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INTRODUCTION

In this book, the findings of a bottom-up analysis of how
research assessment in the Serbian academic system really works
and what consequences it produces from the point of view of
social science and humanities (SSH) scholars are contextualised
in current theoretical debates in evaluation studies and juxta-
posed with recent developments in SSH research assessment put
forward by some of the leading European academic institutions
and organisations. All three strains of analysis corroborated
the main hypothesis - if SSH scholars are expected to engage
with a knowledge-to-policy agenda, they need to re-establish
their authority not only in society at large, but within the re-
search and higher education sectors as well. Currently, the pre-
dominant Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics
(STEM)-based evaluative discourse frequently makes them feel
insecure, personally ashamed, that their work is devalued and
their disciplines considered inferior, and that their institutional
and individual autonomy has been diminished. Scientometric
assessment tools are widely perceived among scholars as detri-
mental to the overall quality of higher education and research,
even threatening the essence of academic identity.

This argument links general and specific conclusions to
the agenda of the PERFORM project as a principal funder, and
recommends policy options aimed at either the abandonment
of metric-based research assessment (an option preferred by
the majority of the community) or at the fine-tuning of evalu-
ation criteria and assessment indicators (a tolerable option). It
is found that PERFORM should continue its unique mission or
that PERFORM-like programs should be established. Interven-
tion recommendations for both administrative and regulatory
reforms of research and higher education sectors are offered in a
separate policy-tailored sub-chapter.
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This consultancy oriented research, comprising anthropo-
logical fieldwork, literature review and policy analysis, was con-
ducted according to the following main goals — to enhance the
relevance of social science research to society by strengthening
the social science research community; to facilitate the building
of systemic linkages between social science research and the pol-
icy domain; to enable a stable environment for the development
of socially relevant social science and humanities (SSH) research.

The specific goal of the research project was to obtain a
sound understanding of the impact of the current SSH research
evaluation system and provide evidence-based recommenda-
tions for its revision which would contribute to the development
of a strong, confident and publicly positioned SSH research
community that could meaningfully contribute to socio-eco-
nomic and political reform.

The PERFORM project (funded by the Swiss Agency for
Development and Cooperation and implemented by a consor-
tium of HELVETAS Swiss Intercooperation and the University
of Fribourg) aimed to contribute to reforming the evaluation
criteria for SSH researchers, in order to encourage and support
research of both high quality and relevance. In that regard, this
consultancy has confirmed previous research findings, demon-
strating the main impediment to be the very notions of “quality”
and “relevance” being imposed by Serbian academic adminis-
trators from STEM fields to all academic fields, including SSH
(http://www.perform.network/).

The research is also part of a Europe-wide effort to intro-
duce a bottom-up approach to research evaluation - the Euro-
pean Network for Research Evaluation in Social Sciences and
Humanities (ENRESSH). This gathers SSH scholars’ research
evaluation from 35 countries to develop principled, appropriate,
and transparent assessment methods for the SSH field in order
to improve SSH research evaluation and to prove these disci-
plines’ societal relevance (https://enressh.eu/).

The coordination of this research with the PERFORM and
ENRESSH frameworks is accompanied by the implementation
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of its results through the principal investigator’s activities as a
member of the Council for Humanities, Working Group for the
development of criteria for funding SSH research projects, and
Committee for journal rankings and categorisation, all under the
Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development,
and within the Council for SSH at the University of Belgrade.

Background

In the Serbian science and technology sector, it is widely
accepted that approaches to research assessment based on scien-
tometry/bibliometry are strongly correlated with and adequate
to the practices of the (natural) sciences, technology, engineer-
ing, and mathematics (STEM) fields. Significant criticism of
metric-based performance assessments by Serbian STEM re-
searchers has not yet been articulated and published, although
comparative examples prove this is not a standard reaction of
natural scientists coming from STEM disciplines, especially in
non-English speaking European countries and even in some
English-speaking research communities (see the Los Ange-
les manifesto). On the other hand, Serbian SSH scholars, like
their continental European and international colleagues, openly
critique this system and advocate its change or even complete
abandonment. This rift, a culture war of a kind, has lasted for
nearly two decades.

This book focuses on the prolonged dispute over SSH re-
search evaluation criteria in Serbia. As researchers working in
SSH have asserted, the country’s science policy is characterised
by 1) highly biased research evaluation criteria defined by ac-
ademic policymakers coming solely from STEM fields, and 2)
misbalanced research funding that continually devalues SSH
fields. The situation became additionally complex during the
2015-16 turmoil within the Serbian research community when
multi-year funding call for academic research projects failed due
to the fact that SSH were reduced to 12% of research funding
(out of which the humanities were reduced to less than 5%). The
rift continued in the following years despite significant efforts
by PERFORM to facilitate dialogue and compromise between
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the relevant actors. The most recent developments show that this
dispute will continue to tear the academic community apart if it
is not urgently addressed.

The “war over evaluation criteria” culminated in the mid-
2000s, with STEM-rooted academic administrators having
largely discarded SSH scholars from decision-making activities.
During this process, academic policy was unified regardless of
the substantive and instrumental differences between different
fields. Consequently, social sciences, and especially the human-
ities, were both structurally and systematically subordinated.
They have since been referred to as “weak;” “irrelevant” and
“underdeveloped because field-unspecific evaluation criteria,
which left SSH specificities out of the Research and Develop-
ment (R&D) policy framework, were applied. The evaluation
standards were unified and imposed regardless of the differenc-
es within and across academic fields, national and regional aca-
demic traditions, historical and social specificities, or contextual
variety in the social functions of academic knowledge.

Existing research on the topic shows that, although nom-
inally appreciated in an ikebana-like manner, SSH research in
Serbia lacks the policy attention and proper evaluation protocol
capable of reflecting its societal potential and value. We are wit-
nessing a complete lack of confidence toward evaluation proce-
dures, as evaluation indicators and procedures are almost com-
pletely developed by (laboratory) scientists for (natural) sciences
and technology. SSH scholars’ general sentiment is that evalua-
tion criteria are not only incompetently adapted to SSH research
assessment, but purposively biased or even malicious. This is the
context in which the war over evaluation has raged in Serbian
academia for more than a decade.

Objectives, methodology and
main hypotheses

The qualitative research of SSH scholars’ perception of the
Serbian evaluation system aimed to inform prospective impact
assessments of the SSH research evaluation system in Serbia and
thus contribute to its widely debated and desired evolution.
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The three-year project (2016-2018) framework incorporat-
ed six months of field research work in five academic centres.
Focus groups were organised in academic centres throughout
Serbia (Belgrade, Novi Sad, Ni§, Kragujevac, and Novi Pazar),
with 1) academics who are also decision makers, 2) young re-
searchers (up to 35 years old), 3) researchers who have been
active in research policy debates, and 4) researchers who were
inactive in relevant debates: over one hundred participants in
total. In addition to the focus-group interviews, research tech-
niques included individual interviews, participant observation
of administrative practices, and surveys (in order to include oth-
erwise unreachable participants).

Multi-sited fieldwork, the anthropological method of data
collection and interpretation that ‘follows™ a topic or problem
through geographically or socially different research contexts,
was used. A bottom-up approach allowed the mapping of key
shortcomings of the current evaluation criteria, incorporating
the attitudes of the SSH research community. The list of selected
proposals and ideas put forward by respondents was composed
and interpreted in a way that aimed to address the problem in-
clusively and democratically.

The main hypothesis, developed on the basis of preliminary
research, states that if SSH scholars are expected to play any
notable public role in reshaping post-conflict, pauperised, and
re-traditionalised societies, such as those in the Western Bal-
kans, they need to re-establish their authority not only in society
at large but also within academia.

An additional hypothesis, directly related to PERFORM’s
agenda, states that the empowerment of SSH scholars should
be a focus of research and development (R&D) policy, as these
scholars are systematically prevented from being “strong, confi-
dent and publicly positioned” by the very system that purport-
edly invites them to become so, especially by the rules and regu-
lations of research assessment.

Data were analysed in relation to key contemporary debates
in SSH research evaluation studies, and in relation to recent de-
velopments in the research evaluation climate across Europe, with
pivotal institutions (academies of science and major evaluation
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organisations) moving openly toward non-metric indicators. The
argument concludes with reformative policy options, stressing the
relevance and legitimacy of the assessment procedures and em-
phasising the administrative reform of the academic sector to re-
flect the major differences between STEM and SSH.

The author hopes this book contributes to three major
mid-term goals:

1)

2)

3)

To improve the regulatory framework conditions for
social sciences and humanities: to suggest how this
projects findings could be transformed into relevant
evaluation criteria considered relevant and fair by the
members of the SSH community, in order to contrib-
ute more responsively and relevantly, based on indica-
tors specifically devised for the SSH field rather than
imposed upon it.

To help build a framework providing SSH scholars
with a clear policy incentive to publish their findings
in Serbian and minority languages (this is especially
relevant for the humanities), and to have their work
evaluated on its social impact and not according solely
to intra-academic excellence, which is nowadays main-
ly reduced to metric indicators such as impact factor.
This will hopefully help research to be communicated
in a publicly and policy-relevant language and not in
the superficial and socially irrelevant environment of
high IF journals.

To contribute to ending the war over evaluation in
Serbian, and indeed Western Balkan, academia, with
SSH scholars back on track and not feeling devalued
i.e., unwilling to comply with the reformative agen-
da. SSH would thereby regain the capacity to perform
high quality research that is relevant to reform pro-
cesses in society.



MAJOR FIELDWORK FINDINGS

The interview protocol was structured over four main the-
matic clusters, and participants were asked to contemplate and
discuss four groups of questions on:

1) the overall status of SSH in academia,
2) evaluation criteria for SSH,

3) the societal status and role of SSH,

4) recent developments.

The Overall Status of SSH
in the Academic Setting

The first thematic cluster within each interview was de-
voted to the overall status of SSH within academia; this theme
aimed to foster dialogue on issues such as: the status of SSH in
the research and higher education sectors; whether participants
felt equal to colleagues from STEM fields; their reaction to sug-
gested administrative reform differentiating between the man-
agement and funding of STEM and SSH, and the prudence (if
the opportunity arose) of differentiating between social sciences
and humanities as well.

The participants almost unanimously shared the belief that
the status of SSH in the larger research and higher education
community is that of the “underdeveloped cousin” or “a child
with special needs” They are disappointed in, some even dis-
gusted by, their treatment by STEM-based academic admin-
istrators in particular. In addition, they do not feel equal, and
are angry about the fact that most of their STEM colleagues
pushed along the 2000s reform agenda that shunted SSH out
of the policymaking framework. They consider that system of
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false democracy and abuse of academic autonomy to be based
on majority rule and not on the values of plurality and diversity.
In this regard, they assert the need for administrative reform,
with a regulatory body (the ministry or some prospective agency
or foundation) preferably subdivided or “confederalised” across
academic fields. Under such a scenario, the majority of partici-
pants do not think that the further separation of social sciences
and humanities would be necessary.

Research Assessment Criteria and
Quality Indicators

The second group of questions was devoted to the ongoing
crisis of SSH evaluation: discerning each participant’s stance on
the war over evaluation and the prolonged dispute over STEM-de-
rived indicators for SSH; if they feel research assessment tools oth-
er than scientometric should be used for SSH; if their personal
work has been significantly influenced by research assessment in
terms of publication behaviour (articles instead of books, English
instead of Serbian), research methodology, or the selection of re-
search topics; whether they plan to publish in Serbian and other
languages used by most of our citizens in the future.

Most of the participants felt the prolonged dispute over re-
search assessment criteria was detrimental to the academic com-
munity as a whole, and they wholeheartedly recommended the
diversification of the criteria and indicators for the STEM and
SSH disciplines. They do not believe that common ground can
be found with STEM-based administrators as they see funda-
mental differences between the fields both in terms of method-
ology and social impact. No participant believed in the myth of
academic unity that has been regularly employed by academic
administrators to legitimate the homogeneity of assessment
criteria for more than a decade. They also underlined the pro-
foundly different social roles and cultural functions of the STEM
and SSH disciplines. In that regard, they especially resent sci-
entometric assessment of their research, consider it ridiculously
incompetent, and maintain that it is purposively biased in order
to degrade and pauperise both SSH institutions and individual
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scholars. Humanities scholars in particular blame laboratory sci-
entists for introducing research output quantification that ‘val-
ues’ a single article in a foreign journal more than a whole book
published in Serbian or a minority language. They emphasised
that this superficial objectification of research assessment crite-
ria in fact arose to showcase the work of a certain group of polit-
ically prominent STEM scholars and that they have since seized
all academic power.

Participants also indicated that assessment tools significant-
ly changed their research and publishing behaviour, and agreed
that such deep intrusion could no longer be considered objec-
tive. Grave polarisation was, however, detected within the SSH
community — some were willing to comply with assessment cri-
teria, while others were ready for prolonged dispute if necessary.
Many types of reactive relational behaviour were detected, in-
cluding reactive nationalism (interpretive sovereignty discourse)
and reactive elitism (ivory tower syndrome). The community
agreed that the dispute over research assessment criteria resem-
bles the “Methodenstreit” of more than a century ago. Most SSH
scholars are profoundly anti-positivistic, stressing the wider so-
cial context in which scientometric quantophrenia could gain its
unfortunate reputation. They consider the standardisation of re-
search assessment to be not a tool but a ‘weapon.

Interestingly, there is no consensus about what constitutes
quality research - different actors, regardless of age and stature,
consider innovation, cultural heritage protection, internation-
al visibility and erudition as equally important. Additional re-
search is, however, needed in this regard, as distinguishing what
is considered ‘quality’ could not be related solely to considera-
tions of societal impact.

The Societal Status and Role of SSH

The third group of questions targeted issues linked to the
societal relevance of SSH: how participants felt about the reputa-
tion, influence, and financial standing of SSH scholars in Serbia
and of SSH institutions and disciplines in general; whether this
status reflects SSH’s impact on policy and in the public sphere;
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and whether the war over evaluation would end if identity-re-
lated research (so called ‘national sciences’) were given special
status in order not to confuse the system further?

The participants held that their societal reputation is re-
ciprocally constituted by their reputation within academia and
found it hard to discern whether their lower status in the pol-
icymakers’ agenda is caused by overall distrust toward expert
knowledge in society or by derogative practices within academ-
ic and research governing bodies. They perceive their influence
on society at large to be correlated to their status and feel these
two should be simultaneously improved through action aimed
at advancing their public image and the respect they have undu-
ly lost due to the distorted power relations within the academy.
They generally perceive their financial status in relation to their
qualifications as dreadful; likewise for the policy impact they are
nominally encouraged to contrive - many of them realise that
their societal impact is obsolete if their type of knowledge has
lost its appeal. As for the suggested seclusion of nationally rele-
vant research as a way of ending the funding war over evaluation
criteria and indicators, half of the respondents were afraid that
such a solution might tie up academic knowledge in another
wave of destructive nationalistic ideology while others held that
state-instituted, academic-based protection of cultural heritage
would be an excellent counter-balance to primitive nationalism.

Views on Recent Developments

The fourth thematic cluster within the interviews was dedi-
cated to crucial new developments in the research evaluation are-
na: respondents’ feelings and thoughts about the recent promo-
tion of socially relevant (applied) SSH research; their attitudes to
applied research in general and directed fundamental research in
particular; how they felt about the idea of Open Science, and the
related notion of Open Evaluation; and what role extra-academic
stakeholders should have in knowledge-to-policy processes.

Most of the participants felt reserved about turning the
ship of academic knowledge solely towards the applied realm.
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They mostly consider applied science as an area for profession-
als working outside academia - in museums, media, state and
local administration, civil society or international organisations.
However, most of them agreed that the introduction of directed
fundamental research in the (revoked) call of 2016, with prede-
fined topics of special interest to society, culture and the state,
was an important breakthrough and a welcomed change. Most
also hope this solution will be renewed and that the next call
will encompass direct fundamental research as well. On the no-
tion of Open Science and Open Evaluation, opinions are divid-
ed and deep reservations were brought up. While the majority
of participants feel that transparency with research outputs or
even the publicity of peer reviews would be an asset, they com-
pletely disagree with the idea of external stakeholders judging
scholarship and scholars in terms of the worth of their outputs
and the value of the knowledge they produce. “Even worse than
scientometry” would be a shared stance on extra-academic open
evaluation. However, they have no other reservations toward ex-
ternal stakeholders entering the academic field and see dialogue
on economic, social, and cultural issues as an important channel
for the dissemination of academic knowledge.

Issues Underlined and Proposals Made
by the Interviewees

Full anonymity was guaranteed to interviewees and their
identity is purposively and completely hidden (and not just al-
tered by anonymisation or pseudonymisation). Pursuant to this
all indicative references, such as English professor from the Uni-
versity of Novi Sad or Historiography researcher from an insti-
tute in Belgrade, have been removed.

The final section of each interview was devoted to summa-
rising ideas put forward during the discussions. The interview-
ees were asked to share their thoughts and ideas on the topics
freely, in a relatively unstructured manner. The main problems
they addressed and proposals they made were recorded and are
summarised as follows:
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“SSH must receive proper treatment in strategic documents
if the field is to be understood as equal to STEM.”

“SSH must stay united in order to oppose biased research
evaluation criteria and ever-shrinking funding”

“As a field, SSH should be independent from STEM in the
administrative sense.”

“Interdisciplinary research should be preserved at the level
of funding, but it is hard or impossible to discern in terms of
M-points”

“Continuous reform of the research and higher education
sectors should be abandoned and replaced by adherence to the
Constitution and laws”

“Reforms are unlawful, unconstitutional, and inhuman. The
system just keeps shifting from one form of chaos to another”

“Humanities’ specific link to the education and culture sec-
tor, and not to the technological sector, should be acknowledged
in rules and regulations”

“It is unfortunate that our STEM colleagues share the gen-
eral societal ignorance regarding social sciences and particularly
regarding the arts and humanities - they openly ask what our
purpose is.

“It is odd that archeological excavations and the history of
art exhibitions are financed not by the ministry of science but by
the ministry of culture, while the science ministry keeps asking
for results that would be recognisable in an international con-
text. It is unfair to ask for costly outputs when we are allocated
funding that cannot cover basic research costs. And not just ex-
cavations and exhibitions - think of costly monographs. How
do they expect us to compete with our western colleagues, who
publish, well-illustrated, attractive editions?”

“In Germany, where I studied, the SSH are considered Or-
chideenficher - degradation is not a local phenomenon, but a
worldwide trend”
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“It is probably the potential social and political harm that
outweighs the benefit of dismissing researchers from the insti-
tutes that keeps us there still, and not some strategic planning
that recognises our societal purpose.”

