution of research
resources; and (vi) 65% (22) value aspects of open science and open access (see figures 7 and 8).

n



Figure 7: Promotion of various aspects in the assessment processes
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IIl.3 Support for responsible assessment statements

Although the broad majority of responses stated that their organizations promote and encourage
diverse aspects of responsible research assessment, few institutions stated that they supported or
adhered to any international statements, recommendations or principles of responsible assessment.
Of the total responses obtained, only 18% (6) support the statement of principle on peer/merit review
of the Global Research Council5; 12% (4) adhere to the Leiden Manifesto for research metrics6; 9% (3)
to the San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment7 (DORA); and 3% (1) follow Science Europe's
recommendations on research assessment processes8 (see Figure 9).

Figure 9: Support for statements, recommendations or principles
where responsible research assessment is implemented
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From the total responses that stated that they adhered to or supported any of these statements,
recommendations or principles (14), 76% (11) stated that they implemented responsible research
assessment, of which the broad majority of 72% (10) were universities, 14% (2) research centers and the
remaining 14% (2) government bodies responsible for the design and implementation of STI policy in
different countries (Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, El Salvador, Mexico, Nicaragua and Uruguay).

A considerable proportion of the total responses, 44% (15), stated that the assessment framework
to which they adhere is developed by their own organization. Of these responses, 53% (8) were universities,
20% (3) government bodies responsible for the design and implementation of the STI policy, 20% (3)
national STI councils and the remaining 7% (1) a research center in different countries (Argentina, Colombia,
Ecuador, El Salvador, Mexico, Nicaragua, Peru and Uruguay).

5 https://www.globalresearchcouncil.org/fileadmin/documents/GRC_Publications/Statement_of Principles_on_Peer-Merit_
Review_2018.pdf

6 Seehttp://www.leidenmanifesto.org/uploads/4/1/6/0/41603901/manifiesto_cast.pdf
7 Seehttps://sfdora.org/read/

8 Seehttps://www.scienceeurope.org/our-priorities/research-assessment/
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1.4 Assessment Implementation
[11.4.1 Strategies for quality responsible assessments

In terms of the general characteristics of assessment processes implemented in the organizations
surveyed, the broad majority—71% (24)—of the total responses state that they ask reviewers and/or
members of specialist panels to complete a specially designed form to address all the aspects to assess
in research projects, but only 26% (9) state that their organization informs them explicitly about tools and
criteria that must not be used in the assessment.

Although 62% (21) state that their organization provides written guidelines for people who
participate in assessment (reviewers, members of specialist panels, etc)., only 35% (12) state that their
organization provides them with specific training.

Lastly, 50% (17) adapt their assessment procedures according to the specifications of the
knowledge fields and/or when they want to obtain different research products. In contrast, only 35% (12)
of the total responses state that all the units/departments in their organization follow the same processes
and procedures for assessing projects.

Figure 10 shows these results according to whether organizations state that they implement
responsible assessment.

Figure 10: Some characteristics of the implementation of assessment processes in organizations
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Provides written guidelines to those involved in the
assessment (reviewers, members of expert panels, etc.).

Adapt assessment procedures according to different fields of
knowledge and/or when aiming at different research
products.
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assessment (reviewers, members of specialist panels, etc.)

All units/departments follow the same processes to assess
projects according to the same procedures.

Explicitly informs reviewers and/or members of expert panels
about the tools and criteria that MUST NOT be used in the
assessment.

The aspects covered by the written guidelines and/or specific training for people participating
in the assessment, as provided by the organizations, are: i) the tasks and roles that these individuals
must undertake (91%); ii) the tools, metrics and criteria to use in the assessment (86%); iii) the definition,
identification and treatment of conflicts of interest (77%); iv) ethical behavior rules to guarantee impartiality
on gender, race, disciplinary fields, organizations affiliated to the projects and the academic seniority or
position of the applicants (55%); and v) the procedures and organization of meetings of the specialist panel
(45%).9

9 The percentages are calculated on the total of responses that stated that their organization provides written guidelines/
specific training for people who participate in the assessment, corresponding to 22 of the responses.

14



Other strategies to guarantee diversity and inclusion, such as certain policy adjustments to
address any possible bias or discrimination observed in the selection process of research proposals to be
funded, are used comparatively less in the organizations surveyed, particularly the introduction of quotas
to balance the assignation of resources or funding for research.

While 29% of responses state that they are always high-quality, their organization introduces
policy adjustments that prioritize funding for those projects that ensure greater disciplinary diversity and
diverse knowledge fields; only 18% introduce quotas for this purpose (see Figure 11).

Figure 11: Policy adjustments to mitigate potential biases in research project funding (n=34)
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Similarly, while 20% of the high-quality projects state that they prioritize those that are localand/or
related to partners based in peripheral areas or which ensure the greatest diversity of problems addressed,
only 12% and 6% respectively state that their organizations pursue those goals with the introduction of
quotas in funding (see Figure 11).

Although the broad majority of responses (79%) state that their organization greatly promotes
certain balances in the distribution of the allocation of resources for research, particularly regarding
gender parity (see sub-section I1.2), only 15% of the responses indicated the introduction of quotas and/or
prioritizing funding—among the high-quality projects—of those that ensure gender balance (see Figure 11).

Lastly, while 15% and 12% of responses indicated that their organization gives priority in high-
quality projects to those that are tied to partners with scarce access to research and/or those non-
academic partners with scarce or no connections with academic actors, only one response was obtained
that indicated the introduction of quotas to ensure balances in these two aspects (see Figure 11).

l11.4.2 Assessment methods implemented

Of the total responses, 91% (31) stated that their organizations use diverse methods for the
assessment of research projects submitted in calls, which are implemented with a combination of
qualitative and quantitative assessments. The remaining 9% corresponds to no data.

In the case of qualitative assessments, the methods used by the organizations are: i) 38% of
responses indicate panels of internal specialists and 29% specialists external to the organization, who
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discuss and review the assessment reports of the projects to classify them according to whether they are
fundable; ii) 35% of responses indicate internal double blind10 peer review and 26% external double blind
peer review; iii) 35% indicate external single blind11 peer review and 24% external single blind peer review;
and (iv) 12% indicate open reviews12 by internal experts or specialists and 3% open reviews by external
experts or specialists. Lastly, and in the case of quantitative assessments, 32% of responses indicate that
the projects are assessed, ordered and classified as fundable or non-fundable according to quantitative
criteria, though none of the organizations surveyed uses only quantitative assessment methods; on the
contrary, they implement them in combination with one or more qualitative assessment methods. Table 2
shows these results.

Table 2: Assessment methods implemented

External or Internal to Number of
Assessment methods Type ...
the organization responses
External 12
Double blind
Internal 9
External 12
Single blind
Peer review Internal 8
Qualitative External 1
Open
Internal 4
o ) External 10
Specialist panel Not applicable
Internal 13
Quantitative Quantitative criteria Not specified Not specified 1

Notes: Number of responses with complete information in at least one assessment method 31/
Number of responses with missing data in all assessment methods 3

Inaddition,thosethatstated thattheyusedexternaland/orinternalspecialist panels asassessment
method—20 responses in total—were consulted on the criteria that their organization uses for forming
these panels. The essential criterion for forming these panels is the degree of experience and academic
knowledge, as this was stated by 100% of responses. The second-most important criterion is the degree of
practical experience and knowledge of development problems13 to be addressed by the research projects,
which was stated by 75% of responses.

Thecriteriausedforforming panelsalsoreflect certain strategiesimplemented by the organizations
to prevent possible cognitive, gender and/or geographic biases. The criteria for forming the specialist
panels must guarantee disciplinary diversity (65% of responses), gender parity (45%) and territorial
diversity (5%). Figure 12 shows these results.

10 The reviewer does not know the identity of the applicant and vice versa.
11 The reviewer knows the identity of the applicant but the applicant does not know the identity of the reviewer.
12 The identity of the reviewer and the applicant is known to all.

13 The term “development problems" was used to refer broadly to social and economic development problems in the countries
(problems in the area of production of goods and services, public policy, health, social exclusion, poverty, environment, energy,
etc).



Figure 12: Criteria for the composition of internal and/or external expert panels (n=20)

100%
20
75%
15 65%
13
45%
)
5%
1
—
The degree The degree of To ensure To ensure "
of experience and disciplinary gender parity o 4
experi knowledge in ) versity
penence 27 diversity in in the
practice o _
and \ .
academic development issues the. A composition
to be addressed by COMPOsition of expert
knowledge theresearch  Of the panels panels
proposal of experts

1.5 Assessment criteria used and information inputs required
[11.5.1 Assessment criteria used

111.5.1.1 Criteria for assessing the academic merits of mission-oriented research projects

The aspects to be assessed that the organizations consulted require of reviewers and/or specialist
panels in their appraisal of the academic merits of mission-oriented research projects can be grouped
into five dimensions. These constitute the notion of research quality which, according to the responses
obtained and the relative importance assigned, can be ordered as: i) theoretical and methodological rigor;
ii) relevance and academic impact; iii) appropriateness and impact of research in solving problems; iv)
experience and capacity of research team; and v) originality.

According to the responses obtained, the broad majority state that the main aspect to assess is
the technical and methodological rigor of the research projects submitted. Specifically, 82% state that
the clarity of the description of the problem to be studied is a very important assessment criterion. Other
relevant aspects are the suitability of the research design, the methods and techniques for meeting the
proposed goals (79%); the accuracy and concordance of the goals, questions and hypotheses (76%); and
the robustness of the rationale in the research submitted (74%). Other aspects indicated as very important
were the feasibility of the research in relation to the concordance between the allocation of resources,
the goals, expected results and activities schedule (56%); and the suitability and up-to-dateness of the
bibliography, which lends theoretical and methodological rigor to the projects. These two aspects were
considered moderately important by almost one quarter of the total responses (see Figure 13).

The second-most important aspect required by the organizations in appraising projects' academic
merits was their relevance and academic impact. Of the total responses, 68% stated that the conceptual
relevance or academic interest of the problems to address was very important. This is followed by i) the
appropriateness and scope of the dissemination strategies for research results (stated as important by
47%); and ii) the generation of spaces for graduate and postgraduate education and the development of
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research experiences for young people in the context of the project, including the writing of graduate and
postgraduate theses (44%) (see Figure 13).

The third quality dimension is the appropriateness and impact of the proposed research. Of the
total responses, 56% list as very important the expected impact of research results in terms of solving
problems raised. However, only 38% of responses indicated as important the systematicity of interactions
expected with partners involved during the project; nonetheless, 24% stated this criterion as moderately
important (Figure 13).

Some 56% of responses indicated as very important for their organization the viability of the
research in relation to the knowledge and experience of those responsible for the submission. Likewise,
44% indicated as very important that the composition of the research team should include the disciplinary
fields necessary to fully address the problem and explore solutions (see figure 13).

Lastly, responses stated original or novel aspects of the research projects as important. According
to the responses, while 56% state as very important the originality of the expected results or solutions to
explore in the national/local sphere, this proportion decreases to 41% in relation to the originality of the
solutions to be explored at international level (see Figure 13). That is, while the originality of the mission-
oriented research project is important, less priority is given to this than other aspects assessed in the
quality of these projects. Furthermore, the assessment of the projects' academic merits implemented in
the organizations surveyed assigns a comparatively greater importance to the newness or originality of
research results and/or solutions at a local or national level rather than internationally.

Figure 13: Assessment criteria for appraising projects’ academic merits
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111.5.1.2 Criteria for assessing the capacity of problem-oriented research projects to fulfil
instrument goals

In addition to appraising projects' academic merits, the assessment of problem-oriented research
projects requires a specific appraisal of projects’ capacity to fulfil the goals of the instrument, program or
call for submissions, that is, their capacity to contribute a specific solution to a concrete practical problem
(social, productive, or related to public policy, health, environment, energy, etc). according to the goal of
each call or program.