“It is obvious that our system is based on false democracy
and the abuse of academic autonomy - STEM-based delegates in
all of the relevant bodies that govern science and higher educa-
tion form a vast majority that ignores and suppresses academic
minorities”

“The incompetence of those who are entitled to promote
us is huge. Power to decide which researcher will be promoted
is delegated to a committee consisting of colleagues who don't
even understand the titles of our books and articles.”

“It is assumed that a historian and a sociologist can evaluate
each other. It's nonsense. Humanities should have autonomy in
terms of criteria and funding”

“The ministry is huge; it covers all levels of education, from
kindergarten to post-doctoral programmes. This situation is in-
tolerable; it is the definition of incompetence. The very institu-
tion that promotes quality, merit, and competence is designed in
direct opposition to it

“For more than twenty years, the ministry has been domi-
nated by people who are incompetent and uninterested in SSH.
It is not that criteria are “too harsh” for us; the parameters have
been ill-stated from the very beginning of the reform.

“We are constantly being outvoted. The ministry should be
redesigned from scratch”

“It is most likely that [as humanities scholars] relocation
of authority over our disciplines from the ministry of educa-
tion and science to the ministry of culture would be even more
disastrous. And it would certainly be used as an argument cor-
roborating the current predominant view — that arts and hu-
manities scholars are not scientists so they should be consid-
ered obsolete”
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“It is far easier to get promoted in faculties than in research
institutes.”

“Our colleagues from Croatia are in a far better position
due to the fact that they have politically well-positioned figures
among them to push their agenda”

“It is my fear that our administrative separatism, so to
speak, would not be tolerated in other academic fields, and even
more fierce retribution could be expected compared to the prob-
lems we currently face”

“I feel that separation should be thorough and consistent —
all fields must have their bylaws differentiated, not only SSH. By
pushing that agenda we could aspire to greater support and prob-
ably establish our autonomy.”

“State secretaries and assistant ministers should have their
portfolios delegated thematically, in terms of academic fields,
not by predefined sectors (e.g., finance, international cooper-
ation) with “veto power” regarding substantive decisions that
could seriously affect their representative fields.”

“It is a common belief that SSH, and especially the human-
ities, are conservative. But there is nothing more conservative,
even primitive, than scientometry.”

“After my transfer from an American university, I was
amazed by the orthodox approach to research assessment; it is
positivistic and “exact” in a way that doesn’t resemble the spe-
cificities of the humanities ... it is as if some time machine had
landed me in the nineteenth century”

“Scientometry is not a social science. It is the direct oppo-
site of any science. Its statistics are obsolete. Its maths are hilari-
ous. Its philosophy ... well, there is nothing wise about it””

“The positivist notion of neutrality, embedded in scientome-
try, disguised the interests of those who insisted on it being pro-
claimed a measure of all things scientific”

“Closed promotions should be introduced instead of false
open ones. All of us should be reviewed for promotion (or re-
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jected) according to what we have actually done, published, how
good we have been as professors, et cetera, and not against some
imaginary criteria devised from the citation behaviour of thou-
sands of researchers worldwide. The current system is based on
imaginary numbers; they cannot be considered representations
of anything real”

“The problem we have been encountering for years is not
only that the criteria are wrong - they are not being correctly
applied. We are all caught up in a scenario in which we are evad-
ing the system. The next system should be fairer and based on
relevant indicators, but I am skeptical regarding its future, too.”

“This system is perverse on so many levels. It should be dis-
mantled for good”

“We should follow our colleagues in the natural sciences,
even start replicating their behaviour. We should have our arti-
cles signed by a bunch of people and all ten or twenty of us get
points for the work of one or two persons. It is not a question of
honour and shame; it is a question of survival in their world.”

“The whole issue of university lists that are based on jour-
nal impact factors is related to getting sponsored and attracting
legions of foreign students. It is completely irrelevant for Serbia
and other small, national cultures. We do not have a culture of
academic sponsorship and we do not get foreign students ap-
plying - maybe 5 per year (per faculty). This whole academic
administration circus is unnecessary. It should be disestab-
lished, not the SSH departments or institutes, as is constantly
threatened.”

“Do they even know that not even REF [i.e., the British
Research Excellence Framework] is scientometric-based and
that it is far more complicated, in order to reflect a variety of
academic fields?”

“What hurts us most is not the fact that they prevent our
promotion with these committees, but the fact that they are not
obliged to explain the reasons for doing so. They are self-per-
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ceived small gods of a sort. This behaviour should be precluded
and their power neutralised”

“The existing evaluation criteria in fact are pretty much ap-
propriate to a certain type of SSH scholar, to those who don't
want their work to be publicly visible, utilised, criticised ... It is
a closed system of evaluation in which academics ‘vote’ for each
other. But it is basically mistaken, as it presupposes that those
results that are not ‘voted for’ count as irrelevant or even unsci-
entific”

“We should keep our rhythm and let them chase their
points. And they should read more, if they read at all ... They can
start with Berg [i.e., Maggie Berg, the author of The Slow Profes-
sor: Challenging the Culture of Speed in the Academy]”

“The current funding system basically dictates two things:
first, to work within research teams and second, to work on
strict output-related science projects. But this is fundamentally
wrong on so many levels. Our social purpose is precisely not to
change our research topic every two or five years. And much of
our work is individual. Both of these components are dictated by
the STEM and we know that this system is good for their fields
... but it has proved damaging for ours”

“The impact that is expected from us is pointless — we are
getting these points for publishing articles that are read by few, if
any. This is a true waste of time, money, energy, and ‘human po-
tential, to phrase it in popular terms. Meanwhile, self-proclaimed
messiahs are maddening our population from TV screens and
on the Internet. It is a sad situation, not just in Serbia.

“This whole impact-speak has been huge nonsense, the way
it was proclaimed, their expectations of us ... We must organise
and teach them what SSH are here for”

“Our foreign colleagues feel honoured by the opportunity
to give public lectures or seminars at other or foreign universi-
ties or institutes. In our system, it is considered a complete waste
of time. One cannot get points by giving lectures - and not just
public lectures, but academic visits, too”
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“The whole system is one vicious circle. While we are ex-
pected by the ministry to get published and summon as many
M-points as we can, most of our older colleagues, who devel-
oped their careers in the preceding system of academic promo-
tion, consider us to be ‘careerists’ and ‘immoral’ And they still
have all the decision-making power””

“It is not surprising that SSH are not considered in the [of-
ficial] Strategy [of scientific and technological development].
What is outrageous, in fact, is that SSH are not being given a
proper place in our cultural policy”

“Bylaws keep changing. We do not have time to adapt to this
change, let alone to think of the societal impact ..

“Our purpose, significance, function, role ... this is all
mixed up by that notion of impact. It's a buzzword, in a way. Our
impact was long ago predefined and it does not need to be rein-
vented. We should not accept the game of defining our impact
and explaining our purpose. They [i.e., the STEM fields] need to
explain why they are getting funded while it should be obvious
why we are funded - in order for our state to function, in order
for our society to be civilised. Period”

“I spend more time calculating what to publish, and where,
and when, than on reading other people. It is sad, but I have kids
and I am aware that adaptation is necessary””

“Fundamental research is by definition ‘impactless, as it
were. It would be a grave mistake, with serious consequences,
to reorient all of our scholarship to visible, tangible, publicly un-
derstandable goals. It is a question of dignity. And it is far less
European to think of SSH in terms of their practical utility than
in terms of their importance for democracy and culture. ‘Unciv-
ilised’ may be the correct word”

“We should insist on getting funded to republish all of our
articles that were published abroad again, in Serbian, in order
for our impact to be properly valued. Otherwise, the whole im-
pact issue will turn into another plot against us.”
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“Some of my most important works, which made me re-
nowned in certain circles, were not published in journals that
are listed with our ministry. It is not that publishing abroad is
wrong - on the contrary — but the way that the value of our
work is measured there is incorrect”

«c

It is not science if it is not sexy’?! I have never heard of
anything more stupid”

“My colleagues and I, from private universities, are dis-
criminated against on many levels. It is outrageous, this whole
discussion of quality as being somehow typical of state-owned
institutions. The change that I am referring to should be po-
sitioned high on our common agenda. We can achieve much
more together, in terms of getting adequate criteria for measur-
ing the value and impact of SSH, than if we are in confrontation,
as we are now.’

“They keep pushing us to do research that will lead to inno-
vations conceived of by technology-driven notions? Have they
even heard of social innovations?”

“The current system is overly technocratic; that is the rea-
son for unscientific quantophrenia being installed as a quasi-ob-
jective approach to academic reality”

“Quantification of research output should not form the ba-
sis for pay grades”

“M-points should not be considered a major measure of the
worth of someone’s academic work. Professors should be given
space to work with students and have their real teaching load
recognised”

“The rush for M-points is harmful, as it causes unethical be-
haviour, such as false authorship, publication in predatory jour-
nals, the segmentation or ‘spectacularisation’ or self-glorification
of results, and it seriously threatens the book as a major form of
publishing in SSH”

“The preference toward quantity lessens the overall quality
of research, editing, peer review, and publishing. No one affected
by this system has time to do a proper job any more.”
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“Researchers do not have time to think about the applica-
tion of results and their dissemination to stakeholders outside
academia. The whole system is designed to exhaust researchers.
The quantification pressure is purposively developed in order to
prevent us from being social critics.”

“Careers are unpredictable and the regulatory environment
unstable.”

“Policy work is undervalued, both traditionally and by re-
form regulation; it does not “pay up” either way.

“The ministry is too large and the research sector too small;
it is unnatural, so higher education and research should be sep-
arated”

“Existential insecurity prevents us from being normatively
oriented, policy work included, as we spend most of our time
writing in order to gather M-points ... We don't even have time
to read each other’s work properly”

“It is not unexpected that the general public sees us as in-
competent, lazy or obsolete, as our STEM colleagues and their
system of measurement put us in that position a decade ago.

“We were raised, in academic terms, according to the ide-
al of free intellectuals, a peculiar form of public thinkers from
the period of socialism, so it is very hard to reorient to a poli-
cy-based agenda, as policies are per definition the open imple-
mentation of someone’s interest and are hardly treated as a pur-
suit of the common good. Eastern bloc intellectuals, Yugoslavia
included, were more like social theorists. Social theory is of no
interest to capitalism.”

“Society doesn't perceive alternative thinking as relevant,
it is mainly consumerist and goal-oriented. There’s no room
for public intellectuals anymore; those who remain are mainly
pundits.

We are governed by internalised fear, and constant dero-
gation from natural scientists. My colleagues and I, especially
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those who are mothers, have for years felt personally ashamed as
we were unable to gather the points that natural scientists regu-
larly did. But now we are not depressed anymore, just pissed oft.”

“The current system is a combination of dilettantism and
evil-mindedness. Points are not just stupid; they fill someone
else’s pockets and boost others’ vanity”

“Since the economic interpretation of value has prevailed,
it has become normal that no one in the administration is in-
terested in books, exhibitions, excavations or cultural heritage
in general, except for tourism purposes. They remember us only
when some pressing political goal is at stake.”

“Pseudoscience is what the public wants and what politics
needs. It is very hard to counter pseudoscience and get the pub-
lic to like you at the same time - almost impossible. It is on the
rise, and we are pushed to get published abroad instead of con-
tributing to the body of academic knowledge in our society”

“If SSH could get those bloody points for public outreach
instead, there would be far less pseudoscience publicly present.
We are systematically prevented from countering myths and
follies since we spend almost all of our time gathering points
for articles that no one beyond a narrow circle of colleagues
will read”

“It would be very dangerous for us to accept that we must
define our social purpose and indicators for measurement of the
societal impact of our work”

“Older colleagues warn us that we are being pushed to do
someone else’s job and that we should not accept being research-
ers, professors, journalists, blog writers, public intellectuals, and
policymakers simultaneously. This whole idea of a ‘super re-
searcher’ that is imposed on SSH scholars in order to survive in
the field is detrimental to our vocational quality”

“In every research institution there are two camps - those
who are ready to comply with whatever comes from the min-
istry and those who keep opposing the natural sciences and
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strive for the dignity of the social sciences or arts and human-
ities at any cost. That prolonged situation is tearing the com-
munity apart.”

“The Bologna system managed to tear apart the fabric
of the research community and introduced the intergenera-
tional rift. Younger researchers now defend their PhD theses
in their late twenties or early thirties, while older researchers
were obliged to defend magisterial theses of length similar to
current PhDs first, and then to write dissertations that were
expected to be ‘masterpieces’. It used to take fifteen years for all
of that, at least”

“What is most striking is that younger researchers are well
adjusted to scientometry. They see publishing in international
journals as quite normal and they are completely disinterested
in public work, policies, social activism, institutional admin-
istration, and even the work of their colleagues. So the system
has oriented them to exactly the opposite of what those of us
from previous generations cherished as quality - to write and
publish a book after serious research and reflection, to give
public lectures, to criticise politicians, et cetera. They are sim-
ply ignorant of the whole war over evaluation that has been
going on for years, and just trying to survive within the current
system. I don’t blame them, but I am disappointed in them.”

“Scholars should be organised somehow and their con-
sciousness raised regarding the effects of the existing system. It
was long ago noted in the West, this trend towards the extinc-
tion of normative-oriented intellectuals who cherished values
and guided society by advice and reflection. It is quite paradox-
ical that we must now push the policy agenda and at the same
time be prevented from being social critics.”

“It’s all messed up - we are pushed into short-term pro-
jects instead of longitudinal research, which is far more ap-
propriate to our fields. It would be much more effective if we
were allowed to do our research within stable research pro-
grams and then to apply our findings to public interests in the
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form of short-term policy projects. It is impossible to do seri-
ous research via short-term projects, as it is impossible to ap-
ply knowledge within longitudinal research programs. It is the
other way around”

“It would be naive to confine national sciences, and only
national sciences, to an administrative ‘reservation’ of a sort.
Every field should have its autonomy; technology, for instance,
and medicine too. If identity oriented research were confined to
a reservation, it would die out in a generation or so. Autonomy
for SSH as a field is a far better solution.”

“While the rules are unstable and the system dysfunctional,
we won't be willing to change in some other direction. Simple
as that”

“The way to simultaneously promote our science in terms
of international visibility and to preserve its quality in terms of
competent peer review and the national relevance of researched
topics would be through publishing our journals in two lan-
guages. It would be considerably less costly”

“Social sciences, and especially humanities, have less pre-
dictive power than natural sciences - that is well known. We
should not accept the very notion of science that is bestowed
upon us because it is both irrelevant and dangerous. If accepted,
the natural sciences model will serve as a rationale for abolish-
ing our institutes and academic departments”

“Popular science is what is expected from us, so lets give
them what they want. If this is the way to survive, we should
push for a change in the M-points system in order for it to value
more highly results that are socially oriented”

“The ideal structure of our minimal expected output would
be as follows — three works (articles, chapters, etc.) per year: one
for the international academic community, another for the do-
mestic intellectual community, and one for the general public.
Or a book instead, as equivalent to a number of those articles
and chapters mentioned, in two or three years.”
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“It is impossible to counter pseudoscience at home by
publishing in international scientific journals. And who is ever
motivated to publish in domestic non-academic editions, or
through the Internet, public lectures, and TV shows? The system
of points should be changed in order to reflect the goals we are
expected to achieve

“Fields that are by definition not international (national
history, ethnology, etc.) should be positively factored in terms
of different M-points, but they should not be completely sep-
arated from other SSH. If they are, they will be absorbed by
non-academic nationalistic think tanks and dangerous social
movements.”

“Research and higher education are now dissociated from
the rest of society by the very reform that was nominally intro-
duced under the developmental discourse. It's a paradox. And
the fault is ours, too”

“It would be very dangerous to reduce all of our work to
meet policy agendas, it should be balanced. Fundamental SSH
research is as important as applied research. We are not raised
as entrepreneurs for a reason, most importantly because social
knowledge is prone to political instrumentalisation far more
than knowledge produced by other sciences”

“Serbian Studies and Policy Studies should be established as
state projects, and both national humanities and applied social
sciences should be redirected purposively to this interdiscipli-
nary field, as nodes on the spectrum. All of the other disciplines
should remain academic”

“I am curious - is the open evaluation envisioned just for
SSH? Shouldn’t such an experiment be executed over the natural
sciences, t00?”

“Nothing should change - the system is well balanced, es-
pecially by recent changes that have assigned books and national
academic journals more M-points. The problem is that the sys-
tem is not respected and we are constantly trying to trick it. It
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would be far more intelligent for us to respect the rules that are
pushing us to change and develop in order to be prepared for
foreign funding applications than to keep opposing the whole
idea of the internationalisation of academia. That would be far
less shameful than to reorient solely to applied science and be-
come completely dependent on our underdeveloped and corrupt
politics”

“Facilitating public dissemination is important, but are
there any stakeholders interested in commissioning academic
outputs?”

“The quota of SSH subjects should increase both in school
and university curricula. Part of the current predicament in our
field lies in the fact that our purpose is unrecognised by society
at large”

“Austerity measures were ill applied and illegitimate. Cap-
ital investments are regularly being directed toward STEM
fields. We need politically positioned SSH academics in order to
change this imbalance in funding”

“The Croatian model is quite good, with different academic
fields regulated by separate articles of the same bylaw. For in-
stance, there are clearly defined different expectations from a
historian and from a physicist.”

“The types and quantities of publications requested per year
or per project must not be homogenously imposed for different
fields. It is normal for scientists to publish articles but in the hu-
manities we prefer books and edited volumes. They were exclud-
ed from evaluation just because it is more difficult to calculate
their impact factor based on citations.”

“For the highest titles/pay grades (e.g., professors at univer-
sities, principal investigators/research professors at institutes) a
synthetic study should be expected, demonstrating the true val-
ue of his/her work, and not just a bunch of points gathered here
and there”
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“As bibliometry is blind in terms of content, it should be
completely abandoned in favour of peer review. As in Germany
or England, the most important publications - say, five or ten
- demonstrating the overall direction and quality of someone’s
work - should be submitted for review by an independent and
competent panel”

“As we are a very small research community, it is unlikely
that a truly double blind peer review can be expected. Open re-
views that the academic community can access over the intranet
should be introduced instead. The database that was recently in-
troduced [i.e., the research output database “Dositej,” which has
since been replaced by another named “RIS”] should be upgrad-
ed in order to include reviews by competent peers and be acces-
sible to the academic community.

“Peer review is subjective, everyone knows that. Yet, if as-
sessment reports are made open for everyone from the discipline
to review, they would be far more objective than bibliometry”

“Foreign editors and peer reviewers are mostly incompetent
when it comes to research topics relevant to Serbia and the Bal-
kans. They sometimes don't even possess a knowledge of basic
facts or processes that our freshmen are expected to know in
order to pass introductory courses.”

“Societal stakeholders are welcome to suggest research top-
ics and interests, but they are completely incompetent for eval-
uating research output. Their opinion should be considered but
not be decisive. Autonomy and the integrity of academic work
must be safeguarded at all costs”

“We regularly hide any consultancy contracts we may get, as
they are considered unscholarly and suspicious. As if something
commercial is by default unscholarly, as it were. The consultancy
market should be developed and openly advertised for academic
and independent researchers. Communism is over.

“Stakeholders must be educated too, as they constantly im-
pose non-academic standards on commissioned academic re-
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search. They do not understand the pace of true research, nor do
they see a problem if someone fails to adhere to research integri-
ty principles. As a consequence, anyone who works with them is
considered non-academically inclined and all of their work may
be disregarded as non-scientific in terms of receiving promotion
and research funding”

“We should not expect someone in some ministry or com-
pany to understand academic work”

“We need a legally instituted standing state secretary for
SSH. Otherwise, any change will be frivolous and will vanish
into oblivion in just a few years.”

“Persons in charge should be competent, honest, and trans-
parent at the same time. This has never been the case, according
to information I have”

“Our journals should have a higher value in terms of points.
Those of us who write books and chapters should be allowed to
publish what we are accustomed to and not what some natural
scientist thinks we should according to their world view. If not,
Serbian academia will cease to exist in just a generation.”

“The current system of gathering points should be replaced
by predefined norms - output expectations should be regulated
on the level of a year or project”

“Each of the next reforms should be pre-tested. We are con-
stantly regulated on the basis of someone else’s opinion and not
on the basis of proven best practices.”

“Do they even know what it takes to write a book? It’s a rhe-
torical question of course - they do not even read books.”

“It is detrimental to the development and even to the sur-
vival of higher education that textbooks are considered irrele-
vant by the ministry of education”

“We are scorched. This system is driving us mad. And that’s
not good for anyone - our students, our families, the wider so-
ciety ..”
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“As a national minority, we are completely excluded from
the system, not only on the grounds of our disciplinary back-
ground, but also on the grounds of the language we use and
topics we suggest researching. Some regional-based commit-
tees with an understanding of relevant social issues and shared
cultural needs should be introduced. And these should not be
instituted according to administrative regions, as they currently
are, but true cultural autonomy should be guaranteed [Bosniak
humanities scholar].

“Foreign editors are simply not interested in our region and
in our country, and when they are, it is social and political prob-
lems that interest them and not the language, culture, history,
and identity.

“My colleagues from other faculties think that anyone can
write about history or identity. They do not even consider our
disciplines as sciences in their own right and many are confused
that we still exist at the university level. Most of them feel our
doctoral studies are unnecessary.’

“Our position is not as bad as we tend to interpret it. We
are too concentrated on our own problems so we are unable to
grasp the extent of the social devastation that surrounds us. And
this is, maybe, deliberate”

“We (SSH) do not really exist as a community, it is a con-
struct developed through our battle against the ministry for
criteria and status. It is a regulatory construct, so to speak. So,
the problems we currently have with the natural sciences will
surely reappear among ourselves if we are given the autonomy
proposed. I think it is better to stand united with all of the other
fields and try to make things better for every academic in the
country.’

“Our Academy [Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts,
SASA] almost doesn't have a department for social sciences any-
more, and the department of historical sciences is much smaller
than it should be, too. It is a clear reflection of our position as
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a community in wider society. There are no prominent public
figures representing us who are able to influence political struc-
tures to acknowledge our existence and recognise our societal
worth”

“As a semi-peripheral society, it is not expected of us to
have strong social sciences. We are considered drones that are
supposed to gather data, and someone else will do the thinking
instead of us. It is degrading that our own ministry doesn’t re-
spect our work at all”

“Serbian scholarship is entrapped by two seemingly op-
posed concepts: isolationism (nationalism, traditionalism) and
internationalism (competitivism, modernism). However, their
common trait is the ideologisation of scholarship. And we are
forced to choose between these two dogmatic models - the neo-
liberal pressure of impact-oriented research and the isolationist
pressure of preserving national interests. But either way, true sci-
ence is deprived. It is not unexpected that the very word science
is replaced by “research” these days.

“I do not want to publish in foreign journals anymore,
as some editors kept pushing me to cite their friends and col-
leagues. It is a highly unpleasant experience and completely un-
ethical. We were told back in the 2000s that we must publish
abroad in order for the corrupt system of domestic peer review
to change, but the same situation exists elsewhere. It is a colossal
fraud, global in its character”

“It is very hard to listen to STEM academics telling us that
we are not scientists at all. And these same people come to me
when they need their argumentation to be properly organised
and general methodology reflected in their papers. We should be
separated for good because we have been victims of hypocrisy.”

“Each and every university and institute should be repre-
sented in the regulatory bodies. The circle that makes decisions
is too narrow, and should be changed in order for any further
decisions to have any legitimacy”
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“Our position in connection with the wider public is a com-
mon predicament. Many natural sciences are not recognised as
useful either. We should try to make it right together and not by
distancing ourselves, as usual. Except for evaluation criteria, of
course!

“Our perception of our own identity, and especially of our
past, with an emphasis on the dissolution of Yugoslavia, is not
politically correct in Western eyes. Their social science and espe-
cially historiography was too politically driven during the 1990s,
so the very notion of what was happening to us was conceived in
the media’s terms... our works are proscribed, so to say,’

“Their academics often wrote as pundits. As such, editors
and reviewers in Western journals are prone to exclude serious,
archive-based, well-documented research from the global body
of knowledge. This is clearly political but disguised under so-
called quality control”

“It is obvious that science administrators sold us out to
neo-imperial companies governing academic publishing and in-
formation management. It is not only criminal but utterly op-
posed to the humanist worldview”

“Metrics as a battleground in academic management circles
is just a part of the overall banalisation of science and culture in
general. The main goal of our generation should be to strive not
to leave future generations this uncivilised mess.”

“Nothing will prevent us from repeating mistakes better
than knowing our own past, administrative history included. We
should not forget what they did to us”

“Since the ministry is unwilling to make our outputs visible
to the public, as promised, we should try to organise ourselves
in that regard. It is naive to expect empowerment from anyone
else”

“It is the saddest fact that our state is considering organis-
ing and funding research according to the directives of foreign
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institutions. The World Bank is popping up every now and then.
It should be our strategic choice to cherish our own scholarship
and not to conform to the multinational companies that the WB
is openly advocating”

“This competition talk that is omnipresent, it is very dan-
gerous for our disciplines if there is no thorough reorganisa-
tion of how our field borders are set ... Many publicly uninter-
esting disciplines and those whose research is not immediately
popular will perish. Competition between scholars should be
competition between a plurality of ideas and not a sports-like
‘win or die’ system. It will be as detrimental as was the intro-
duction of journal impact factor as a measure of quality, back
at the beginning of the reform. Incomparable disciplines are
not supposed to enter into competition with each other in the
first place”

“Our work is publicly funded so it should be a normal ex-
pectation that the public should have access to our outputs and
even influence the topics we are hired to investigate. But how
this will be researched and evaluated is a whole different mat-

»

ter ...

“The public must not be given an opportunity to choose
who is a good researcher and who is not or who will be a profes-
sor. It should be a question of merit and not of popularity.”

“It should be noted that none of the reform laws, bylaws,
strategies or policy decisions has ever been truly respected or
implemented. We are, as a society, prone to evade the very regu-
lation that was supposed to make us more developed, so we are
getting along and trying to survive in any system by developing
deceptive practices instead”

“The reforms made in the name of Europe have been mutat-
ed by the interests of certain domestic circles and have very little
in common with the shared practices of our foreign colleagues,
especially when it comes to research assessment. It's a deception,
a scam made in the name of democracy and progress.”
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“The fact that evaluation criteria are harsh is not our biggest
problem. It is that they are inadequate for our field and serve the
interests of other disciplines. If we were to introduce our own
criteria and impose it on all of the other academic fields, they
would certainly consider these criteria harsh as well.”

“Not only identity-oriented humanities are ‘national scienc-
es. Research in psychology, economics or political science is
regularly domestically oriented as well. It would be a mistake to
establish a kind of reservation for history, ethnology, or Serbian
or Hungarian language and literature, and let the rest of us be
swept away by the technocrats. We should stand united because
we are too small and the public doesn’t give a damn about us”

“This whole science projects-based system has been im-
posed on us by people who do not think individually, or write
books, or share a commitment to previous research and, all in
all, don't understand what social sciences are ... and especially
the function that the humanities serve. They don’t even imagine
that scholarship can be published in some language other than
laboratory English, which is pidgin and reduced to 300-500
words. If we were given the chance to evaluate them, we would
surely dismiss their work as non-academic and illiterate. There-
fore, we should go our separate ways once and for all”

“Predefined project topics, this directed research that was
introduced last year [i.e., the PERFORM-induced direct funda-
mental research open call in 2016], that was the right way to
make a balance between our autonomy as academics and social
needs and perceptions. My colleagues and I would surely greet
with joy the inclusion of this semi-directed type of research in
the next open competition for funding”

“We are forced to segment our results in order to gain
points for them through articles, although they clearly form an
integral whole as a book. Only a generation ago it would have
been considered academic fraud, a type of ethical misconduct,
and nowadays it is encouraged. This is among the most unpleas-
ant shifts that reform bestowed upon us”
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“Proclaimed reductions in public research funding are of-
fensive and ridiculous. On the contrary, the EU expects us to
increase and not to decrease the percentage of our GDP invested
in research and innovation, so this solution must be someone’s
policy, even a private one, as usual, and not the strategic goal”



INTERPRETATION OF THE RESULTS

From the perspectives of the ongoing debates
and recent developments in the research
evaluation of social sciences and humanities

In this chapter, the results obtained by qualitative ethno-
graphic fieldwork in the context of the ongoing international de-
bate about the consequences of ill-applied metric-based research
assessment are interpreted. It has been found that the predom-
inant evaluation procedures — which construe ‘quality” and ‘im-
pact’ almost exclusively in the context of a) publishing in foreign
academic journals, deemed “international,” and b) publishing
in English - had some striking implications for knowledge pro-
duction in Serbian SSH. These resemble the documented conse-
quences of those same procedures in other European societies
and worldwide, and in different academic cultures. The interpre-
tation is contextualised in a novel, bottom-up approach advocat-
ed by ENRESSH, in which the author participated:

“Research assessment in the social sciences and humanities
(SSH) is delicate. Assessment procedures meet strong criti-
cisms from SSH scholars and bibliometric research shows that
the methods that are usually applied are ill-adapted to SSH
research ... While until recently research on assessment in the
SSH disciplines focused on the deficiencies of the current as-
sessment methods, we present some European initiatives that
take a bottom-up approach. They focus on research practices
in SSH and reflect on how to assess SSH research with its own
approaches instead of applying and adjusting the methods
developed for and in the natural and life sciences. This is an
important development because we can learn from previous
evaluation exercises that whenever scholars felt that assess-
ment procedures were imposed in a top-down manner with-
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out proper adjustments to SSH research, it resulted in boy-
cotts or resistance. Applying adequate evaluation methods not
only helps foster a better valorization of SSH research within
the research community, among policymakers and colleagues
from the natural sciences, but it will also help society to bet-
ter understand SSH’s contributions to solving major societal
challenges” (Ochsner, Hug and Galleron 2017, 1)

ENRESSH elegantly summarised the types of arguments
present in the literature on the specificities of SSH that prevent
them from being susceptible to standardisation and, therefore,
to unified quality measurement (Ochsner, Hug and Galleron
2017, 5):

“a) SSH research is interpretative, that is, humanities re-
search is mainly text- and theory-driven and social scienc-
es are more concept-driven, while the natural sciences set
up their studies to answer specific questions and are pro-
gress-driven; b) it is reflective and introduces new perspec-
tives in academia, by fostering discursive controversy and
competing visions. With regard to the society, they bring a
decisive contribution to the training of critical thinking as
a prerequisite for democracy or to the critical examination
of modern trends, such as technologisation; ¢) it is mainly
individual, few publications are co-authored and research is
often connected to the person conducting it; d) productivity
is not that important for research performance in the SSH;
e) societal orientation is important, i.e. research is meant to
influence society, direct interaction with society is part of
SSH research; but f) the influence of society or other stake-
holders outside of academia, such as external funding, on
SSH research is evaluated negatively”

This bottom-up type of research is important as it ap-
proaches “the crisis in the humanities” (and the social sciences),
which is itself an ongoing issue that has popped up for decades
- not from a normative standpoint stressing the intrinsic value
of SSH for human development, peace and democracy, but as a
crisis in their evaluation and impact assessment.

Data acquired via this fieldwork confirm that the SSH
branch of the Serbian research sector is a standard part or typi-
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cal representative of a scholarly community in the European Re-
search Area. Reservation, opposition, criticism or open disgust
toward academic governance by metric-based research assess-
ment procedures are typical of SSH scholars both in Europe and
worldwide, so Serbian scholars’ reservations, boycotts or open
criticism are neither an anomaly nor context-specific. These res-
ervations have been bottom-up researched during the last dec-
ade or so and have been elegantly summarised (see Ochsner,
Hug and Galleron 2017, 3) in four major streams of criticism.

The first objection is a standard, field-specific caution (that
resembles earlier debates on the inappropriacy of the plain
transplantation of ethical review standards from biomedical to
social research; see Israel and Hay 2006) - research evaluation
methods are developed for — and reflect - the research, dissemi-
nation, and assessment practices in and of the STEM fields. They
cannot capture either the diversity of methods being used in
SSH, or the genres, audiences and languages regularly used or
produced by SSH scholars (for early caution on the variety of
genres used by SSH scholars as equally valuable, which makes
them unsusceptible to bibliometry and possible solutions, see
Hicks 2004; Hicks and Wang 2009). They are also accustomed to
a linear understanding of scientific knowledge, and unaccount-
able for the pluralism of competing ideas, diversity of some-
times opposed worldviews and the specific humanist concept of
knowledge that is not supposed to “die out” and become “obso-
lete” in 2 to 5 years, as in the laboratory sciences. As Hicks put it,
“citations accumulate at geological pace from the perspective of
policy makers” (Hicks 2004, 474).

The second objection points to the fact that an evalua-
tion focus on metrics inevitably loses all that is intrinsically
valued in SSH, thus making the measurement obsolete for so-
ciety. Quantification is, the argument goes, not only inappro-
priate but also unable to capture complex and non-mechanical
thinking, especially present in the humanities. The third ob-
jection is brought against the fundamental change that STEM-
based indicators for SSH research evaluation cause in the field:
mainstreaming, a loss of diversity, secularisation, a decrease in
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ethical standards, the loss of the institutional research profile,
etc. (‘negative steering effects’).

The final type of objection reported worldwide can be seen
as one that crosses the previous three — SSH are historically
de-standardised, often purposively divergent and incoherent in
terms of topical, methodological and institutional variety, in-
cluding the very classification of fields and subfields that is less
typical for STEM. This makes it impossible to develop standard-
ised criteria for SSH as a whole.

All of these reservations about or objections to the use of
metric-based research assessment methods in SSH evaluation
are also present among Serbian SSH scholars. They traditionally
strongly oppose the standardisation, quantification and change
of the identity of their disciplines. Yet (and this is where contex-
tual specificities come into play), they are also mostly reluctant
to completely abandon all metric criteria, for two main reasons:
a) the fear of the consequences of another “tectonic” reform (as
they are exhausted by constant regulatory change and annoyed
by the instability in their working environment), and 2) the fear
of corruption and abuse of the peer review-based system for pri-
vate, group or (party) political purposes.

Recent evaluation scholarship keeps producing arguments
against the top-down, systematic, field-unspecific application
of assessment procedures, especially with regard to the conse-
quences such academic governance is having on the very re-
search it was supposed to assess objectively. It is now common
knowledge among evaluation and policy scholars that the notion
of an inactive researcher, pure recipient or ‘object’ of evaluation
is misplaced and that researchers themselves react to assessment
practices and adapt to them in ways that fundamentally change
their academic (and publishing) behaviour. Whenever pay grade,
reputation or academic promotion is closely linked to ‘objective’
quantitative evaluation or to imposed, general indicators that are
proclaimed as universal measures of quality and success, the re-
search community and researchers as individuals tend to satisfy
these criteria (or to strongly oppose the assessment as a block)
in order to try to manage the consequences of ‘objective” evalua-
tion. As well-educated social actors, and knowing that they will
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be judged on their behaviour, they tend to influence judgment
by conforming to those standards (by ‘tricking the system’) or
by denying the system its legitimacy and the administration its
authority. In both cases (compliance/rebellion), the evaluation
system fails in its main purpose and redirects academic behav-
iour in ways that significantly lessen scholars’ engagement with
society. That is precisely what is happening in Serbia and should
be addressed immediately.

Evaluation researchers worldwide, and especially in Europe,
report that complying with criteria tends to become an end in it-
self, the ultimate goal of scholars’ behaviour both as researchers
and authors, influencing not only the ways in which academic
knowledge is communicated but also the selection of research
topics and even theory and methodological selection (or aban-
donment). As such, it directly intervenes in the history of sci-
ence in a way that allows knowledge assessment indicators to
become powerful directive tools that replace traditional academ-
ic motivational structures (Aksnes and Rip 2009; Van Noorden
2010; Butler 2007; Mirkovi¢ and Milenkovi¢, 2014; cf. de Rijcke
2015). Behavioural changes in individual researchers, research
groups or even whole institutions, and in some cases of whole
academic disciplines, is a worldwide phenomenon (Laudel
2006). It has been documented that directly linking funding to
research output, as is the case in Serbia, favours quantity over
quality and puts pressure on researchers to publish whatever
they can. In such a regulatory environment, the pursuit of qual-
ity research becomes secondary to the production of academic
works, or even obsolete (Colwell et al. 2012). In Norway (Aa-
gard, Bloch and Schneider 2015) or Finland (Hammarfelt and de
Rijcke 2015), for instance, it has been found that SSH disciplines
tend to mimic STEM fields in terms of the most common type
of output (i.e., research articles in high-impact journals); this is
corroborated by the findings in Serbia as well.