The organizations surveyed require that reviewers and/or specialist panels assess diverse aspects
to appraise this capacity. These can be grouped into five dimensions according to the responses obtained
and the relative importance assigned: i) newness/originality; ii) transfer and appropriation of scientific
and/or technological knowledge; iii) the potential impact on society, the economy, politics and/or on
SDGs of the expected results of the research; iv) implementation of research results or implementation of
solutions explored; and v) experience and capacity of the research team.

Some 71% of the responses state as very important the robustness of the justification of the need
for original research to solve the problem in hand. This is the evaluation criterion most commonly used by
organizations to weigh up the appropriateness of projects for solving problems (see Figure 14).

The second-most important dimension to appraise the capacity of projects to fulfil the goals of
the program or call is the transfer of scientific and/or technological knowledge generated in the context
of the project and its appropriation by actors or partners in the solutions explored. Of the total responses,
68% state as very important the relevance of the need or problem addressed by the project for partners
interested in its resolution; 59% indicate the appropriateness of results expected from the research for
partners and the same percentage state the concordance between the problem and partners' expectations.
Curiously, a number of assessment criteria that are important to organizations were only considered very
important by a smaller percentage of responses. These are: i) planning strategies to apply research results
or implement solutions in collaboration with participating partners (44%); ii) the adaption of transfer
mechanisms and appropriation of the results by partners (41%); iii) specific characteristics of partners
involved in the proposal as potential co-funders and/or co-producers of knowledge (38%); and iv) the
willingness and ability of partners to implement solutions (29%) (see Figure 14).

The third-most important dimension for appraising the capacity of projects to fulfil the goals of
the program or call is the potential social, economic, political or SDG impact of the research results. Of the
responses, 65% stated as very important the appropriateness of the research proposed in terms of its
contribution to possible solutions; 449% the potential contribution of the research project to public policies
and/orthe potential economic and socialimpact of the research results; and 26% the potential contribution
of the research proposal to SDGs, grand challenges or other mission-oriented initiatives (see Figure 14).

With regards to the implementation of research results and solutions explored, the aspect most
commonly chosen by organizations to be assessed by reviewers and/or specialist panelsis the clarity of the
research proposal on the conditions necessary for the implementation of the results, as 56% of responses
stated this criterion as very important. This is followed by the formation of inter-institutional teams that
contribute to the exploration and implementation of solutions (50%), the feasibility of the implementation
of the results (47%) and the clarity in defining the population that will benefit from the implementation of
the research results (44%). Aspects of less importance in the assessment are the involvementin the project
of relevant actors from the government, productive or social sector related to the problem addressed (35%
of responses) and the suitability of non-academic actors involved in the implementation of results and
the feasibility of strategies to make their participation viable (including the population affected by the
problem) (29%) (see figure 14).

To appraise projects’ capacity to fulfilthe goals of the program or call, the organizations require that
reviewers and/or specialist panels assess the experience and capacity of the research team associated
with the project. Some 53% of responses state this is very important in the assessment of the formation of



multidisciplinary research teams, made up of the disciplinary fields necessary to fully address the problem

selected and the exploration of solutions (see Figure 14).

Figure 14: Assessment criteria for appraising the capacity of targeted research
projects to meet instrument goals
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Given the assessment methods implemented by the various organizations surveyed, mostly
qualitative or in combination with quantitative methods (see subsection l11.4.2), the strategies they follow to
attain responsible assessments (see subsection I11.4.1) and the criteria used to appraise both the academic
merits of the research projects and their capacity to fulfil the goals of the call (see subsections I11.5.1.1 and
[11.5.1.2), it is to be expected that the main information inputs for the assessment are the research proposal,
the assessment reports, the resumes of the people who will conduct the research, and the expressions of

interest in research from partners involved.

As Figure 15 shows, the main information inputs required by the organizations for the assessment
are: i) theresearch proposal or project, with 82% of the responses listing this as very important; i) reviewers'
assessment reports, stated as very important by 68% of responses; iii) the resumes of those responsible
for the projects (59%) and other research team members (56%); and iv) quantitative indicators of those
responsible for the projects (44%). All these information inputs were indicated as very or moderately
important by at least 70% of responses. Thus, the expectation raised in the previous paragraph is partly
fulfilled, as, and thiswillbe seen below, these informationinputs do notinclude any that represent partners’

expressions of interest in the research.

In fact, just over half the responses (53%) stated that letters of interest in the research results
from partners involved in the research projects are very important or moderately important, while 18%
stated that they are less important and 3% that they have no importance. Furthermore, only 38% of
responses stated that interviews with partners involved in the research projects on their own interests,
characteristics and commitments in the research are very or moderately important; 9% stated this as less
important and 18% not important at all. This is one of the information inputs less required by organizations
for the assessment of oriented research proposals (see Figure 15).
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Additionally, and from the open science perspective, an area that is gaining importance in
assessment and STI policy agendas (UNESCO, 2011; Babini and Rovelli, 2020), it is interesting that 53%
of responses consider very important or moderately important the written commitment that the data
generated from the project and the research results will be open access (see Figure 15).

Lastly, while 59% consider very important or moderately important for their organizations’
assessment information about quantitative indicators (humber of publications in high-impact journals,
highly-cited publications, citations, H-index, projects funded, patents, etc). of research team members,
this percentage drops for quantitative indicators of refereed publications with local/regional circulation
(see Figure 15).

Figure 15: Information inputs and their importance in the assessment of research projects
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111.6 Transparency

The transparency of assessment processes is very important, as this contributes to greater rigor
andresponsibility in making judgments on the projects submitted. It reduces bad assessment practices, any
discretional aspects that reviewers or specialist panels may have, and prevents biases in the allocation of
resources for research deriving from disciplinary, thematic or institutional favoritism. Additionally, public
communication on the assessment criteria and personalized feedback, with detailed assessment reports
for those responsible for the projects submitted, also contribute to the assessment representing a space
for learning and improving research and those who undertake it.

According to the responses obtained, most of the organizations surveyed that promote and fund
research in the region have transparent assessment practices and collaborate with researchers’ learning
to improve the quality of their research. These results are presented below.



[11.6.1 Public communication of assessment results

The broad maijority of responses (76%, or 26 cases) state that assessment results are public and
accessible. Only 5 responses (15%) stated that they are not and the remaining 9% (3 cases) correspond to
no data.