Traditionally, academic institutions perceive themselves as
relatively independent and critical of mainstream politics. By
engaging in New Public Management evaluation practices, these
institutions have started to comply with extra-academic mech-
anisms that are performance-based, while outputs are being
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ripped out of original research contexts by their standardised
and distanced evaluation. These ‘conflicting values’ and their
consequences have also been reported in Estonia, based on a
case study that compared physics and the humanities - schol-
ars are complying with formal evaluation criteria and publish-
ing articles that are irrelevant from the standpoint of both the
scholarly community and society at large. Authors point to this
situation as to the ‘epistemic injustice’ that produces serious con-
sequences relevant for understanding processes outside academ-
ia (Lohkivi, Velbaum and Eigi 2012, 108-09):

“We suggest that credibility is at stake when the cultural val-
ues and goals of a discipline contradict those presupposed
by official evaluation standards. Disciplines that are better
aligned with the epistemic assumptions of evaluation stand-
ards appear to produce more ‘scientific’ findings. To restore
epistemic justice in research evaluation, we argue that the
specificity of a discipline’s epistemic aims, values, and cultural
identities must be taken into account ... we use the concept
of epistemic injustice to discuss the Estonian research eval-
uation model, because its criteria correspond to the interests
of laboratory sciences better than the humanities. As a result,
the latter fields suffer from unjust evaluation, losing their ac-
ademic credibility. For the sake of epistemic justice we argue
that cultural differences in disciplinary areas should be tak-
en into account in their evaluations. A more just evaluation
would prevent valuable contributions from being discounted
or lost and would thus contribute to sustaining high quality
of research”

The findings in Estonia coincide with previously published
findings by Serbian SSH-based researchers analysing the myths
and misconceptions embedded in the domestic research evalua-
tion system (Bacevi¢, 2006; Ziki¢, 2006; Kovacevi¢ 2013; Milen-
kovi¢, 2009; Milenkovi¢, 2010). These findings are strikingly dif-
ferent from those of authors who consider Serbian SSH simply
underdeveloped (Urodevi¢ and Pavlovi¢ 2013; Paji¢ and Jevre-
mov, 2014; Paji¢ 2015; Ejdus 2018).

Again, as in other academic cultures, the Serbian research
evaluation system has devalued the traditionally expected re-
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search activities and research outputs of SSH scholars, among
whom publishing books and chapters in edited volumes were
most common. Both early warnings (Thompson 2002; Williams
et al. 2009) and more recent studies (Giminez-Toledo et al. 2015;
Basso et al. 2016) underline the great value of a book as an es-
sential indicator for establishing specialisation and pursuing ac-
ademic promotion in the humanities and (in most of) the so-
cial sciences from the perspective of scholars. The most recent
bottom-up study of scholars’ perceptions confirmed that mon-
ographs have maintained a fundamental contribution within
many disciplines; they are not only considered a communication
channel for exchanging academic information but, above that,
act as platforms for debate and paradigm shifting, key markers
of esteem and quality from the scholars’ point of view (Basso et
al. 2016: 43, 62).

Of utmost importance for this argument is the tendency to
devalue the transformation of academic knowledge into socially
useful policies due to the system of rewarding individual ‘pro-
ductivity’ in foreign academic journals. This unintended conse-
quence of the ‘publish or perish’ culture, as authors name it, is
present worldwide (Van Dalen and Henkens 2012), and not only
among individual scholars — whole research institutions have
been reported to reorient their organisational and financial pri-
orities toward satisfying top-down, standardised indicators that
are imposed on them as criteria of quality (Pfeffer and Salancik
2003; Shore 2008). This consequence is troublesome as both in-
dividual researchers and academic institutions are put onto ‘lists’
and ‘ranked’ based on quantitative information; this in turn pro-
duces war-like, unhealthy competition that significantly recon-
structs academic subjectivities (Gacanovi¢ 2010).

This mode of governance has serious social consequences;
namely, quantitative indicators are legitimised not on the basis
of their actual accuracy but through competition for resources
such as salaries, research funding, and public respect. This in
turn changes the behaviour of academic institutions - they start
to pursue a ‘good image’ among research governing bodies or
private funders and not among the academic community itself
(Espeland and Sauder 2007). Keeping in mind that those bod-
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ies are not in themselves academic, and that they are in most
cases related to the government or major companies, SSH schol-
arship consequently is becoming less and less critical and even
apologetic to whatever ideological cause is currently in power or
preferred by potential donors. A thorough analysis of this situa-
tion, carried out through the anthropology of policy and related
scholarship, has pointed out the social and political consequenc-
es of this ‘audit culture’ (Shore 2008, 2010; Craig et al. 2014).
And this is exactly what participants in this study point to in the
Serbian case.

In addition, it has been reported that auditing discourse
frequently makes SSH scholars feel devalued or even personally
ashamed, and diminishes both institutional and individual au-
tonomy, causing feelings of powerlessness among researchers,
with more and more stress and anxiety reported by scholars
worldwide (Burrows 2012; Knowles and Burrows, 2014; Chan-
dler, Barry and Clark 2002; Sa, Kretz and Sigurdson 2013). In
sum, audit-like research assessment procedures are widely per-
ceived as detrimental to the overall quality of higher education
and research, or even threatening to what could be considered
the essence of academic identity (Clegg 2008). In this regard,
the author’s previous findings (Milenkovic and Milenkovic 2013;
Milenkovi¢ and Kovacevi¢ 2014) are confirmed - the ongoing
systematic derogation of the status of professional expertise in
public discourse, coupled with the lessening of the traditional
status of SSH within academia prevents scholars from being crit-
ical of mainstream political discourse or economic ideology, and
is significantly correlated to the rise of socio-cultural conserva-
tism, which in turn prevents them from being policy-oriented
and causes them to be reserved toward developmental goals.

Academic auditing - once proclaimed the ultimate instru-
ment of quality assurance, aimed at controlling public spending
on research and higher education - has been proven to be based
on the obsolete presumption of the ‘unity of science, which is
especially ignorant of the differences between laboratory scienc-
es and the humanities. This should not necessarily be seen as
some organised conspiracy against SSH. The charm of academic
auditing lies in its susceptibility to what has long been known
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as the standard view of science and of scientific knowledge in
society (Scheftler 1967; Mulkay 1979). In other words, research
assessment feeds on the public perception of science. But the
public perception of science is quite different from the public
perception of arts and humanities. It is precisely those grave dif-
ferences in the interpretations of the role of scholarly knowledge
in society that are causing much of this longstanding problem.

As seminal work in anthropology and the sociology of policy
has repeatedly shown (Shore and Roberts 1995; Strathern 1996,
2000; Power 1997; Shore and Wright 1999), audit culture has suc-
cessfully established control of academic life and legitimised itself
as the channel for exercising extra-academic power over scholars
worldwide, based on established measurement and rankings, or
“governing by numbers” (Shore and Wright 2015). According to
this interpretation, academic auditing predominantly based on
quantitative performance assessment has formalised output re-
gardless of outcome, in order to present itself as a universal in-
strument for governing anything academic. This has also been
confirmed for Serbia (Ziki¢, 2009; Gavrilovi¢, 2009; Ga¢anovié,
2009; Pavicevié, 2009; Milenkovié, 2009; Badevié, 2010; Milenk-
ovié, 2010; Kovacevié, 2010; Gacanovié, 2019).

It is widely argued by research evaluation scholars that the
reasons for not using scientometrics in order to allocate funding
or academic promotion in SSH are related to its inadequacy as a
tool rather than to the intrinsic differences between the SSH and
STEM fields in general. This view is shared by three of the inter-
viewees who are also psychologists-turned-scientometricians. In
this regard, a whole new research tradition in bibliometry and
related fields is developing, in order to counter arguments de-
veloped by SSH scholars worldwide. It has been suggested, for
instance, that indicators derived from citation metrics should
be field normalised before application (Aksnes and Taxt 2004),
although this has not happened in Serbia. For instance, lists’
of academic journals have regularly been made on the basis of
scientometrics applied regardless of differences in the number
of researchers and nature of typical research output (i.e., history
and ethnomusicology, or economics and adult education being
listed in the same data pools).
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Metric-based assessment not only changes the perceived
role of SSH, and of humanities especially, both in academia and
in wider society, but also the established relationships between
various stakeholders interested in academic production. It is no-
table that when the use of metric-based assessment tools is del-
egated to people who are not researchers themselves (librarians,
professional evaluators, administrators, managers, etc.), scholars
tend to oppose it in a way they do not when they are reviewed
by their perceived peers (Wouters 2014; Petersohn 2014; de Ri-
jcke and Rushforth 2015). This high sensitivity toward the (per-
ceived) incompetence of extra-academic actors, already noted in
comparatively relevant contexts (for Czech Republic, see Linko-
va 2014) is precisely what should top the policy reform agenda in
Serbia, as noted in the Recommendations section. Data gathered
during this research clearly show that scholars are unanimously
opposed to the evaluation of academic outputs by non-academic
stakeholders.

While reducing complexity in order to achieve effectiveness
was perceived by administrators as an end in itself (and thus
highly desirable, especially in the context of austerity measures),
in reality it has produced inverse effects — scholars, especially
those from the humanities, tend to defend the irreducibility, di-
versity, and plurality of knowledge as valuable in itself. It is their
opposition in ‘defense of academia’ types of discourse that is pre-
venting the ‘effectiveness’ of research administration (Woelert
2013; Cronin and Sugimoto 2014; Collini 2015). But it also pre-
vents their research from having any notable social impact, as the
public is set on the notion of technology-based applicability. All
these findings, both in Serbia and worldwide, suggest that orient-
ing the effectiveness of evaluation data management and stream-
lining SSH research toward policy should be explicitly separated,
as outlined in the Recommendations. Among the findings of this
research, the fact that the effectiveness of the (STEM-derived,
metric-based) assessment of SSH research outputs is inversely
proportional to their policy impact should be considered most
important. The data confirm that this harmful confounding of
societal relevance with intra-academic excellence is omnipresent
in the current Serbian research evaluation system.
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Scholars, although ambivalent toward the current reward
system based on output points (labelled “M”s in Serbia) and
unwilling to engage “in another tiresome reform,” are almost
unanimously against the notion of the high concordance of
citation-based impact (intra-academic excellence) with the so-
cietal/policy worth of their work products. Regardless of what
they think of the capability of impact factors to represent the
scientific contribution of their work, their notion of the societal
worth of their research is based upon traditional academic be-
liefs and unaffected by evaluation. Their practice, enormously
affected by the assessments, is in discord with what they hold
true. Simply put, they do not believe in the policy mantra of
impact factors as indicators of value and development, but as
indicators of success (or survival). This coincides with compar-
ative findings, which indicate that researchers tend to comply
with (or oppose) metric-based views of themselves as imposed
and obligatory, without actually believing in the worth of im-
pact assessment (Aksnes and Rip 2009; Buela-Casal and Zych
2012). This ketman-like (the apparent sharing of the ideology of
the oppressors) perception of one’s own intellectual contribution
as a consequence of the introduction of scientometric criteria is
precisely what should be avoided when introducing policy-ori-
ented research incentives, as it directly correlates to the anxiety,
stress, and pessimism explained above. It is of the utmost im-
portance to avoid the introduction of the impact measurement
of extra-academically relevant research by academically illegit-
imate methods. How to overcome this situation of conflicting
means and ends is outlined in the Recommendations section.

To conclude, the data gathered in this research confirm
what was previously hypothesised: research institutions and in-
dividual researchers respond strategically to interventions de-
signed to align them with policy priorities. This coincides with
global findings (Whitley and Glaser 2007; Pinheiro et al. 2014).
If the true reformative goal is to put Serbian SSH knowledge
into practice (rather than consigning it to oblivion or pushing
it toward anti-democratic political movements), then it is the
outputs expected of researchers and not the system of incen-
tives used to achieve them that ought to be changed. It would
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be naive to expect the introduction of a system that is not per-
formance-based, as overall governance is performance-oriented,
but incentives should be directed to socially relevant SSH re-
search (instead of socially irrelevant publishing in high-impact
foreign/international journals that publish knowledge that is in-
accessible outside narrow circles of specialists, unusable by gov-
ernment, civil society or companies, and regionally or nationally
mostly irrelevant in terms of socially recognisable topics or na-
tional interests). Instead of furthering the pointless, derogative,
and expensive exhaustion of Serbian SSH scholars by request-
ing them to publish socially, nationally, and regionally irrelevant
scholarship for the sake of (foreign) scholarship, their societal
role and cultural functions should be re-established.

“This ‘evaluation gap’ results in discrepancies at two levels.
First, research has a variety of missions: to produce knowl-
edge for its own sake; to help define and solve economic and
social problems; to create the knowledge base for further
technological and social innovation; and to give meaning to
actual cultural and social developments. These different mis-
sions are strongly interrelated and can often be served within
one research project. Yet, they do require different forms of
communication and articulation work. The work needed to
accomplish these missions is certainly not limited to the pub-
lication of articles in specialized scientific journals. Yet, it is
this type of work that figures most prominently in research
evaluations. This has the paradoxical effect that the require-
ments to be more active in ‘valorization’ and other forms of
society-oriented scientific work is piled on top of the require-
ment to be excellent in publishing high impact articles and
books. No wonder a lot of Dutch researchers regularly show
signs of burn out... Hence, there is a need for diversification
of quality criteria and a more refined set of evaluation criteria
that take into account the real research mission of the group
or institute that is being evaluated (instead of an ideal-typical
research mission that is actually not much more than a pipe
dream). Second, research has become a huge enterprise with
enormous amounts of research results and an increased com-
plexity of interdisciplinary connections between fields. The
current routines in peer review cannot keep up with this vast
increase in scale and complexity. Sometimes there is a lack of
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sufficient numbers of peers to check the quality of the new
research. In addition, new forms of peer review of data qual-
ity are in increasing demand. A number of experiments with
new forms of review to address these issues have been devel-
oped in response to these challenges. A common solution in
massive review exercises (such as the REF in the UK or the
judgement of large EU programmes) is the bureaucratisation
of peer review. This effectively turns the substantive orienta-
tion of peer expert judgment into a procedure in which the
main role of experts is ticking boxes and checking whether
the researchers have fulfilled their procedural requirements.
Will this in the long run undermine the nature of peer review
in science?” (Wouters, 2014b)

The Leiden Manifesto, published by some of the leading
scientometricians and science administrators (in the prestigious
journal Nature), on the need for thorough reform of the use of
metrics in research assessment, points exactly in that direction:

“Data are increasingly used to govern science. Research
evaluations that were once bespoke and performed by peers
are now routine and reliant on metrics. The problem is that
evaluation is now led by the data rather than by judgment.
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 in-
creasingly implemented by organizations organisations with-
out knowledge of, or advice on, good practice and interpre-
tation ... As scientometricians, social scientists and research
administrators, we have watched with increasing alarm the
pervasive misapplication of indicators to the evaluation of sci-
entific performance ... Across the world, universities have be-
come obsessed with their position in global rankings (such as
the Shanghai Ranking and Times Higher Education’s list), even
when such lists are based on what are, in our view, inaccurate
data and arbitrary indicators ... Abuse of research metrics has
become too widespread to ignore ... We offer this distillation
of best practice in metrics-based research assessment so that
researchers can hold evaluators to account, and evaluators
can hold their indicators to account ... Abiding by these ten
principles, research evaluation can play an important part in
the development of science and its interactions with society.
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Research metrics can provide crucial information that would
be difficult to gather or understand by means of individual
expertise. But this quantitative information must not be al-
lowed to morph from an instrument into the goal. The best
decisions are taken by combining robust statistics with sensi-
tivity to the aim and nature of the research that is evaluated.
Both quantitative and qualitative evidence are needed; each is
objective in its own way. Decision-making about science must
be based on high-quality processes that are informed by the

highest quality data.” (Hicks et al. 2015, 429-430)

If we evaluate the Serbian research evaluation system
against the ten principles of the Leiden manifesto, many sad
truths appear:

1.

“Quantitative evaluation should support qualitative,
expert assessment.” In Serbia, the situation is com-
pletely the contrary - the qualitative part of individual
researchers’ assessments, of projects’ results, of project
applications or even of whole institutions reviewed
for research accreditation is considered supplemen-
tary and facultative. Its superficial character is widely
reported by interviewees. Participant observation and
personal experience confirm its incidental character.

“Measure performance against the research missions
of the institution, group or researcher” The Serbian
system relies heavily on the output ‘points’ individuals
gather for achieving pay grades, research titles or aca-
demic promotions. A researcher’s success is measured
by simply adding up the points gathered, regardless of
the individuals’ or institutions’ specialisation or profile.
This is especially relevant for SSH, as the system that
was introduced to assess research outputs objectively
has significantly changed the very practices it was in-
troduced to evaluate, thus proving itself not an objec-
tive evaluation tool but a pressure mechanism.

“Protect excellence in locally relevant research.” This is
another recommendation that should be applied swift-
ly and seriously in the Serbian case, as ‘excellence’ is
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defined in narrow and misplaced terms, pertaining to
foreign/international journals with very high impact
factors. Nothing local, national or regional could be
considered excellent under this definition, as this is
reserved for foreign/international scholarship. Many
participants consider this kind of policy solution as au-
to-colonial. It is considered unacceptable, especially by
humanities scholars, and among them, particularly by
those specialising in history, culture, and language.

4. “Keep data collection and analytical processes open,
transparent and simple” None of these pertain to the
Serbian case, except simplicity. Neither data collec-
tion nor the analytical process is open or transpar-
ent, with the national registry of researchers and their
research outputs being incomplete for more than a
decade (with the exception of Vojvodina). Recent de-
velopments, such as the introduction of the ‘Dositej’
and ‘RIS’ research output databases were followed by
serious criticism.

5. “Allow those evaluated to verify data and analysis.”
Participants often stress that they are not a part of
the system but its “subjects” They feel excluded by
the distanced procedures aimed at quality control and
consider themselves to be governed instead, so they
must ‘change or perish” This finding coincides with
previous research on evaluation systems, which found
such systems to be rigid, over-standardising and in-
sensitive to academic nuance. This should not be con-
sidered as resulting from abuse of power or adminis-
trative malpractice but from those in charge lacking
prior training.

6. “Account for variation by field in publication and cita-
tion practices” This is the most striking impediment
of the current system. The lack of diversity in person-
nel selection has been reflected in the design of poli-
cies governing research assessment and funding. Both
the goals of scientific research and the indicators for
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10.

measurement of its quality and impact are devised by
STEM-based administrators. Neither the variety of
genres traditionally used by SSH scholars, nor the spe-
cificities of citation practices in these fields, are consid-
ered to be important.

“Base assessment of individual researchers on a quali-
tative judgment of their portfolio.” Information about
an individual’s expertise, experience, academic activ-
ities or social influence is considered second-rate. As
a result, researchers who manage to segment or sen-
sationalise their results, or who conform to the the-
oretical or methodological taste or political agenda
of foreign editors or reviewers, are compensated by
higher pay grades, while those who might be the only
researcher of a locally or nationally relevant topic are
considered passé; they are thus being offended, demo-
tivated or even estranged in a way that is producing
anti-developmental consequences.