The organizations that claimed to make assessment results public and accessible were asked
what information they publish. Of these responses, 73% stated that they publish the number of projects
submitted; 62% said they publish a detailed description of the assessment criteria used, both for the
review of research proposals and for the final selection to be funded; 58% publish the full list of projects
funded, including their titles, researchers' names and institution, the issues they address, the disciplinary
fields and non-academic actors involved, and the resources assigned; 54% publish the total sums funded
by disciplinary fields and development issues to address; and less than half (46%) publish the level and
degree of fulfilment of the terms and conditions of the call (see Figure 16).

The assessment information published gives less importance to the minimum, maximum and
average number of assessments that each research proposal had (19%); the complete list of projects not
funded (15%); the number and profile of the reviewers (15%) and members of the specialist panels (12%) by
country of residence, gender, disciplinary fields in which they are involved, education level, etc. (see Figure
16).

Figure 16: Assessment information made public and accessible (n=26)
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[11.6.2 Personalized feedback for research project leaders

Some 65% (22 cases) of the responses stated that they provide research project leaders with
personalized feedback or an assessment report of their proposal; 26% (9 cases) state that they do not, and
that instead they send notification of whether their proposal was selected for funding; and the remaining
9% (3 cases) correspond to no data.

Additionally, those who responded that research project leaders receive personalized feedback
which notify whether the proposal was selected for funding and provide detailed suggestions to overcome
their main weaknesses were surveyed on the specific characteristics of their feedback. Of these responses,
41% (9 of the 22 cases) said the feedback included all the assessments made by the reviewers and an
overalljudgment by the specialist panel; 32% (7 of 22 responses) said that the feedback includes an overall
judgment by the specialist panels; and the remaining 27% said the feedback includes all the assessments
made by the reviewers.

IV. FORMS OF ASSESSMENT OF MISSION-ORIENTED
RESEARCH PROPOSALS IN SEARCH OF SOLUTIONS TO
DEVELOPMENT PROBLEMS IMPLEMENTED IN LATIN
AMERICA: A SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

The goal of this study was to report on the results of the survey into the forms of assessment
of mission-oriented research proposals, and the assessment characteristics, processes and criteria
implemented by national science and technology organizations and higher education institutions that
promote and fund quality research in various countries of Latin America and the Caribbean.

The survey was conducted between September and November 2021 as part of the project
“Research assessment in change: inclusivity in science systems and mission oriented projects in research
funding initiatives from the Global south. Reshaping quality evaluation through grounded and progressive
methodologies" coordinated by CLACSO through FOLEC and funded by the IDRC.

The goal of the survey was to find, analyze and visibilize relevant, quality assessment experiences
and practices implemented in the region for the funding of mission-oriented research projects looking
for solutions to social and economic development issues in Latin American and Caribbean countries, to
contribute to the development of research and assessment systems that are more inclusive, responsible,
pluralistic and diverse.

This is an exploratory, observational study (Kish, 2004) offering a first approach to identify the
assessment procedures, criteria and practices implemented by some of the organizations that carry out
mission-oriented research stimulus programs in the region. As far as we are aware, this is the first survey
for the region on the forms of assessment implemented for projects submitted to contestable funds in the
calls of different mission oriented research stimulus programs in the different countries of Latin America
and the Caribbean.

The online questionnaire consisted of 33 questions, mostly closed, and was implemented through
the Survey Monkey platform. It was distributed by CLACSO-FOLEC and included the collaboration of the
Association of the Universities of Latin America and the Caribbean (UDUAL). It was directed at and answered
by a total of 34 specialists and/or authorities responsible for mission-oriented research stimulus programs
of 13 national science and technology organizations (ministries, secretariats, national agencies, national
councils, national research centers) and 18 higher education institutions, mostly public universities in
Mexico, Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Uruguay, Chile, Nicaragua, Peru, Bolivia and El
Salvador.



According to the results obtained, the surveyed programs to stimulate mission-oriented research in
search of solutions to the social and economic problems of the countries are relatively new, with around half
createdinthelastdecade. Sincetheircreation, most of the programs have had regularannualcalls for contestable
funds, with variable levels of competition, to fund research projects of one, two or three years' duration.

In half or more of the programs surveyed the resources assigned are for funding expenditure
on instruments, materials and inputs necessary for research activities, investment in equipment and
infrastructure and the payments of salaries of researchers involved in the funded research projects.

In most of the programs surveyed only academic actors, i.e., the researchers themselves, may
submit projects. However, cases were also observed in which non-academic actors can submit projects.
The fact that both academic and non-academic actors can submit projects is a relatively new practice, as
part of opening up research agendas to problems affecting diverse actors of society, the economy, culture
and politics (Gras & Cohanoff, 2021) and which is aligned with UNESCQ's open science recommendations
(2021). Furthermore, one characteristic of problem-oriented research is the possibility that such research
is conducted through interaction and collaboration between academic and non-academic actors.

Another characteristic of problem-oriented research is the fact that the problems are
multidimensional and complex, and as such require approaches from diverse fields of knowledge. Most
of the programs surveyed make calls for submission of research projects in all the fields of knowledge.
Furthermore,aroundthreequartersoftheprogramsadmitthe proposalof multi-,inter-andtransdisciplinary
research projects.

One important challenge for orienting research and knowledge production towards solving
problems that affect the social and economic development of these countries is their identification. Most
of the programs surveyed define the problems that must be addressed by research projects. The strategies
most commonly used by the organizations responsible for the programs to define these problems are
the country's development priorities and/or exploring problems present in the territories or in specific
organizations.

Most of the organizations surveyed state that they implement responsible research assessment.
At least two thirds state that their organization promotes diverse aspects of responsible research
assessment, such as: the ethics and integrity of the research projects, their teams and the people involved
in the assessment processes; the equity, diversity and inclusion of under-represented groups both in
the assessment and make-up of research teams; social commitment and actors' participation in society;
interdisciplinarity; the consideration of geographic, institutional, thematic and gender balances in the
distribution of resources for research; and the consideration of open science and open access aspects.

However, few organizations formally support any of the statements, recommendations or
principles of responsible assessment that exist internationally. The Global Research Council's Statement of
Principles on peer/merit review has the most adherents among the organizations surveyed, with a total of
6 responses (18%). This is followed by the Leiden Manifesto on research metrics (4 organizations), the San
Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (3) and Science Europe’'s recommendations on research
assessment processes (1 organization).

The main strategies used by most of the organizations surveyed to attain responsible quality
assessments are:

i) requesting that reviewers and/or specialist panel members complete a specifically designed form
to address all the aspects to assess in research projects;

i) providing written guidelines for reviewers and specialist panel members on the tasks and roles
they must undertake; the tools, metrics and criteria to use in the assessment; the definition,
identification and treatment of conflicts of interest; ethical behavior rules to guarantee impartiality
in gender, race, disciplinary fields, organizations assigned to the project and the academic seniority
or position of the applicants; and the procedures and organization of specialist panel meetings;



iii) adapting assessment procedures according to the specificities of the fields of knowledge and/or
when they seek to obtain different research products.

Other strategies, such as informing explicitly on the tools and criteria that must not be used in
the assessment, providing specific training to assessors or certain policy adjustments (giving priority to
certain high-quality projects or introducing quotas) to address any possible bias or discrimination observed
in the selection process of projects to be funded, are relatively less used in the organizations surveyed.
Of those organizations that introduce these policy adjustments, most prioritize high-quality projects to
ensure cognitive diversity and a diversity of problems to address and inclusion or territorial coverage, as
they prioritize projects that are based in or related to partners located in peripheral areas.

The results also show that almost all the organizations surveyed (31 of 34) use a combination
of qualitative and quantitative assessment methods. The survey did not register a single case of an
organization that used quantitative methods alone to assess, order and classify projects as fundable or
non-fundable. On the contrary, such methods are implemented in combination with one or more qualitative
assessment methods.

The combined qualitative assessment methods used by the organizations surveyed are peer review
(single or double blind, internal or external to the organization) of the research proposals and specialist
panels (internal or external to the organization) who discuss and review the assessment reports to classify
the projects according to whether they are fundable. Some organizations implement open reviews of
research proposals, although these are a minority.

The priority criterion for being a member of the specialist panels is academic experience and
knowledge, followed by practical experience and knowledge of the problems to be addressed by the
research projects. Other criteria used for panel members reflect certain strategies implemented by
organizations to prevent potential cognitive and gender biases, as 65% and 45% of responses respectively
said that the criteria for the composition of these panels must guarantee disciplinary diversity and gender
parity.

One specificity of the assessment of problem-oriented research projects is that as well as requiring
an appraisal of their academic merits, they require a specific assessment of the capacity of said projects to
fulfil program goals, i.e., their capacity to contribute with a specific solution to a concrete practical problem,
whether social, productive, in public policy, health, environment, energy or otherwise. At least half of the
organizations surveyed consider this specificity, implementing an assessment of the academic merits of
the projects and of their capacity to contribute solutions for the problems they address.

The aspects that the organizations require of reviewers and/or specialist panels in assessing the
academic merits of the research proposals can be grouped into four dimensions of the notion of research
quality that, in accordance with the responses obtained and the relative importance assigned to them, can
be ordered thus:

)] Technical and methodological rigor, considered very important by at least three quarters of
responses: the clarity of the description of the problem, the suitability of the research design, the
methods and techniques for fulfilling the goals presented, the accuracy and concordance between
the goals, questions and hypotheses, and the robustness of the grounding of the research proposed;

i) Academic relevance and impact, stated as very important by at least two thirds of the responses:
the conceptual relevance or academic interest of the problems addressed, the appropriateness
and scope of the strategies to disseminate the research results, and the generation of spaces for
graduate and postgraduate education and to develop research experiences for young people in the
context of the project, including writing graduate and postgraduate theses, were indicated as very
important by a little less than half of the responses.



iii)

iv)

Experience and capacity of the research team, which the majority of responses stated as very
important: reviewers' and/or specialist panels’ appraisal of the viability of the research in relation
to the knowledge and experience of those responsible for the proposal. A little less than half of the
responses stated as very important that the make-up of the research team included the disciplinary
fields necessary to fully address the problem selected and the exploration of solutions;

Originality, with most of the responses deeming very important reviewers' and/or specialist panels’
appraisal of the originality of the expected results or solutions to explore in the national/local area.
This percentage drops to 41% when originality is appraised in the international sphere. It can be
said that assessment is contextualized, as it fundamentally considers that research results and/
or solutions to be explored be at least new or original for the local/national sphere, that is, that the
research results should represent the possibility to generate a solution that is not available locally.

The aspects to assess that the organizations surveyed require of reviewers and/or specialist

panels to appraise the capacity of research proposals to fulfil the program goals can be grouped into five
dimensions regarding research quality and relevance, ordered as:

i)

i)

iii)

iv)

Newness/originality; nearly three quarters of responses list as very important the robustness of
the justification of the need of original research to solve the problem in question;

Transfer and appropriation of scientific and/or technological knowledge; over two thirds of
responses give as a very important aspect in the assessment the importance of the problem in
question in the project for the partners interested in its resolution, and around 60% state the
relevance of the research results expected for the partners interested and/or the concordance
between the problem in question and the expectations expressed by the partners. However, less
importance was given to the planning of strategies for implementing solutions in collaboration
with participating partners (44% deemed this very important); the suitability of the mechanisms for
transfer and appropriation by the partners of the results obtained (41%); the specific characteristics
of the partners involved as potential co-funders and/or co-producers of knowledge (38%); and the
willingness and possibilities of the partners to implement of solutions (29%).

Potential social, economic, political and/or SDG impact of expected research results. Two thirds
of responses deemed the relevance of the research proposed in terms of its contributions to
possible solutions to be very important. 44% deemed very important the potential contribution
of the research to public policies and/or the potential economic and social impact of the results.
26% of responses considered very important the research’'s potential contribution to SDGs, grand
challenges and other mission-oriented initiatives.