“Avoid misplaced concreteness and false precision.” Al-
though the vast majority of SSH scholars feel there is
an ideological background to their predicament, they
also interpret the failure of the system in a politically
insensitive way, as a consequence of the wholesale ap-
plication of an empiricist, scientistic, and old-fashioned
positivist style of thinking about academic knowledge
and science in general, which has been technocratised
in the contemporary context.

“Recognize the systemic effects of assessment and in-
dicators” This research consultancy is among the rare
efforts to recognise the effects of the current system. As
pointed out by some of the participants, our reforms
are not based on tested best practices from relevant
comparative cases, but on the opinions and interests of
groups that are putting forward a specific reformative
agenda.

“Scrutinize indicators regularly and update them.” This
is an ambiguous moment. While the authors of the
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Manifesto tend to upgrade assessment to capture dis-
ciplinary differences, the Serbian case provides enough
data to conclude that regulative updates are directed
against SSH. For instance, the 2016 revoked call spe-
cifically outlined that one specific category of academ-
ic outputs (chapters in international edited volumes)
would not be considered for pay grades, “as there are
too many results of that type published by SSH in the
previous period”. Many of the interviewees underlined
this as intolerable behaviour, the straw which finally
broke the camel’s back.

Both literature review and context-sensitive interpretation
of the Leiden principles point to the fact that none of the recent
developments within bibliometry circles seems able to solve the
pressing problem of SSH research evaluation — how to correlate
intra-academic excellence with regional, national or social rele-
vance. Therefore, a novel approach is being suggested - not one
of improving metric-based analysis but of research policy reori-
entation to the social role and cultural functions of SSH as de-
fined by UNESCO, the Council of Europe, OSCE, the European
Science Foundation, the national academies of leading Europe-
an economies, and other institutions and organisations. These
developments are relatively new but are gaining strong support
among the most important research institutions and organisa-
tions, some of which have directly responded to the ongoing re-
search assessment crisis (please consult Annexes).

*%

In the early days of the introduction of scientometry in
Serbia it was reduced to a positivist, magic-like fascination with
numbers and numbering (which sociologists of science long ago
termed quantophrenia and which has, more recently, been wide-
ly considered the “aestheticisation of banality”). Consequently,
the potential value of its application has been directly prevented
by the manner of its introduction. It was the most ill-advertised
reform that the research community remembers. The improp-
er use of scientometrics has tended to displace the history and
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philosophy of science (and technology), sociological, anthropo-
logical, economic, legal and related science studies, and other
important correctives, in favour of technocratic reductions and
positivist misconceptions of the role, cultural functions, and val-
ue of scientific knowledge of which European academia is proud.

This was unexpected. Nominally, the official stance of aca-
demic administrators in Serbia for almost two decades has been
pro-European. In fact, this goes for all Governments, as society
is seemingly europeanising top-down (Ziki¢ 2013; Bruji¢ 2016).
But, until recently, Serbian academic administrators systemati-
cally ignored the reservations, recommendations, and guidelines
developed by leading European research institutions and organ-
isations regarding the specificity of SSH, in terms of evaluation
standards, including impact assessment and quality indicators.
The interviewees, as informed and cultured scholars, are well
aware of this trend of lagging behind in economy, politics and
policies, typical for peripheral societies. They concur that this
is precisely what keeps happening to our academic policy - in
times when the most prestigious academies in Europe are open-
ly discarding scientometry as detrimental, it is promoted in Ser-
bia as “the international standard” that is “required by the EU”

Let us, then, at the end of this section, heed a warning
from some of the most authoritative and prestigious European
scientific institutions (see “Statement by three national acade-
mies [Académie des Sciences, Leopoldina and Royal Society] on
good practice in the evaluation of researchers and research pro-
grammes, dated October 27, 2017, pp. 1-2):

“With the increase in the number of evaluations and the emer-
gence of easily accessible electronic databases, the use of bib-
liometric measures has become an additional tool. However,
there has been too much reliance on bibliometric indices and
indicator-based tools as measures of performance by many
evaluation committees and exercises, leading to the danger of
superficial, over-simplified and unreliable methods of evalu-
ation. This bad practice involving the misuse of metrics has
become a cause for serious concern ... Of particular concern
are the widely used journal impact factors (IF) which are an
estimate of the impact of the journal itself rather than the
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intrinsic scientific quality of a given article published within
it ... There is a serious danger that undue emphasis on bib-
liometric indicators will not only fail to reflect correctly the
quality of research, but may also hinder the appreciation of
the work of excellent scientists outside the mainstream; it will
also tend to promote those who follow current or fashionable
research trends, rather than those whose work is highly novel
and which might produce completely new directions of scien-
tific research. Moreover, overreliance on citations as a meas-
ure of quality may encourage the formation of aggregates of
researchers (or “citation clubs”) who boost each others cita-
tion metrics by mutual citation. It thus becomes important to
concentrate on better methods of evaluation, which promote
good and innovative scientific research”






CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

In this chapter, both general conclusions and those of spe-
cial relevance for PERFORM’s mission are presented, alongside
recommendations that may lead either to the fine tuning of the
existing system (tolerable from the standpoint of the SSH com-
munity) or to its significant change (the preferred option).

General Conclusions

The research has confirmed the hypotheses outlined in the
introductory chapter.

The currently predominant evaluative discourse frequent-
ly makes SSH scholars feel personally ashamed, and that their
work is devalued and their disciplines are inferiorised, with both
institutional and individual autonomy diminished. This is wide-
ly perceived among scholars as detrimental to the overall quality
of higher education and research, or even threatening to what
could be considered the essence of academic identity. Previous
research findings are confirmed - the ongoing derogation of
SSH within academia itself is counter-indicative in social and
cultural terms. Among the grave extra-academic consequences
of the intra-academic derogation of the authority of SSH, the
most devastating is the fact that the currently predominant sci-
ence policy is (tacitly but significantly) correlated to the rise of
socio-cultural conservatism. It was nominally a liberal tool that
has in reality produced conservative consequences. The public
position of SSH scholars is now less pro-European or cosmo-
politan than it was prior to the allegedly ‘European’ reforms in
science and higher education policy. It is a clear case of ‘inverse
effect’ that should be widely reflected upon. This latent implica-
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tion is especially relevant given the post-traumatic character of
Serbian society.

Previous ‘best evaluation practices’ from the 1990s were
belatedly implemented in Serbia during the 2000s. They were
advertised as ‘reformative, ‘developmental, ‘contemporary, state
of the art’ and - the most dangerous epithet - as ‘European. In
reality, they had not been introduced by the majority of research
governing bodies in European countries nor by the EU, and in
those countries in which they were actually introduced, their
consequences have been highly contested. It has been found that
for STEM fields they fall far short of delivering what was prom-
ised at their introduction, and for SSH they prove counter-in-
dicative, significantly distorting the fields they were supposed
to ‘objectively’ assess. Participants shared an opinion already
present in the literature (Milenkovi¢ 2009): this type of research
evaluation, used in Serbia since the mid-2000s, wasn't intro-
duced to monitor output but to incite change in the behaviour
of SSH researchers in order to align their publication patterns
with scientometrics - their outputs proved “of lesser quality”
than those of STEM fields, which had instituted the change in
the first place.

Followers of scientometrics usually stress that their meth-
ods are more objective than peer review assessment. But this
study has confirmed that there is far less objectivity than is be-
lieved. The fieldwork shows that evaluation criteria have sig-
nificantly changed the very perception of what scholarship is
and how researchers behave. It has been proved that the met-
ric-based system has changed the very nature of scientific en-
deavour and cannot be considered objective but highly intrusive
and even dangerous in social and cultural terms. Encouraging
superficiality, simplification and unreliability, the metric-based
performance assessment of SSH scholars in Serbia has proved to
be derogative and offensive, widely alienating scholars. By mar-
ginalising SSH as a field, it has turned part of them personally
away from reformative processes.

This shared perception is the main driver of SSH schol-
ars’ resistance to complying with STEM-derived administration
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procedures for their field. The overall perception in the SSH re-
search community, confirmed by this fieldwork-based research,
is that the current system of research assessment was introduced
in the early 2000s on false pretenses, with the implied notion of
SSH presumed underdeveloped until proven otherwise. Conse-
quently, a decade and a half later, the system has proved highly
biased against SSH, so now SSH scholars perceive STEM-based
administrators to be guilty of unprofessionalism, incompetence,
and political and financial abuse of power until proven other-
wise. This spiral of mutual allegations and open displays of mis-
trust or even contempt calls for immediate policy intervention.
Policy options, both preventive and remedial, are outlined in the
final chapter.

Although comparatively clearly identified, well researched
and highly criticised by the evaluation scholars themselves
across Europe, the metric-based evaluation system is still being
implemented in Serbia and keeps producing the same conse-
quences it was nominally introduced to prevent. It has proven
counter-indicative and can be considered failed in at least three
paradoxical ways: it prevents the internationalisation of Serbi-
an SSH scholarship; it discourages knowledge-to-policy types
of academic endeavour, and it fosters unethical behaviour. As
such, it presents a major challenge to the idea of building a pub-
licly well-positioned scholarly community that contributes to
the development of democracy, human rights, and overall eco-
nomic and societal progress. In sum, the existing system was
promoted as a liberal, cosmopolitan, European, cutting-edge/
state-of-the-art reform but has instead caused some serious
conservative consequences. In its place, an unadventurous ap-
proach is recommended here, in order to abrogate the existing
consequences and to achieve liberal goals by both legitimate
and feasible means.

Different perceptions among different types of participants
regarding age- and status-specific issues are mostly irrelevant
for the main topic of this research; almost all were united in the
stance that assessment criteria should be changed in order to
reflect differences between academic fields, in terms of a need
to grasp both quality and impact by field-specific indicators
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and adequate assessment procedures. They agree that the exist-
ing system is unsuitable for SSH, inapplicable to their field but
forcefully imposed, irrelevant in terms of research quality and
social impact, corruptive in its nature, and degrading to institu-
tions and individual researchers in the SSH fields.

Most participants perceived the regulatory framework for
research assessment as being construed in a manner of pseu-
do-ethnic cleansing that was introduced to ‘improve’ the field on
false pretenses. It is widely considered that those who wanted
to improve SSH were Serbian STEM-based administrators who
wanted scholars to become “like them in order to be improved”
The vast majority of the community stands firm on the position
that such offensive and derogatory behaviour should not be tol-
erated. This is a most dangerous scenario that should be avoided
by preventive segregation, i.e., by the diversification of regula-
tion and management of academic fields. If not, a deepening in-
tra-academic war over criteria will probably lead to: 1) the radi-
calisation of SSH identity politics, 2) judicial and media actions
against perceived perpetrators, and 3) an increase in political
activism of SSH scholars, followed by 4) advocacy for a decrease
in public spending on STEM fields, and other as yet undisclosed
retributive actions with predictable consequences, leading to the
dissolution of the Serbian academic system in general. Recent
open use of political influence in order to revoke the call for
publicly funded research projects (as it was perceived as highly
biased against SSH) is just a moderate example of what might
happen if an intervention fell behind.

Due to misplaced incentives, researchers are systematical-
ly being pushed out of the social arena and almost completely
focused into publishing journal articles. They regularly report
that they are neither focused on quality teaching nor commu-
nicating their results to relevant stakeholders or to the general
public. The existing system heavily favours publishing “science
for the sake of science” and, except recent initiatives facilitated
through the PERFORM platform to conduct policy-oriented
research, it discourages researchers from concentrating on the
social role, the cultural value and the political use of scholarship
in reformative processes in society. In that regard, the system
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introduced during the mid-2000s has proved to be discouraging
for PERFORM-related goals (as discussed below, in a separate
sub-chapter).

Data show the SSH community feels that indicators for re-
search assessment and the strategic goals proclaimed are contra-
dictory. While the ‘value’ of research results is measured by their
internationalisation, the regulatory framework stresses their so-
cial utility at national/local levels. The link between the two is
far-fetched. Therefore, the regulatory framework needs internal
harmonisation - either SSH scholars shouldn’t be expected to
publish in international journals or they shouldn’t be expected
to contribute to societal change. Most interviewees reflected this
discord between goals and means as discouraging and disap-
pointing, and often ridiculed it.

Communication of research results, and more generally
communication between non-academic stakeholders and the re-
search community, is another unresolved issue that should be
tackled in the near future. The impact of research on policy is a
complex and debatable issue. Its implied linearity was long ago
abandoned by policy scientists, as it was found that the results of
scientific research cannot be disseminated to stakeholders, even
to predefined targeted audiences, in such a way that their imme-
diate impact could be reasonably expected. The interpretation,
adaptation and integration of knowledge into policy are not sim-
ple, one-way processes: policymakers and those who implement
policies are neither passive recipients nor always careful learn-
ers. It is naive to presuppose that stakeholders will immediate-
ly accept and apply knowledge gained by research. And it is far
from believable that they will draw policy-relevant knowledge
from international scientific journals (which they dont even
know exist, let alone have the time/skills to read, interpret and
apply what is published there).

This naive research-to-policy model is exactly what is cur-
rently expected from the Serbian SSH community. Instead, thor-
ough research is needed in order to identify various stakehold-
ers, their interests and perspectives, in order to facilitate SSH
knowledge use in the policy realm. For now, the majority of
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both the research community and the stakeholders themselves
remain unacculturated to the knowledge-to-policy way of think-
ing. The linear model, based on good will and personal contacts,
is thus doomed as illegitimate. It should be replaced by intro-
ducing a regulatory environment that motivates both research-
ers and stakeholders to with engage each other, as suggested in
the Recommendations section.

Given this long-standing discord, it is quite surprising that
not all of the non-experimental SSH scholars have been turned
into fierce nationalists, Eurosceptics or even STEM-haters. Nev-
ertheless, participants unanimously call for competence-based
research administration reform to be introduced in short order,
with administrators from each field solely administering that
field as a priority.

This research confirms that important policy recommenda-
tions comparatively developed almost a decade ago for Central
and Eastern European countries regarding the future of pub-
licly funded research (Radosevic and Lepori 2009, 666) have
remained unaddressed: 1) “Changes in public funding criteria
without organisational restructuring at micro level will not suf-
fice, and 2) “Diversifying funding bodies and R&D perform-
ers by itself will not suffice to meet the most important policy
challenge: balance between R&D excellence and local relevance”
Their implementation would stand as true social innovation in a
knowledge society.

Special Relevance of the Data Obtained
for PERFORM’s Mission

As “the overarching goal of PERFORM is a strong, confi-
dent, and publicly positioned social science research community
that meaningfully contributes to socio-economic and political
reform processes,” there are still many obstacles that need to
be overcome if those objectives are to be fulfilled. Serbian SSH
scholars in general neither share a strong sense of community
nor have significant public influence (apart from their tradi-
tional occasional influence through political parties and interest
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groups). Moreover, they do not perceive themselves as confident
but in retreat (or rebellion), pressured by the constant rush to
satisfy criteria and fulfil indicators that are set by administrators
coming from STEM fields. In that regard, SSH could be consid-
ered a special type of vulnerable community that needs immedi-
ate empowerment.

Serbia is a clear example of an over-reformed society, with
still more reforms yet to come. To tackle this paradox, it would
be pertinent to establish fair, clear, legitimate and relevant re-
search assessment criteria that the SSH community wouldn't
reject or ridicule. It is also of utmost importance for indicators
to remain largely constant. If they don’t, with the continued im-
plementation of metric-based research assessment built upon
irrelevant indicators, coupled with shrinking funds and con-
stant regulatory change, it is not likely that PERFORM, or forth-
coming similar platforms, will be able to complete its mission.
Instead, a regulatory environment (lobbied for by the business
sector as well), based on stability, predictability and the rule of
law should be introduced for the research and higher education
sectors, if SSH are expected to achieve strong societal and eco-
nomic impact. Continuous, never-ending reforms have prov-
en provocative and are a direct cause of reactive anti-reformist
sentiment among the scholars interviewed. In that regard, the
research community needs a regulatory framework that can
guarantee that policy-oriented research will not be swept away
by some future change in science policy. Otherwise it may be
considered risky, even adventurist.

The impact of the current evaluation system on the SSH
community prevents it from having the societal impact it sup-
posedly should. These findings should not be seen in a negative
light: on the contrary, PERFORM has already played a signifi-
cant role in establishing the power balance within the Serbian
academic management system. Its interventions have proved
both timely and relevant. PERFORM, as an external actor whose
contribution isn’t yet recognised by the majority of the SSH com-
munity, has managed to counterbalance the underdog position
of Serbian SSH within our ministry for some time. PERFORM
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should openly communicate its mission and achievements to the
SSH community.

PERFORM may be considered a social innovation as well
- an important dialogue-opening, discussion-promoting in-
strument that aligns with the world-renowned Swiss democrat-
ic participation tradition. This is especially relevant as STEM-
based academic administrators had been unwilling to negotiate
criteria for the evaluation of research and the structure of the
academic system for more than a decade. This situation is still
perceived by the most of SSH community as ‘unbelievable] ‘out-
rageous and ‘intolerable; as they are not aware of the current
developments facilitated by PERFORM. PERFORM has man-
aged to intervene in the power structure established over the last
decade, and promote the idea of socially useful social sciences
among academic administrators who, paradoxically, consider
SSH scholars obsolete unless they publish in top academic jour-
nals - i.e. unless they publish something that no one outside ac-
ademia will ever read, let alone apply!

It is hardly to be expected that the research community will
embrace a knowledge-to-policy regulatory reorientation if they
are constantly excluded from the policymaking process in their
own field. The community is mostly reserved toward participa-
tion in policy-oriented reform in the context of their systematic
exclusion from the very policy processes that would make them
more policy-oriented. They consider it derogative nonsense.
They also consider ad-hoc expert working groups, teams or pan-
els as illegitimate and call for their inclusion under the new law
that will regulate the realm of research. Since scholars are not
passive recipients of regulatory reform and their dissatisfaction
is easily transformed into political influence, as demonstrated by
the swift revocation of the 2016 call, their dissatisfaction should
be seriously reflected upon both by the ministry and PERFORM.

There is a view that only international academic publica-
tions are reflective of the strength of a scientific community and
the measure of its contribution to social and economic develop-
ment. But in countries such as Serbia, it is of the utmost impor-
tance to have a strong SSH as a control mechanism - not only
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does the economy needs innovations, society and culture do as
well. It is precisely applied SSH that can be seen as an instrument
of cultural and political change - as interpreters of the reforms
which our society needs in order for them not to be perceived
as imperial, neo-colonial, fascist, etc. by radical left and right
movements; as social thinkers who publish research and per-
form their analyses in the language of the relevant population.
This problem is interwoven with the issue of the widely per-
ceived incompetence of foreign peer reviewers that has haunted
the domestic research community for more than a decade. It is
another example of how PERFORM might intervene - by facil-
itating the engagement of experienced and competent foreign
reviewers (in terms of language, cultural context and academic
focus) within the next open call for public research funding.

Among significant impediments that are causing the social
dysfunction of SSH is the fact that the linkage of the SSH com-
munity to extra-academic stakeholders is left to individual initi-
ative. Creating evidence-based consultancy for decision makers
is the cornerstone of the developmental agenda worldwide, yet
SSH scholars in Serbia are systematically discouraged from pro-
ducing outputs considered less worthy by the very ministry that
strategically, officially invites them to engage their knowledge in
the policy arena. Therefore, evaluation criteria should change
and the overall institutional culture in higher education and the
research and development sector needs a democratic interven-
tion. This is precisely what PERFORM has managed to initiate
in the past few years.

Our ministry has increased research output tremendously
in the last decade and a half, in terms of international publica-
tions. But almost no one among the participants agrees with the
received view of international development mechanisms - that
international publications are reflective of economic develop-
ment - and consider it a statistical fallacy. On the contrary, our
SSH scholars believe that they were purposively left in ruins, as
there is a kind of conspiracy to destroy the culture of research,
developed in the 19" century, that considers SSH not only as
research of, but as an integral part of cultural heritage. This
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approach, advocated by UNESCO and the Council of Europe, is
something that should be considered in any prospective regula-
tory reform (Milenkovi¢, 2014; 2016; 2019a; 2019b).

There is a further counterintuitive proposition: the decen-
tralisation of our research governance could contribute to in-
creasing the effectiveness of our academic policy. If an academic
foundation is to be successfully established, it needs to be decen-
tralised, with separate divisions (‘sectors’) governing STEM and
SSH, as suggested in the Recommendations section.

PERFORM should continue to insist on principles of fair-
ness and legitimacy. It has facilitated dialogue and debate - a
processual way of policymaking. It has also insisted on legitima-
cy at the level of the academic community and not only at the
level of decision makers. PERFORM tackled the most important
problem first - the lack of exchange between governmental bod-
ies and the research sector - and introduced testing, reflection
and revision, which were also absent in the previous period.

It is recommended that PERFORM should concentrate on
helping our government build the infrastructure that will estab-
lish fair and timely policies, including 1) a study program, and
b) ethical guidelines for management in research and higher
education. It is not only the responsibility of policy researchers
to influence policy processes more effectively and to strengthen
collaboration with government institutions, but the very institu-
tions they address should be discouraged from commissioning
policymaking that is not based on expert knowledge. It has also
been found that there is a need for a study program that will
introduce ways of transforming academic knowledge into pol-
icy design and implementation, and educate various stakehold-
ers about the differences between styles and goals of research.
It is important for this study program not to be confined to an
economic value, because the return on investment in terms of
money is just one of several elements that need to be considered
when we think of the impact of research and its overall societal
contribution.

Development needs social and political optimism - de-
velopmental logic is inherently optimistic (in terms of political
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theory). Contrary to that, SSH scholars are “naturally” prone
to pessimistic thinking in social and political terms, bearing in
mind the vast knowledge of human history and its atrocities that
they possess. Regulatory reform of research assessment, there-
fore, should be positioned at the top of the reformatory agenda
and regularly advertised, as researchers are not informed about
recent PERFORM-initiated changes, a fact that leads them still
to perceive the ministry and its partners as enemies. A PR blog is
needed if the ministry is going to retain its position as a relative-
ly neutral actor that is trying to balance the criteria and stabilise
its portfolio. PERFORM should consider facilitating the proper
and timely sharing of information between regulatory bodies
(ministries, agencies and offices) and the academic community.
This could be achieved within PERFORM’s wider endeavour to
disseminate many of its existing achievements.

To conclude, we need PERFORM to continue its unique
mission. The way it operates should be considered a model for
our ministry of science or any prospective scientific/academic
agency, foundation or other type of regulatory body. The most
important change, among many, that PERFORM has managed
to introduce in this very short period is that academic governors
coming mostly from STEM fields have begun to listen to what
we from SSH have to say. As they promote continuous learning,
they are changing our policy culture - research and higher edu-
cation policymakers have started to learn about the differences
between academic fields and about the different functions SSH
and STEM disciplines have in society at large. PERFORM has
somehow managed to bridge the gap which had opened between
researchers and policymakers thanks, among other things, to
the significantly different definitions of such basic concepts as
‘policy, ‘research;, ‘evidence, ‘development, and even ‘democracy’
itself that these two distinct professional cultures use.

One issue which PERFORM needs to address immediately
is that of reservation towards utilised social research to which
many, especially in the humanities, are acculturated. There are
many reasons why this is so (relating especially to SSH’s period
of opposition to state-controlled academia in the preceding dec-
ades) but it should be changed simultaneously with the research
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evaluation indicators, in order to overcome the conceptual gap
between research and governance.

The comparative analysis of issues tackled by this research
in the regional context of the Western Balkans could also be
considered a priority. Due to many similarities in the evaluation
practices among former Yugoslav republics, the findings of this
project will be of relevance for other Western Balkan countries
as well.

Highly Recommended Policy Options

In this subchapter, general policy recommendations present
in public discourse or already put forward by other researchers/
consultants, such as the need to increase overall public funding
of research or the number of civil servants in Ministry of Edu-
cation, Science and Technological Development (MoESTD, are
avoided. The following recommendations are instead specific to
the SSH field and their prospective applied orientation.

X%

The communication of research to the academic commu-
nity and to extra-academic stakeholders is a problematic realm.
To keep regulating it by simply postulating that there is a corre-
lation between international publications and economic devel-
opment is a dangerous misconception. As the existing model of
research assessment doesn’t contribute to building the capacity
of Serbian researchers to communicate their results effectively to
policymakers, the means for research assessment and the ends
expected from research should be harmonised. Current assess-
ment procedures have proved to be more like barricades to than
agents of the societal impact of scholarship in general (and not
only for SSH).

Researchers who are expected to contribute to social change
shouldn’t be motivated solely to publish internationally if they
are to be given time to contribute to the policy realm. This would
also be impossible if they were expected to switch to publication
genres unusable in terms of societal application. Therefore, the
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omnipresent mantra of the need to increase the percentage of
international publications by Serbian SSH scholars in order to
deepen their societal impact at home should be abandoned as
an absurd and costly nonsense. It is based on the naive miscon-
ception of scholarly communication as an end to itself. Instead,
the communication of research results to stakeholders should be
meaningfully regulated, and the communication of socially use-
ful academic knowledge in genres and languages susceptible to
stakeholders should be introduced. In this regard, publishing in
international journals should be left as an option and not as an
obligation, in order to give time and allocate resources for the
majority of the SSH research community to start contributing to
societal reforms and not wasting their time, energy, knowledge
and social resources in socially-irrelevant publications. Moreo-
ver, the current system revives and perpetuates the Tvory Tower
Syndrome’ among scholars, which is contrary to its intentions.

One way out of this crisis is relatively simple - if SSH schol-
ars are expected to contribute to social change, they should
demonstrate research relevance as defined by local, regional,
national, and international strategic priorities (to the definition
of which they should be asked to contribute) and not research
excellence as perceived by publishers, editors and reviewers of
international journals. Otherwise, the proclaimed goals, such
as economic development, political stability, the improvement
of human and minority rights, and the safeguarding of cultural
heritage would be left to non-academic actors (most of whom
do not share developmental commitment).

This can be effectively achieved through the diversification
of the management of academic fields (cf. Milenkovi¢ 2009;
Milenkovi¢ and Kovacevi¢ 2014). In this regard, separate ad-
ministrative sectors should be introduced, if not for every aca-
demic field (natural sciences, biomedicine, technology and en-
gineering, social sciences, humanities), then at least for STEM
and SSH. Diverse criteria for research assessment should next
be devised and implemented, including the measurement of the
impact on/value of research for society. The distribution of re-
sources should be diversified accordingly. The data clearly show
that, if not diversified in terms of field-specific delegated compe-
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tencies, funding, research assessment and impact modeling, this
future regulatory body would not gain the respect and allegiance
of the SSH community, either. As the existing feud seems un-
solvable to the majority of colleagues, such a novel organisation-
al mode of research governance would most likely be considered
biased by default, even if it were run with honesty, respect and
according to the principles of good governance. It should first
and foremost contribute to establishing reasonable, field-specific
links between a) funding, b) career expectations, c) the publica-
tion system, and d) evaluation criteria.

As there is a great fear that the separation of management
and finance along academic field lines would prevent interdisci-
plinary research, a separate regulation should be devised in that
regard, stressing the administrative separateness of output evalu-
ation criteria and not of the researchers or research teams them-
selves. Interdisciplinary, trans-disciplinary and multidisciplinary
research as a “fifth academic field”, with a separate budget and
relevant council, should be re-established.

The administrative classification of relevant sectors should
also be changed. Juxtaposing the research and innovations sec-
tors, currently disjointed under different ministries (as research
is under education, and innovations are under a recently estab-
lished separate ministry), is recommended. Higher education
and culture should be considered for connection, according to
the classification of EU directorates, as most of the participants
share the current global belief among humanities scholars that
arts and humanities serve educational and cultural functions,
and these areas should not be reduced to technological devel-
opment. In relation to the issue of prospective administrative
reform, it should be considered that most of the participants do
not believe in the establishment of a mega-ministry in terms of
the public good. Most of the informants coming from univer-
sities feel pressured to become researchers solely by the system
that devalues their teaching load and public role as intellectu-
als, and advocate the administrative separation of higher edu-
cation and research sectors, thereby putting an end to the pres-
ent reduction of professorship. Most of the participants from
universities, unlike those from research institutes, feel that the
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current system is designed in order to ‘subordinate’ the societal
and cultural functions of higher education and SSH research in
general to the science sector, and advocate the reverse action of
“abandoning scholarship for the sake of the science model” and
the very notion of the university solely as a “research university”.
Administrative reform, if feasible, is therefore recommended. If
the ministry insists on quantifying outputs, professorial engage-
ment should be reclassified from qualitative to quantitative in-
dicators.

Bearing all this in mind, it is suggested that the decisiveness
of scientometrics should be abandoned for STEM fields also and
not just for SSH. However, due to the sensitivity of inter-field re-
lations and in the context of the need for diversification not just
of the evaluation criteria but of academic field management in
general, the commissioning of a separate research consultancy
in that regard is proposed, with a STEM-based research evalua-
tion scholar in charge, emphasising interdisciplinary, trans-dis-
ciplinary and multidisciplinary research involving SSH-based
members of research teams.

These recommendations stand regardless of any prospec-
tive changes of delegated competencies; i.e., whatever form of
academic administration would be introduced instead of the
existing ministry (whether agency, foundation, public trust or
some other type). This preventive separation and strategic diver-
sification of indicators of excellence and impact is vital if further
development is to be achieved, and should be considered a key
recommendation.

The first step toward achieving such a change would be ei-
ther to adopt a completely new Strategy for Research and De-
velopment for Social, State and Cultural Benefits or to devise a
separate action plan for the implementation of the existing strat-
egy of scientific and technological development with regard to
notions of ‘science, ‘development, and even ‘strategy’ relevant for
SSH (as the existing plan is widely perceived by the SSH com-
munity as having been adopted solely in the interest of STEM
fields and of being purposively biased). In that regard, a working
group of relevant SSH representatives, as internal stakeholders,
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should be re-summoned to tailor strategic choices to pursue rea-
sonable goals, introduce relevant indicators, and define prefera-
ble outputs for Serbian SSH.

3%

In the case of the lack of the political will to bring peace to
the research community by the “confederal” governance of sci-
ence and the higher education sectors, there is some immediate
fine-tuning that should be introduced in the existing system.

The Leiden recommendations should be strictly fol-
lowed and assessment practices based on metrics should be a)
field-normalised, b) single output-oriented, and c) made rel-
evant to the individual researcher’s specialisation. It is recom-
mended that fine-tuning of the existing rules and regulations be
commissioned in order to adapt the extensively ridiculed use of
scientometrics in Serbia to the Leiden Manifesto and other state-
of-the art European assessment practices. The current situation
as reflected in the data gathered by this research is interpreted
against the Leiden recommendations in the previous section,
and the Manifesto itself is included in the Annexes to this book.

An ENRESSH-promoted, bottom-up, impact-oriented ap-
proach to SSH research assessment practices should be included
in academic policymaking. As the existing top-down approach
has proved to be both a failure and illegitimate, this type of
field-specific defining of relevant indicators should be intro-
duced regardless of whether the confederalisation of regulative
bodies, suggested above, is enacted. The ENRESSH agenda for
the European-wide reform of SSH research evaluation is includ-
ed in the Annexes to this book, as well as the ENRESSH-en-
dorsed Prague Manifesto.

The most recent “Statement by three national academies
(Académie des Sciences, Leopoldina and Royal Society) on
good practice in the evaluation of researchers and research pro-
grammes” should be seriously considered as “digested guide-
lines” It specifically stresses the deficiencies of metric-based re-
search assessments compared to those based on competent peer
review. Please refer to the Statement, as it is also included in the
Annexes.
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An SSH-specific approach to assessment should concen-
trate on the following:

Assessment criteria should, above all, be field-specif-
ic, with regards to societal functions, historical back-
ground, publishing (or citation) patterns, and the size
of the research community;

quantitative indicators should inform (or enrich) qual-
itative assessment, not vice-versa;

journal impact factors should be completely aban-
doned and replaced by a peer review of quality and im-
pact of concrete outputs by the individual researcher;

as categorisation of outputs in the ‘excellence frame-
work’ is a necessity, competent councils should define
the quality of publications according to the model de-
fined by the European Science Foundation (ERIH+
criteria);

selected works, submitted by a researcher for review
(funding/promotion), should be valued according to
the specialisation of that researcher; the simple sum-
ming of M-points should also be abandoned;

individual contributions should be detected (when not
clearly stated) for each and every author in multi-au-
thor publications;

academic excellence and social impact should be treat-
ed as separate realms; as both are buzzwords, they
should not be used carelessly;

optimism regarding the understanding of the role of
metric indicators should be generally avoided as naive
presumption, as metric indicators have proved to be
generators of instability and pessimism in the first
place;

an honest and competent peer review system should be
facilitated and supported, both financially and through
the development of an open academic evaluation plat-
form (such as an intranet).
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There are also context-specific interventions, hereafter rec-
ommended as concrete policy options.

As applied research is historically and culturally consid-
ered “of less worth” in Serbian academic contexts, this needs to
be addressed by intervention at the very core of the indicators
expected to be fulfilled and incentives striven for by researchers
and research institutions. Therefore, those M-indicators pointing
to the conceptualisation and impact assessment of public policies
(M120) should be: a) valued equally with articles published in tra-
ditional form, in terms of ‘points’ and b) considered relevant for
academic promotion or pay grade distribution as not being in-
cluded in ‘core M’ points). Bearing in mind the troublesome ex-
perience with the interpretation of indicators, it is probably best
to change the designation from M to S (for state and society ori-
ented research outputs, mainly in social sciences: D in Serbian),
and from M to C (for culturally relevant research predominantly
in humanities: K in Serbian). M indicators should be replaced by
D and K indicators for SSH policy-oriented research assessments.

SSH scholars should not be treated as researchers, writers,
translators and proofreaders at the same time. A translation and
proofreading facility should be established for every major re-
search institution in academic centres and for every region (ac-
cording to the present/planned number of researchers) if the pol-
icy insists on publishing articles in foreign/international journals.

Participants warn that the system is treating them as an un-
derpaid labour force. Many experienced researchers share open
disgust about the fact that they must replicate foreign research
models or publish case studies in order to feed foreign thinkers
with data, as if they are research assistants fit only for data gath-
ering, and not “real” science or scholarship. The current system
is perceived as biased in favour of foreign academics not only
in terms of the language of publication and topics, theory and
methods chosen for research, but on the distinction of compe-
tencies presumed of domestic and foreign scholars/peer review-
ers in an auto-colonial manner. This problem has been addressed
by interviewees in the “interpretive sovereignty” mode of dis-
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course that resembles a Postcolonial/Southern theory analytical
framework and attributes quality control mechanisms to the
neocolonial character of developmental policies. It is of utmost
importance for the knowledge-to-policy agenda not to become
trapped in this particular variety of academic debate. This is the
most important reason why policy-oriented research should be
ultimately disassociated from current metric-based assessment.

In addition, it was openly debated during the interviews
whether international actors, such as the World Bank, should di-
rect Serbian academic policy in the way that they have been by
often requiring austerity measures. It is recommended that the
international development instruments’ agenda be clearly stated
by the ministry, and the reasons for conforming to it explained
to the research community. If the introduction of competition in
the research sector is the primary goal of prospective regulato-
ry change, competitors must be guaranteed a level playing field,
with one quarter (25%) of the budget assigned to SSH and not
19% (2011-2015) or 13% (2016 call). Another option is to assign
20% of the budget to the four major academic fields and leave a
further 20% for interdisciplinary research. A currently prevail-
ing indicator for the allocation of funds is “number of research-
ers in a field”, which is considered by participants as unfair and
fraudulent, since present numbers are a consequence of the bi-
ased reform already carried out over the past decade and a half.

The proclaimed need to introduce competitiveness into
governance, if proven to be an irreversible process, should be
disassociated from the growing inter-institutional cleavage.
Competitiveness should be directed in such a way that the po-
sition or even survival of underrepresented disciplines in the
body of researchers is not threatened. In that regard, a cautious
approach to chairs, departments and publishing series explicitly
devoted to cultural and historical heritage, including language
and literature, of both majority and minority populations, is
highly recommended. Otherwise, the system risks reinforcing
both reactive nationalism among majority scholars and serious
political and diplomatic damage in the context of the spread of
bilateral additional conditionality within the EU accession agen-
da (Milenkovic and Milenkovic 2013).
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If the already suggested administrative separation of ‘na-
tional sciences’ (explicitly identity-related research) proves not
to be a preferred option among academic policy options, then
the teaching output and outreach in these disciplines should be
valued by the rules and regulations in the higher education sec-
tor. It should also be noted that academic culture is not com-
pletely dissociated from society at large and that the very notion
of ‘competition’ is culturally associated with a ‘victory and defeat’
type of sport-like (or even warlike) discourse — which should be
avoided at all costs. It is widely perceived among participants,
and especially by humanities scholars, that academic competi-
tion does not lead to an increase of quality but to the eradication
of differences, thus triggering the varieties of reactive behaviour
explained above.