Implementation of the research results or implementation of the solutions explored. The project's
clarity on the conditions necessary for the implementation of results obtained was deemed very
important by most responses. This was followed by the make-up of inter-institutional teams that
contribute to the exploration and implementation of solutions; the feasibility of implementing the
results and the clarity in defining the population that would benefit from the implementation of the
research results, which half or less of the responses deemed very important. The involvement of
relevant actors from the government, productive or social sector related to the problem addressed,
the suitability of the identification of the academic actors involved in the implementation of the
results, and the feasibility of strategies to make their participation viable are aspects deemed very
important by approximately one third of responses;

Experience and capacity of the research team. Most responses deemed very important the make-
up of multidisciplinary teams, composed by the disciplinary fields necessary to fully address the
problem selected and the exploration of solutions.

The information inputs considered very important by the broad majority of the organizations

surveyed are the research project, reviewers' assessment reports and the research project team members'
resumes (including project leaders). A little less than half of the organizations surveyed deemed very
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important quantitativeindicators (number of publicationsin high-impactjournals, highly-cited publications,
citations, H-index, projects funded, patents) of project leaders.

The above is not surprising, given the assessment methods implemented by the diverse
organizations surveyed, the strategies they follow to attain responsible assessments and the assessment
criteria they use to appraise both the academic merits of the research projects and their capacity to fulfil
the goals of the call for submissions. However, only 41% of responses deemed the letters of interest in
the research results of the partners involved in the research projects a very important information input,
and 21% deemed them less important or not important at all. Similarly, only 24% of responses deemed
very important interviews with partners involved in the research projects to evaluate their interest,
characteristics and commitments in the research; in contrast, 37% stated that this information is less
important or not important in the assessment.

From the open science perspective, most responses state that a very important or moderately
important information input for the assessment is the written commitment that the data generated by
the project and the research results obtained will be open access, thus promoting the dissemination of the
solutions found. However, indicators on refereed publications with local/regional circulation that could
potentially contribute to local/regional dissemination of research results are considered very important
information inputs for assessment by less than a third of the organizations surveyed.

Lastly, most of the organizations surveyed, all of which promote and fund quality research in the
region, have transparent assessment practices and collaborate with researchers' learning to improve
research quality.

Three quarters of responses state that their organization makes assessment results public and
accessible. In all these cases, the number of projects submitted is published; a little less than two thirds
publish details of the assessment criteria used, both for the appraisal of the research proposals and for
the final selection of projects to be funded. Most responses state that the full list of funded projects is
made public, including their titles, researchers responsible and the institution they belong to, the issues
addressed, disciplinary fields, non-academic actors involved, resources assigned, and the total sums
funded by disciplinary field and by issue.

Two thirds of responses state that their organization sends research project leaders personalized
feedback or assessment of their proposal which notifies whether the proposal was funded, provides
detailed suggestions to overcome their main weaknesses, and includes in a large number of cases (41%)
all the assessments made by the reviewers and an overall judgement drawn up by the specialist panel. In
32% of cases it includes a global judgment drawn up by the specialist panel, and in the remaining 27% all
the assessments made by the reviewers.

V. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

Based on the results obtained, there follows a set of policy recommendations to broaden and
deepen responsible assessment processes of mission oriented research projects implemented in the
region. These are structured into six dimensions underlying these processes: i) ethics and integrity; ii)
diversity and inclusion of under-represented groups; iii) social commitment and participation of society
actors; iv) interdisciplinarity; v) geographic, institutional, thematic and gender equity in the distribution of
resources for research; vi) open science and open access.



V.1 Ethics and integrity of assessment processes:

4 Clarify the ethical norms of behavior that must be followed by the individuals responsible for
assessment to guarantee impartiality with regards to gender, ethnicity, disciplinary fields,
organizations assigned to the projects and applicants’ academic seniority or position.

4 Provide specific training for people responsible for project assessment.

4 Notify reviewers and specialist panels explicitly of the tools, criteria and metrics that must not be
used in project assessment.

v Broaden and further the transparency of assessment processes, with an emphasis on the provision
of public, accessible information on the profiles of reviewers and members of specialist panels by
country of residence, gender, disciplinary fields and education level.

4 Broaden and further efforts towards developing personalized feedback for those responsible for
projects, including all the assessments/reviews received and an overall judgment detailing the

main strengths and weaknesses of the research proposal and suggestions to overcome these
issues.

V.2 Diversity and inclusion of under-represented groups in assessment processes

v Promote disciplinary diversity and territorial, institutional and gender inclusion in the make-up of
specialist panels responsible for assessment.

V.3 Social commitment and participation of society actors

4 Recognize and appraise in the assessment of mission oriented research projects:
the systematic nature of interactions with non-academic partners involved,;
the planning of strategies to implement research results;

the suitability of mechanisms for transferring and appropriating results obtained from the
research;

the characteristics of the non-academic partners as potential co-funders and co-producers of
knowledge;

the potential contribution of research results to public policy, SDGs, major challenges and other
missions;

the involvement of non-academic actors (governmental, productive and/or social) related to the
problem to be solved, in the implementation of research results.
V.4 Interdisciplinarity

v Promote the adaptation of assessment procedures according to the specificities of the knowledge
fields and results and products of research to be obtained.



V.5 Geographical, institutional, thematic and gender equity in the distribution of resources
for research

v Analyze the appropriateness of certain policy adjustments to address possible biases or
discrimination observed in the selection of projects to fund, such as the introduction of quotas
and/or prioritizing those high-quality projects that:

ensure greater diversity of knowledge fields, disciplines and problems to address;
promote gender balances;
are localized and/or connected with partners based in peripheral areas;

are connected with non-academic partners with limited access to research or who have had
scarce or no connection with academic actors.

V.6 Open science and open access

v Advance in the knowledge of experiences of openness of the assessment processes, promoting the
analysis ofitsappropriatenessandreflecting on opportunities and challengesinitsimplementation.

v Promote the co-responsibility of academic and non-academic actors in the research proposals and
consider in the assessment the expressions of interest of non-academic partners involved in the
proposals to collaborate with the openness of the research agendas and the problems affecting
diverse actors of the society, economy, culture and politics.

4 Recognize and value in the assessment the commitment to open access to the data generated and
the research results obtained in the project.