The organisational form of research should also be adapted
to traditional research methods. Short-term projects of individ-
ual researchers and small research teams, albeit both popular
and necessary (in order to foster innovation and avoid intra-in-
stitutional rifts) should, in general, be replaced by long-lasting
research programs of strategic relevance.

The level of competence of those in charge of the promotion
of researchers is decreasing as our responsibility and mandate
increases. Researchers are promoted by committees consisting
of members from all of four academic fields, meaning that no
more than 25% of the delegates are competent for the promotion
of an individual researcher. This is not the case at public uni-
versities, as professors are reviewed for promotion and elected
by their competent peers (with only full professor appointments
confirmed by university senates, consisting of deans, rectors and
vice-rectors who also come from various academic fields). In
this regard, researchers at research institutes should be reviewed
for promotion by their field-specific councils (Serb. maticni
naucni odbor), except for the highest research rank (research
professor/principal research fellow) for which a novel, legitimate
election body should be introduced, consisting of the directors
of research institutes and presidents of field-specific councils.
This regulatory change would be an important step toward the
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advocated confederalisation, which is expected to bring balance
to the distorted relationships among academic fields through
harmonising competence with legitimacy.

Pay grades are another ‘sore spot’ of the existing system, as
confirmed by the data obtained. It is precisely the system of in-
centives that confounds quantitative and qualitative aspects of
research outputs that most of the participants feel should be im-
mediately abandoned. A return to the system of financing by title
and not by pay grade is recommended, as most researchers share
the belief that the omnipresent rush for gathering research out-
put points is the predominant cause of ethical misconduct. As it
was introduced in order to motivate tenured/older researchers
(full professors at universities and principal investigators at re-
search institutes) “not to get lazy after their final promotion’, this
pseudo-problem could be tackled by introducing the fixed fi-
nancing model for teaching/research positions at 75% of month-
ly salary, with the remaining 25% to be raised from competitive
open calls. Another solution to this predicament would be to
define a minimal fixed amount of research-output points to be
gathered on a yearly average (say 0.5 ‘core M points’ per month,
or a book, or five articles/chapters in two years). Whatever the
method, this could be easily adddresed. There is a widespread
belief among participants that significant change to the regu-
latory framework should de-quantify quality of research while
maintaining pressure on younger and mid-career researchers so
that they don’t become complacent (except for working mothers,
for whom, according to most of the participants, there should be
positive discrimination).

Humanities scholars are systematically prevented from
having their work categorised in the highest categories (M21a,
M21b and M22), as the system of categorisation is based on
journal impact factor (and even WoS is reserved toward its own
ability to grasp the realistic academic impact of these journals).
As scientometricians themselves consider their trade undevel-
oped and ill-applied, for humanities in general - and for na-
tionally or regionally relevant social sciences in particular - it
is recommended that all domestic humanities journals that are
listed by WoS, Scimago, ERIH+ and MKS be recategorised as
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international (M23).! The commencement of a thorough re-cat-
egorisation of humanities journals, in order to recognise the
parts of AHCI Scimago and ERIH+ listings as leading interna-
tional journals (M21a, M21b and M22) is also recommended.
Finally, it would be prudent to introduce one scientific journal
in the M24 category (domestic journals of international stature
per definition) for each of the underrepresented disciplines. The
Croatian model of journal ranking and categorisation, with its
recent assessment policy breakthrough, is widely recognised by
participants as a decent, less derogatory solution to the domes-
tic situation, so it would be prudent to institute a similar finely
tuned solution.?

Regulatory change should concentrate on securing the soci-
etal impact of SSH by introducing regular open calls for directed
research projects as equivalent to fundamental research. While
most of the participants welcome the idea of putting SSH knowl-
edge into practice, they are quite reserved about the evaluative
aspects of the prospective system. They would be willing to pro-
pose socially relevant research projects if they could both a) keep
their jobs and b) keep their research integrity intact. As most of
them, as individuals, were formed in times of political turmoil
and never-ending economic and political transition, the research
shows a willingness for social utilisation only if not blatantly di-
rected by sheer ideological interest. In this regard, the introduc-
tion of a project line devoted to directed research should avoid
the communist-like command-economy style of commissioning
research. Administrators should be reminded of an excellent
2016 solution to this problem, when a PERFORM-instituted
body (consisting of representatives of the research community)
predefined thematic clusters of special interest to society, culture
and the state. This body should be widened to include extra-ac-
ademic stakeholders.

1 During the writing of this book a series of changes have taken place,
some of them suggested by the author himself in the capacity explained
in the Acknowledgements.

2 The Croatian model clearly distinguishes SSH from STEM fields: https://
www.zakon.hr/z/320/Zakon-o-znanstvenoj-djelatnosti-i-visokom-obra-
zovanju.
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While introducing reforms, we should be mindful that the
very notion of research integrity is inextricably interwoven with
the notion of the autonomy of individual researchers, research
teams and institutions. Research autonomy holds an intrinsic
value, as the recent upheaval regarding the Law on Higher Ed-
ucation demonstrates, when even gravely opposed groups of re-
searchers from STEM and SSH fields united in order to bring
public pressure against the widening of the ministerial mandate.
They are particularly sensitised to hypocrisy and totalitarianism,
and while willing to let stakeholders define relevant research
topics, they are not willing to give extra-academic stakeholders
room for decisive ex-post evaluation of the worth of academ-
ic knowledge produced by such directed research projects. It is
precisely this apparent paradox — openness to the direction of
socially relevant research topics but not to the validation of re-
search outputs by extra-academic stakeholders - that should be
reflected upon by the team of policy-oriented scholars. The use
of existing comparative experience should be an asset in that re-
gard, with the ENRESSH Agenda (included in the Annexes sec-
tion) as a solid starting point.

One important aspect of the regulatory process has been
neglected in the previous phases of the reform - that of legiti-
macy. This issue is most relevant to participants either from out-
side the state capital or from underrepresented disciplines. They
underline that regulation has been constantly imposed in a to-
talitarian manner by bodies (the National Council, field-specific
councils, various working groups and committees) that are not
balanced in terms of disciplines, regions, gender, and ethnicity.
On ethnicity, research conducted in Novi Pazar clearly shows
the double exclusion or ‘minority within a minority’ position
of Bosniak intellectuals, with regard to the regulatory process
(both in terms of their SSH affiliation and cultural identity). The
diversification of participation in academic policymaking is rec-
ommended; either by introducing a model based on predefined
quotas for women, national minorities and geographical regions,
or by introducing regional bodies with delegated duties to cul-
turally and socially contextualise what is considered SSH quality
output. The latter is more conducive to obtaining legitimacy in
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terms of socially and culturally relevant research results. Partici-
pants belonging to underrepresented disciplines, regions, gender
and ethnicities all concur that excellence in SSH research should
be sought for in its relevance. Therefore, introducing regional re-
search assessment panels for valorising the impact of directed
SSH research outputs is recommended.

While it is commendable for extra-academic stakeholders
to participate in such panels, they should not be delegated with
decision-making power over which projects/research programs
will be supported, as the lack of competence of non-academic
stakeholders to make judgments about academic issues has been
unanimously underlined by the community. The role of non-ac-
ademic stakeholders should be confined to direction over social-
ly and economically relevant topics for research. Otherwise, the
policy-oriented regulatory change would face even more opposi-
tion than scientometry has.

Further, the growing tension between scholars working in
universities and those working in public research institutes is
noted; preventative measures should be taken. Specifically, re-
searchers from institutes complain that their salaries do not re-
flect equivalence in title (‘research fellow’ being equivalent to ‘as-
sistant professor, ‘senior research fellow” to ‘associate professor’
and ‘principal investigator’ to ‘full professor’), while professors
feel irritated that their twofold workload (teaching/research) is
constantly been derogated by these complaints. This tension is a
potential generator of another conflict that will not only weaken
the already marginalised SSH community within the larger aca-
demic sector, but will also preclude any serious attempt to direct
SSH toward societal engagement. As participants perceive a pro-
found loss of social solidarity and emphasise that the united re-
sistance which the SSH field demonstrated toward STEM-based
management is an anomaly that should be cherished, it is even
more important to put an end to silent faculty/institute conflict.
If the rift within the SSH community alongside universities/insti-
tutes becomes too deep, their united struggle for fair governance,
unbiased assessment and balanced funding will become obsolete.
In that scenario, directing SSH research toward societal use would
be very hard to achieve, if not impossible. This could be addressed
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by a thorough change in the system of pay grades, which should
be abolished in favour of regular and predictable researcher sala-
ries in institutes which should resemble those of civil servants (a
status which professors regularly enjoy). It is also important not
to treat private research institutions and universities as less qual-
ified per definition if a common struggle for fair and meaningful
criteria for SSH research assessment is the primary goal. The im-
pact and outreach of SSH research may also be expected through
private research and higher education institutions. Public SSH in-
stitutions should be motivated to connect with their private peers
and not stay secluded in a public/private institutional rift. Public
SSH institutions have made too many concessions in past years to
public STEM institutions in order to stay in tune with this public/
private conflict. It is recommended that the reaching out to allies
should be facilitated in this unexpected way.

Another troublesome aspect of academic life that needs im-
mediate attention, if scholars are to be systematically directed
toward societal challenges, is that the public derogation of sci-
ence and scientists is becoming harder and nastier. Although
slating the educated and cultured has time and again been a
worldwide phenomenon, in Serbia there is a growing tendency
towards the public denunciation of “lazy scholars,” “incompe-
tent professors,” “fake universities,” and “obsolete faculties and
institutes” that is not systematically opposed by our regulatory
bodies. It is strongly recommended that, except in cases of true
laziness or incompetence, the ministry or subsequent regula-
tory body forms a Standing Committee for the Defense of the
Public Reputation of Academia and Academics. Although this
is clearly a problem that the STEM and SSH fields share, social
and cultural research is especially sensitive in this regard, and
SSH scholars are more likely to be denounced as ‘surplus. The
level of alienation of SSH scholars from the ministry they are
supposed to rely on for regulation, funding and political support
is high, and this resembles ‘Othering’ in sociocultural terms. Ac-
ademic administrators coming from STEM-fields are considered
‘Others’ who should be ‘prosecuted’ Therefore, introducing an
Academic Mediation Office is also suggested, in order to prevent
intra-academic rifts appearing in the media.
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If the introduction of these mechanisms for the public de-
fense of individual researchers and research institutions proves
impossible, it is recommended that a special SSH Public Image
Taskforce be facilitated. This taskforce should be mandated to
publicly dismantle trashy narratives on SSH within academia as
well, as it is noted by participants that they are considered lazy,
incompetent or obsolete not only in profane discourse but also
by some of their STEM peers. With this in mind, the current
trend of the de-legitimisation of expert knowledge in general,
and of SSH in particular, coupled with the loss of the authority
of academia in society, should be counterweighted by transpar-
ency of research output registers that may add to building trust
between the society and academia. Such an endeavour should be
facilitated, as it might prove indispensible in modifying the pub-
lic perception of academia and expert knowledge in favour of
SSH. Otherwise, putting SSH into practice may prove obsolete,
as applying knowledge to a society that is unwilling to accept ac-
ademic authority will suffer from pre-modern tensions that the
current political system is unprepared to overcome.

There is a troublesome tendency among part of the research
community to advocate that the existing system not be changed
by using explanation in culturally racist terms. A narrative that
supports the existing “underdog” position of SSH and feeds on
mentality-talk holding the Serbian population, academics in-
cluded, “unable to change unless treated tough-handedly” and
calls for international intervention due to the “laziness and
corruption that are culturally rooted in Serbia” This culturally
racist narrative is particularly dangerous as it triggers cultural
nationalism among SSH scholars, turning them away from oth-
erwise normal international, regional and national developmen-
tal processes. Therefore, developmental rhetoric that is based on
racist presumptions should be avoided at all costs in regulatory
change if R&D resources are to be a) preserved and b) defended
from further public and intra-academic slander.

It is widely considered by participants that public issues
are usually not addressed publicly by scholars due to: 1) exis-
tential fear, 2) laziness or indolence, and 3) the lack of a knowl-
edge-to-policy culture. All three levels of the problem could be
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addressed by changing regulatory frameworks: by conforming to
stability and predictability principles, by incentives, and by more
highly valued policy-oriented outputs in terms of ‘points.

The widespread reluctance regarding the knowledge-to-pol-
icy agenda is rationalised by preconceptions about both intra-ac-
ademic and extra-academic stakeholders. It is recommended that
the idiom of critical thinking be rebranded as strategic thinking.
As strategic thinking is traditionally reserved for technocrats
and international policymakers, if the Serbian SSH community
is to be truly invited to change itself, then it should be moti-
vated by incorporating critical thinking into strategic goals. As
it would be impossible to harmonise all the critical voices into
a single platform, due to the plurality of research topics, theo-
ries, methods, historically differentiated social roles and cultural
functions of SSH disciplines, and due to the variety of political
and ideological commitments by individual researchers, it is rec-
ommended that the knowledge-to-policy agenda be facilitated
in multi-layer mode: 1) by establishing public policy institutes
for the social sciences and humanities, respectively, 2) by estab-
lishing applied social science and applied humanities study pro-
grams at all university levels, and 3) by establishing more politi-
cally and ideologically oriented institutes, even as political party
institutes (as in Germany, for instance), in order to substantiate
policymaking with academic inputs.

Although the means of addressing these recommendations
are manifold, there is one constant trait that continually arises,
both in the participants’ perceptions and in analyses by schol-
ars interested in regulatory change - the academic sector must
not be governed by unacademic means. The introduction of aca-
demically founded academic governance would surely stand for
social innovation.

This research has shown that SSH scholars rank among vul-
nerable social groups, although many of them do not perceive
their position that way. As with other excluded communities,
the probability of the development of fundamentalist or extrem-
ist views (nationalistic, antidemocratic, anti-immigrant, antiso-
cial, etc.) is relatively high. Urgent preventive work is needed,
as anti-reformist and anti-European sentiment is rising. Both
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standard and contextually-sensitive empowerment measures are
highly recommended, as already suggested in the sub-section
emphasising potential moves by PERFORM.

In relation to the issue of public misconceptions about aca-
demia in general and SSH in particular, it should be noted that
many disciplines, mainly from the arts and humanities cluster
(ethnology with cultural anthropology, archaeology, history of
arts etc.) are not present in elementary and high school curric-
ula. Although it is not expected that they be readily introduced
into curricula as separate subjects, an introduction of trans-dis-
ciplinary subjects, such as the Cultural Heritage of the World,
the Cultural Heritage of Serbia and the Cultural Heritage of the
Balkans and Mediterranean, should be considered. The same
goes for other underrepresented social sciences such as econom-
ics, demography or political science. Facilitating a Taskforce for
the introduction of underrepresented SSH into curricula is rec-
ommended. Such an intervention would certainly enhance ef-
forts toward the social promotion of sociocultural research and
its cultural functions, as especially underlined by scholars from
minority communities.

Other issues were noted during the research, such as the
misclassification of certain disciplines into STEM fields; i.e.,
social geography or the history and theory of architecture. The
complete exclusion of certain disciplines from official classifica-
tion, such as art theory or communication and cultural studies,
is another example of the systematic underrepresentation of SSH
in the current system. The fact that whole scientific disciplines
are not even mentioned in the existing regulations points to the
fact that there is more than bitterness for some SSH scholars,
considering the behaviour of STEM-rooted science administra-
tors as “unprofessional,” “dishonest,” and “shameful.” This type of
discourse clearly suggests that a rift of such intensity should be
dealt with carefully and with the public interest in mind. There-
fore, the establishment of a taskforce for the legal harmonisa-
tion of research and higher education regulation with the legal
framework at national and international level is recommended.

It is also recommended that public policy research institutes
be established at state and regional/city levels, both as stand-
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alone institutions and within established universities. Many SSH
scholars who would normally be ready to engage in applied re-
search are unwilling to move if not guaranteed the same posi-
tion they currently hold, so this type of formal employment is
preferrable to the occasional commissioning of policy research.
The lesser standing of applied research to fundamental, more
traditional modes of scholarship presents serious obstacles to
experienced or mid-career scholars engaging without reserva-
tions. Establishing policy research institute(s) would certainly
help legitimise policy research as academic in its own right. The
development of applied SSH chairs or departments would be an
asset to this goal, with sponsored professorships and research
positions as a preferable option. In order for these appointments
to be more attractive for established researchers, sponsorships
should not be confined to the private sector but open to public
institutions, foundations, endowments and local governments.
A Science for Society Network may be instituted towards that
goal, with well-positioned offices, preferably within institutions
such as the National Assembly, Chamber of Commerce, Stand-
ing Conference of Towns and Municipalities and the like.

The intra-academic perception of applied science as “barely
scientific”, “politically driven”, “NGO science”, “unobjective” or
even “undignified” could be also transformed by establishing
a Permanent Seminar in Knowledge-to-Policy, through which
to share comparative experiences from societies in which such
ways of thinking have been normalised, by accomplished pol-
icy scholars, policymakers and policy facilitators working for
international organisations in Serbia and throughout the re-
gion. PERFORM is strongly encouraged to host this unusual yet
much-needed platform.

%

This analysis could be considered a collective voice for SSH
scholars, a warning of the grave consequences of mid-2000s
administrative innovation (i.e., the application of STEM-de-
rived indicators and concepts to the entire Serbian academic
and higher education system). And it should not be ignored.
Striking similarities in that regard among interviewees coming
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from various disciplines and research institutions, different in
age and ethnicity, and in regional background, call for imme-
diate intervention.

The last two years have witnessed some progress, with the
ministry opening up, albeit slowly, to the idea of the diversifica-
tion of criteria for research assessment in STEM and SSH. The
regulatory process on criteria for the promotion of researchers
and professors, accreditation standards for study programs and
for institutions, and other bylaw options, seem to be absorbing
some of the recommendations outlined.? These recent develop-
ments have brought some hope to the community but, bearing in
mind the grave and resilient distrust, it is too early to comment
on whether there is room for hope. However, it is proposed that
this momentum be grasped and regulatory change commenced
immediately, either by the complete separation of academic field
management in the forthcoming legislative reform or by imple-
menting a fine-tuning of policy options recommended. One or
other of these options seems a necessary prerequisite for estab-
lishing an assessment environment in which a forthcoming so-
cial impact-oriented academy would be seen as possible, legiti-
mate and something to strive for.