4 Recognize and value in the assessment the performance in indicators of refereed publications of
local an£x regional circulation.

Lastly, it is hoped that the results and recommendations made in this study will contribute to
broadening and furthering globaland regional efforts to transform assessment, adopting the best practices
and main regional trends identified in this study which, in addition to others, strengthen STl systems and
make them more inclusive, diverse, pluralistic and democratic, promoting a change in research assessment
led by more open, collaborative and participatory practices. FOLEC and CLACSO in collaboration with other
Latin American and international networks and institutions that have participated in this study maintain
their commitment to these efforts.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

Babini, D., and Rovelli, L. (2020). Tendencias recientes en las politicas cientificas de ciencia abierta y
acceso abierto en Iberoamérica. Buenos Aires: CLACSO.

Bensusan, G., Gras, N., Inclan, D., Rodriguez, E., Valenti, G., and Varela, G. (2014). Reflexiones sobre
la evaluacion a los investigadores: una mirada desde diferentes perspectivas. Mexico City: FCCyT.
Obtained from http://www.foroconsultivo.org.mx/libros_editados/evaluacion_de_la_evaluacion_
subgrupos_individuos.pdf



Bianco, M., Gras, N., and Sutz, J. (2016). Academic Evaluation: Universal Instrument? Tool for
Development? Minerva, 54(4), 399-421. doi:10.1007/s11024-016-9306-9

Calatrava Moreno, M., Warta, K., Arnold, E., Tiefenthaler, B., Kolarz, P., and Skok, S. (2019). Science
Europe Study on Research Assessment Practices. Technopolis Groups. Final Report. Obtained from
https://www.scienceeurope.org/media/fmdihoqy/se-study-on-research-assessment-practices-
report.pdf

Chavarro, D., Tang, P., and Rafols, I. (2017). Why researchers publish in non-mainstream journals:
Training, knowledge bridging, and gap filling. Research Policy, 46(2017), 1666-1680. doi:10.1016/j.
respol.2017.08.002

Curry, S., de Rijcke, S., Hatch, A, Pillay, D., van der Weijden, I., and Wilsdon, J. (2020). The changing role
of funders in responsible research assessment: progress, obstacles and the way ahead. RoRl Working
Paper No. 3., November 2020. doi:10.6084/m9.figshare. 13227914

De Ibarrola, M. (2012). Consolidacion del Sistema Nacional de Investigadores, profesionalizacion de la
investigacién en México. En S. Vega y Ledn, Sistema nacional de investigadores. Retos y perspectivas
de la ciencia en México. Mexico: UAM-X.

De Rijcke, S., Wouters, P., Rushforth, A., Franssen, T., and Hammarfelt, B. (2016). Evaluation practices
and effects of indicator use—a literature review. Research Evaluation, 25(2), 161-169. doi:10.1093/
reseval/rvv038

FOLEC-CLACSO. (2020a). Evaluando la evaluacién de la produccidn cientifica. Serie Para Una
Transformacion de la Evaluacién de la Ciencia en América Latina y el Caribe del Foro Latinoamericano
sobre Evaluacioén Cientifica. Buenos Aires: CLACSO 2da. Edicion. Obtained from https://www.clacso.
org/una-nueva-evaluacion-academica-para-una-ciencia-con-relevancia-social/

FOLEC-CLACSO. (2020b). Diagnéstico y propuestas para una iniciativa regional. Serie para una
transformacioén de la Evaluacién de la Ciencia en América Latina y el Caribe del Foro Latinoamericano
sobre Evaluacién Cientifica. Buenos Aires: CLACSO 2nd Edition. Obtained from https://www.clacso.
org/diagnostico-y-propuestas-para-una-iniciativa-regional/

Freeman, C. (1991). Technology, Progress and the Quality of Life. Science and Public Policy, 18(6), 407-
418.

Gras, N. (2018). La evaluacion de la investigacién y su relacién con la produccién de conocimiento:
un andlisis estructural para el Sistema Nacional de Investigadores de México. Tesis de

Doctorado , UAM-X, Ciudad de México. Obtained from http://biblioteca.xoc.uam.mx/tesis.
htm?fecha=00000000andarchivo=cdt1155200wqe.pdfandbibliografico=181106

Gras, N. (2021). STl and policies for development: Freeman's contributions to thinking Latin America
future. Innovation and Development. doi:10.1080/2157930X.2021.1968584

Gras, N., and Cohanoff, C. (2021). Agendas abiertas de investigacién y el abordaje de problemas en
interaccion social: la experiencia de la Universidad de la Replblica de Uruguay. Informatio, Accepted
for publication 11/29/2021.

GRC. (2021). Responsible research assessment. Global Research Council Conference Report 2021,
(pags. 1-28). Obtained from https://www.globalresearchcouncil.org/fileadmin/documents/GRC_
Publications/GRC_RRA_Conference_Summary_Report.pdf

GYA-IAP-ISC. (2022). Project Initiative on Research Evaluation. Obtained from https://www.
interacademies.org/project/gya-iap-isc-initiative-research-evaluation



Hicks, D. (2004). The Four Literatures of Social Science Handbook of Quantitative Science and
Technology Research. Henk Moed, Kluwer Academic.

Hicks, D. (2012). Performance-based university research funding systems . Research Policy, 41, 251-
261. doi:10.1016/j.respol.2011.09.007

Hicks, D. (2013). One size doesn't fit all: On the co-evolution of national evaluation systems and social
science publishing. Confero. Essays on Education Philosophy and Politics. Managing by measuring:
Academic knowledge production under the ranks, 1(1). Obtenido de www.confero.ep.liu.se

Kish, L. (2004). Statistical Design for Research. New Jersey: Wiley-Interscience .

Leisyte, L., and Westerheijden, D. (2014). Research evaluation and its implications for academic
research in the United Kingdom and the Netherlands. Discussion Paper 1-2014 Technische Universitat
Dortmund.

Martin, B., and Whitley, R. (2010). The UK Research Assessment Exercise: A Case of Regulatory
Capture? En R. Whitley, J. Glaser, and L. Engwall, Reconfiguring Knowledge Production: Changing
Authority Relationships in the Sciences and their Consequences for Intellectual Innovation. New York:
Oxford University Press Inc.

Mauller, R., and De Rijcke, S. (2017). Exploring the epistemic impacts of academic performance
indicators in the life sciences. Research Evaluation, 26(3), 157-168. doi:10.1093/reseval/rvx023

United Nations. (s.f.). Objetivos de Desarrollo Sostenible (Sustainable Development Goals). Obtained
from https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/es/sustainable-development-goals/

Padilla, L. (2010). ELAcadémico Mexicano Miembro del Sistema Nacional de Investigadores: Su
contexto institucional, uso del tiempo, productividad académica, e implicaciones salariales. |
Congreso de los Miembros del Sistema Nacional de Investigadores Querétaro. Querétaro.

Rafols, I., Leydesdorff, L., O'Hare, A., Nightingale, P., and Stirling, A. (2012). How journal rankings can
suppress interdisciplinary research: A comparison between Innovation Studies and Business and
Management. Research Policy, 41(2012), 1262-1282.

RICYT. (2021). El estado de la Ciencia. Principales indicadores de Ciencia y Tecnologia iberoamericanos
- interamericanos. Buenos Aires: RICYT. Obtained from http://www.ricyt.org/wp-content/
uploads/2021/11/El-Estado-de-la-Ciencia-2021.pdf

Rivera-Huerta, R., Dutrénit, G., Ekboir, J., Sampedro, J., and Vera-Cruz, A. (2011). Do linkages between
farmers and academic researchers influence researcher productivity? The Mexican case. Research
Policy, 40(2011), 932- 942.

Spaapen, J., and Sivertsen, G. (2020). Assessing societal impact of SSH in an engaging world: focus
on productive interaction, creative pathways and enhanced visibility of SSH research. Research
Evaluation, 29(1), 1-3. doi:10.1093 /reseval/rvz035

Sutz, J. (2020). Redefining the concept of excellence in research with development in mind. En E.
Kraemer-Mbula, R. Tijssen, M. Wallace, and R. MclLean, Transforming Research Excellence: New Ideas
from the Global South. African Minds. doi:10.5281/zenodo.3607336

UNESCO. (2021). UNESCO Recommendation on Open Science. Obtained from https://unesdoc.unesco.
org/ark:/48223/pf0000379949_spa

Valenti, G., Casalet, M., GilAntén, M., Gonzalez Brambila, C., Hualde Alfaro, A., Varela, G., and
Villavicencia, D. (2013). Propuestas para contribuir al disefio del PECiTI 2012-2037. Mexico City: FCCyT.

31



van Dalen, H., and Henkens, K. (2012). Intended and Unintended Consequences a Publish-or-Perish
Culture: AWorldwide Survey CentER. Discusion Paper, No. 2012-003, Enero 2012.

Vélez Cuartas, G., and Torres Arroyave, D. (2021). Perfiles latinoamericanos de instrumentos de
politica publica en investigacién e innovacion y el papel de los ODS. CLACSO. Obtained from https://
biblioteca-repositorio.clacso.edu.ar/bitstream/123456789/16929/1/Informe-IDRC-FOLEC-ESP.pdf

Vessuri, H., Guédon, J., and Cetto, A. (2014). Excellence or quality? Impact of the current competition
regime on science and scientific publishing in Latin America and its implications for development.
Current Sociology, 62(5), 647-665. doi:10.1177/0011392113512839

Wang, J., Veugelers, R., and Stephan, P. (2017). Bias against novelty in science: A cautionary tale for
users of bibliometric indicators. Research Policy. doi:10.1016/j.respol.2017.06.006

Whitley, R. (2007). Changing Governance of the Public Sciences: The Consequences of Establishing
Research Evaluation Systems for Knowledge Production in Different Countries and Scientific Fields.
En R. Whitley, and J. Glaser, The changing governance of the sciences. The Advent of Research
Evaluation Systems. Netherlands: Springer.

Whitley, R. (2010). Reconfiguring the Public Sciences: The Impact of Governance Changes on Authority
and Innovation in Public Science Systems. En R. Whitley, J. Glaser, and L. Engwall, Reconfiguring
Knowledge Production: Changing Authority Relationships in the Sciences and their Consequences for
Intellectual Innovation. New York: Oxford University Press Inc.



e
o

CLACSO () IDRC- CRDI

International Development Research Centre

Conse_jo Latl Nnoa merica no Centre de recherches pour le développement international
de Ciencias Sociales

Canada

DET CENTRE FOR POLICY RESEARCH

FOLEC UNIVERSIDAD ' V 1% | DST»
Fop o oine DE ANTIOQUIA 2 448 “CPR CSIC*®

cLACSO & INDIAN INSTITUTE OF SCIENCE



	_Hlk100657966
	_Hlk100657998
	_Hlk100658054
	_Hlk100658083
	_Hlk100661683
	I. Introduction
	II. Methodological Aspects
	III. Results
	III.1 General characteristics of the mission-oriented research stimulus programs
	III.1.1 Time aspects
	III.1.2 Financial aspects and competition level
	III.1.3 Cognitive aspects

	III.2 Responsible assessment of mission-oriented research proposals 
	III.3 Support for responsible assessment statements 
	III.4 Assessment Implementation 
	III.4.1 Strategies for quality responsible assessments 
	III.4.2 Assessment methods implemented

	III.5 Assessment criteria used and information inputs required
	III.5.1 Assessment criteria used
	III.5.2 Information inputs for assessment

	III.6 Transparency
	III.6.1 Public communication of assessment results 
	III.6.2 Personalized feedback for research project leaders


	IV. Forms of assessment of mission-oriented research proposals in search of solutions to development problems implemented in Latin America: a summary of the results
	V. Policy recommendations and implications 
	V.1 Ethics and integrity of assessment processes:
	V.2 Diversity and inclusion of under-represented groups in assessment processes 
	V.3 Social commitment and participation of society actors
	V.4 Interdisciplinarity
	V.5 Geographical, institutional, thematic and gender equity in the distribution of resources for research 
	V.6 Open science and open access

	Bibliography