We, as a community of SSH scholars, hoped for chang-
es to take place immediately, starting with the establishment
of the Serbian Science Fund in 2019. However, their first call
opened for all academic fields (called PROMIS, aimed at fund-
ing projects proposed by promising young researchers) began
with applicants frequently reporting that they were brought on
false pretences, with social science and humanities project pro-
posals in particular receiving incompetent and even malicious
reviews. The scholar’s perception of this newest type of pos-
sible academic policy malversation would hopefully form the
data pool for the next analysis.

3 All of the Serbian bylaws can be found at: www.propisi.net and www.
paragraf.rs.
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ANNEXES

SAN FRANCISCO DECLARATION
ON RESEARCH ASSESSMENT

Putting science into the assessment
of research

There is a pressing need to improve the ways in which the
output of scientific research is evaluated by funding agencies, ac-
ademic institutions, and other parties.

To address this issue, a group of editors and publishers of
scholarly journals met during the Annual Meeting of The Amer-
ican Society for Cell Biology (ASCB) in San Francisco, CA, on
December 16, 2012. The group developed a set of recommenda-
tions, referred to as the San Francisco Declaration on Research
Assessment.* We invite interested parties across all scientific dis-
ciplines to indicate their support by adding their names to this
Declaration.

The outputs from scientific research are many and varied,
including: research articles reporting new knowledge, data, re-
agents, and software; intellectual property; and highly trained
young scientists. Funding agencies, institutions that employ sci-
entists, and scientists themselves, all have a desire, and need, to
assess the quality and impact of scientific outputs. It is thus im-
perative that scientific output is measured accurately and evalu-
ated wisely.

The Journal Impact Factor is frequently used as the primary
parameter with which to compare the scientific output of indi-
viduals and institutions. The Journal Impact Factor, as calculated
by Thomson Reuters,* was originally created as a tool to help

4 https://stdora.org/
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librarians identify journals to purchase, not as a measure of the
scientific quality of research in an article. With that in mind, it
is critical to understand that the Journal Impact Factor has a
number of well-documented deficiencies as a tool for research
assessment. These limitations include: A) citation distributions
within journals are highly skewed [1-3]; B) the properties of
the Journal Impact Factor are field-specific: it is a composite of
multiple, highly diverse article types, including primary research
papers and reviews [1, 4]; C) Journal Impact Factors can be ma-
nipulated (or “gamed”) by editorial policy [5]; and D) data used
to calculate the Journal Impact Factors are neither transparent
nor openly available to the public [4, 6, 7].

Below we make a number of recommendations for improv-
ing the way in which the quality of research output is evaluated.
Outputs other than research articles will grow in importance in
assessing research effectiveness in the future, but the peer-re-
viewed research paper will remain a central research output that
informs research assessment. Our recommendations therefore
focus primarily on practices relating to research articles pub-
lished in peer-reviewed journals but can and should be extend-
ed by recognizing additional products, such as datasets, as im-
portant research outputs. These recommendations are aimed at
funding agencies, academic institutions, journals, organizations
that supply metrics, and individual researchers.

A number of themes run through these recommendations:

- the need to eliminate the use of journal-based metrics,
such as Journal Impact Factors, in funding, appoint-
ment, and promotion considerations. the need to as-
sess research on its own merits rather than on the basis
of the journal in which the research is published, and
the need to capitalize on the opportunities provided by
online publication (such as relaxing unnecessary limits
on the number of words, figures, and references in ar-
ticles, and exploring new indicators of significance and
impact)

We recognize that many funding agencies, institutions,
publishers, and researchers are already encouraging improved
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practices in research assessment. Such steps are beginning to in-
crease the momentum toward more sophisticated and meaning-
ful approaches to research evaluation that can now be built upon
and adopted by all of the key constituencies involved.

The signatories of the San Francisco Declaration on Re-
search Assessment support the adoption of the following prac-
tices in research assessment.

General Recommendation

1. Do not use journal-based metrics, such as Journal Im-
pact Factors, as a surrogate measure of the quality of individual
research articles, to assess an individual scientist’s contributions,
or in hiring, promotion, or funding decisions.

For funding agencies

2. Be explicit about the criteria used in evaluating the scien-
tific productivity of grant applicants and clearly highlight, espe-
cially for early-stage investigators, that the scientific content of a
paper is much more important than publication metrics or the
identity of the journal in which it was published.

3. For the purposes of research assessment, consider the
value and impact of all research outputs (including datasets and
software) in addition to research publications, and consider a
broad range of impact measures including qualitative indicators
of research impact, such as influence on policy and practice.

For institutions

4. Be explicit about the criteria used to reach hiring, ten-
ure, and promotion decisions, clearly highlighting, especially for
early-stage investigators, that the scientific content of a paper is
much more important than publication metrics or the identity
of the journal in which it was published.

5. For the purposes of research assessment, consider the
value and impact of all research outputs (including datasets and
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software) in addition to research publications, and consider a
broad range of impact measures including qualitative indicators
of research impact, such as influence on policy and practice.

For publishers

6. Greatly reduce emphasis on the journal impact factor as
a promotional tool, ideally by ceasing to promote the impact
factor or by presenting the metric in the context of a variety of
journal-based metrics (e.g., 5-year impact factor, EigenFactor
[8], SCImago [9], h-index, editorial and publication times, etc.)
that provide a richer view of journal performance.

7. Make available a range of article-level metrics to encour-
age a shift toward assessment based on the scientific content of
an article rather than publication metrics of the journal in which
it was published.

8. Encourage responsible authorship practices and the pro-
vision of information about the specific contributions of each
author.

9. Whether a journal is open-access or subscription-based,
remove all reuse limitations on reference lists in research articles
and make them available under the Creative Commons Public
Domain Dedication [10].

10. Remove or reduce the constraints on the number of ref-
erences in research articles, and, where appropriate, mandate the
citation of primary literature in favor of reviews in order to give
credit to the group(s) who first reported a finding.

For organizations that supply metrics

11. Be open and transparent by providing data and meth-
ods used to calculate all metrics.

12. Provide the data under a licence that allows unrestricted
reuse, and provide computational access to data, where possible.

13. Be clear that inappropriate manipulation of metrics will
not be tolerated; be explicit about what constitutes inappropriate
manipulation and what measures will be taken to combat this.
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14. Account for the variation in article types (e.g., reviews
versus research articles), and in different subject areas when
metrics are used, aggregated, or compared.

For researchers

15. When involved in committees making decisions about
funding, hiring, tenure, or promotion, make assessments based
on scientific content rather than publication metrics.

16. Wherever appropriate, cite primary literature in which
observations are first reported rather than reviews in order to
give credit where credit is due.

17. Use a range of article metrics and indicators on person-
al/supporting statements, as evidence of the impact of individual
published articles and other research outputs [11].

18. Challenge research assessment practices that rely inap-
propriately on Journal Impact Factors and promote and teach
best practice that focuses on the value and influence of specific
research outputs.
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of Medical Research Mark Johnston, Editor-in-Chief of GENETICS;
Professor and Chair, Department of Biochemistry and Molecular Ge-
netics, the University of Colorado School of Medicine Kozo Kaibuchi,
Editor-in-Chief of Cell Structures and Functions (the official journal of
the Japanese Society for Cell Biology) Karl Kuchler, Medical University
Vienna, Max F Perutz Laboratories Pekka Lappalainen, Research Di-
rector, Institute of Biotechnology, University of Finland W. Mark Lead-
er, Publications Director, American Society for Cell Biology Daniel
Louvard, Director of the Research Centre Institut Curie Vivek Malho-
tra, Centre for Genomic Regulation, Barcelona, Spain Michael Marks,
Co-editor, Traffic; Professor, University of Pennsylvania Mark Marsh,
Co-editor, Traffic Thomas Marwick, Director, Menzies Research Insti-
tute Tasmania Paul Matsudaira, National University of Singapore Sat-
yajit Mayor, Director, National Centre for Biological Science, Banga-
lore, India Tom Misteli, Editor-in-Chief, Journal of Cell Biology Lucia
Monaco, Italian Telethon Foundation Eric Murphy, Editor-in-Chief,
Lipids, a Journal of the American Oil Chemists’ Society Mark Patter-
son, Executive Director, eLife Olivier Pourquie, Université de Stras-
bourg Jason Priem, ImpactStory Bernd Pulverer, Chief Editor of The
EMBO Journal; and Head of Scientific Publications, EMBO Jordan
Raff, President of the British Society of Cell Biology, Editor-in-Chief
of Biology Open Brian Ray, Senior Editor, Science Magazine; Founding
Editor, Science Signaling

Francisco X. Real, Spanish National Cancer Research Center and Uni-
versitat Pompeu Fabra Alyson Reed, Executive Director, Linguistic
Society of America Phillip J. Robinson, Head, Cell Signalling Unit,
Children’s Medical Research Institute Michael Rossner, Executive
Director, The Rockefeller University Press Jean-Louis Salager, Edi-
tor-in-Chief, Journal of Surfactants and Detergents Randy Schekman,
Editor-in-Chief, eLife Sandra Schmid, former editor, Molecular Biol-
ogy of the Cell and Traffic Michael Sheetz, Director and Principal In-
vestigator, The Mechanobiology Institute, Singapore Robert Shepherd,
Director, Bionics Institute, University of Melbourne Stuart Shieber,
Harvard University Michele Solimena, Max Planck Institute, Dresden,
Germany Tom Stevens, co-Editor, Traffic; Professor, University of Ore-
gon Jennifer L. Stow, Deputy Director, Research, Institute for Molecu-
lar Bioscience, The University of Queensland Robert Tjian, President,
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Howard Hughes Medical Institute Gerrit van Meer, Dean of the Facul-
ty of Sciences, Utrecht University Michael Way, Editor-in-Chief, Jour-
nal of Cell Science Liz Williams, Executive Editor, The Journal of Cell
Biology Mitsuhiro Yanagida, Editor-in-Chief, Genes to Cells Alpha
Yap, Head, Division of Molecular Cell Biology, Institute for Molecu-
lar Bioscience Marino Zerial, Max Planck Director, Max Planck Insti-
tute of Molecular Cell Biology and Genetics, Dresden Ya-ping Zhang,
Vice-President of the Chinese Academy of Sciences



THE LEIDEN MANIFESTO
FOR RESEARCH METRICS

Data are increasingly used to govern science. Research eval-
uations that were once bespoke and performed by peers are now
routine and reliant on metrics’. The problem is that evaluation is
now led by the data rather than by judgement. Metrics have pro-
liferated: usually well intentioned, not always well informed, of-
ten ill applied. We risk damaging the system with the very tools
designed to improve it, as evaluation is increasingly implement-
ed by organizations without knowledge of, or advice on, good
practice and interpretation.

Before 2000, there was the Science Citation Index on CD-
ROM from the Institute for Scientific Information (ISI), used
by experts for specialist analyses. In 2002, Thomson Reuters
launched an integrated web platform, making the Web of Sci-
ence database widely accessible. Competing citation indices
were created: Elsevier’s Scopus (released in 2004) and Goog-
le Scholar (beta version released in 2004). Web-based tools to
easily compare institutional research productivity and impact
were introduced, such as InCites (using the Web of Science) and
SciVal (using Scopus), as well as software to analyse individu-
al citation profiles using Google Scholar (Publish or Perish, re-
leased in 2007).

In 2005, Jorge Hirsch, a physicist at the University of Cal-
ifornia, San Diego, proposed the h-index, popularizing citation
counting for individual researchers. Interest in the journal im-
pact factor grew steadily after 1995 (see Tmpact-factor obses-
sion’).

Lately, metrics related to social usage and online comment
have gained momentum — F1000Prime was established in 2002,
Mendeley in 2008, and Altmetric.com (supported by Macmillan
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Science and Education, which owns Nature Publishing Group)
in 2011.

As scientometricians, social scientists and research admin-
istrators, we have watched with increasing alarm the perva-
sive misapplication of indicators to the evaluation of scientific
performance. The following are just a few of numerous exam-
ples. Across the world, universities have become obsessed with
their position in global rankings (such as the Shanghai Rank-
ing and Times Higher Education’s list), even when such lists are
based on what are, in our view, inaccurate data and arbitrary
indicators.

Some recruiters request h-index values for candidates. Sev-
eral universities base promotion decisions on threshold h-index
values and on the number of articles in ‘high-impact’ journals.
Researchers’ CVs have become opportunities to boast about
these scores, notably in biomedicine. Everywhere, supervisors
ask PhD students to publish in high-impact journals and acquire
external funding before they are ready.

In Scandinavia and China, some universities allocate re-
search funding or bonuses on the basis of a number: for example,
by calculating individual impact scores to allocate ‘performance
resources’ or by giving researchers a bonus for a publication in a
journal with an impact factor higher than 15 (ref. 2).

In many cases, researchers and evaluators still exert bal-
anced judgement. Yet the abuse of research metrics has become
too widespread to ignore.

We therefore present the Leiden Manifesto, named after the
conference at which it crystallized (see http://sti2014.cwts.nl).
Its ten principles are not news to scientometricians, although
none of us would be able to recite them in their entirety be-
cause codification has been lacking until now. Luminaries in the
field, such as Eugene Garfield (founder of the ISI), are on record
stating some of these principles**. But they are not in the room
when evaluators report back to university administrators who
are not expert in the relevant methodology. Scientists searching
for literature with which to contest an evaluation find the ma-
terial scattered in what are, to them, obscure journals to which
they lack access.
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We offer this distillation of best practice in metrics-based
research assessment so that researchers can hold evaluators to
account, and evaluators can hold their indicators to account.

Ten principles

1) Quantitative evaluation should support qualitative,
expert assessment. Quantitative metrics can challenge bias ten-
dencies in peer review and facilitate deliberation. This should
strengthen peer review, because making judgements about col-
leagues is difficult without a range of relevant information. How-
ever, assessors must not be tempted to cede decision-making to
the numbers. Indicators must not substitute for informed judge-
ment. Everyone retains responsibility for their assessments.

2) Measure performance against the research missions of
the institution, group or researcher. Programme goals should
be stated at the start, and the indicators used to evaluate per-
formance should relate clearly to those goals. The choice of in-
dicators, and the ways in which they are used, should take into
account the wider socio-economic and cultural contexts. Sci-
entists have diverse research missions. Research that advances
the frontiers of academic knowledge differs from research that
is focused on delivering solutions to societal problems. Review
may be based on merits relevant to policy, industry or the public
rather than on academic ideas of excellence. No single evalua-
tion model applies to all contexts.

3) Protect excellence in locally relevant research. In many
parts of the world, research excellence is equated with Eng-
lish-language publication. Spanish law, for example, states the
desirability of Spanish scholars publishing in high-impact jour-
nals. The impact factor is calculated for journals indexed in the
US-based and still mostly English-language Web of Science.
These biases are particularly problematic in the social sciences
and humanities, in which research is more regionally and na-
tionally engaged. Many other fields have a national or regional
dimension — for instance, HIV epidemiology in sub-Saharan
Africa.
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This pluralism and societal relevance tends to be sup-
pressed to create papers of interest to the gatekeepers of high
impact: English-language journals. The Spanish sociologists that
are highly cited in the Web of Science have worked on abstract
models or study US data. Lost is the specificity of sociologists
in high-impact Spanish-language papers: topics such as local
labour law, family health care for the elderly or immigrant em-
ployment®. Metrics built on high-quality non-English literature
would serve to identify and reward excellence in locally relevant
research.

4) Keep data collection and analytical processes open,
transparent and simple. The construction of the databases re-
quired for evaluation should follow clearly stated rules, set be-
fore the research has been completed. This was common practice
among the academic and commercial groups that built bibli-
ometric evaluation methodology over several decades. Those
groups referenced protocols published in the peer-reviewed
literature. This transparency enabled scrutiny. For example, in
2010, public debate on the technical properties of an important
indicator used by one of our groups (the Centre for Science and
Technology Studies at Leiden University in the Netherlands) led
to a revision in the calculation of this indicator®. Recent com-
mercial entrants should be held to the same standards; no one
should accept a black-box evaluation machine.

Simplicity is a virtue in an indicator because it enhances
transparency. But simplistic metrics can distort the record (see
principle 7). Evaluators must strive for balance — simple indica-
tors true to the complexity of the research process.

5) Allow those evaluated to verify data and analysis. To
ensure data quality, all researchers included in bibliometric stud-
ies should be able to check that their outputs have been cor-
rectly identified. Everyone directing and managing evaluation
processes should assure data accuracy, through self-verification
or third-party audit. Universities could implement this in their
research information systems and it should be a guiding prin-
ciple in the selection of providers of these systems. Accurate,
high-quality data take time and money to collate and process.
Budget for it.
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6) Account for variation by field in publication and cita-
tion practices. Best practice is to select a suite of possible indi-
cators and allow fields to choose among them. A few years ago, a
European group of historians received a relatively low rating in a
national peer-review assessment because they wrote books rath-
er than articles in journals indexed by the Web of Science. The
historians had the misfortune to be part of a psychology depart-
ment. Historians and social scientists require books and nation-
al-language literature to be included in their publication counts;
computer scientists require conference papers be counted.

Citation rates vary by field: top-ranked journals in mathe-
matics have impact factors of around 3; top-ranked journals in
cell biology have impact factors of about 30. Normalized indi-
cators are required, and the most robust normalization method
is based on percentiles: each paper is weighted on the basis of
the percentile to which it belongs in the citation distribution of
its field (the top 1%, 10% or 20%, for example). A single highly
cited publication slightly improves the position of a university in
a ranking that is based on percentile indicators, but may propel
the university from the middle to the top of a ranking built on
citation averages’.

7) Base assessment of individual researchers on a qualita-
tive judgement of their portfolio. The older you are, the higher
your h-index, even in the absence of new papers. The h-index
varies by field: life scientists top out at 200; physicists at 100 and
social scientists at 20-30 (ref. 8). It is database dependent: there
are researchers in computer science who have an h-index of
around 10 in the Web of Science but of 20-30 in Google Schol-
ar’. Reading and judging a researcher’s work is much more ap-
propriate than relying on one number. Even when comparing
large numbers of researchers, an approach that considers more
information about an individual’s expertise, experience, activi-
ties and influence is best.

8) Avoid misplaced concreteness and false precision. Sci-
ence and technology indicators are prone to conceptual ambi-
guity and uncertainty and require strong assumptions that are
not universally accepted. The meaning of citation counts, for
example, has long been debated. Thus, best practice uses multi-
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ple indicators to provide a more robust and pluralistic picture. If
uncertainty and error can be quantified, for instance using error
bars, this information should accompany published indicator
values. If this is not possible, indicator producers should at least
avoid false precision. For example, the journal impact factor is
published to three decimal places to avoid ties. However, giv-
en the conceptual ambiguity and random variability of citation
counts, it makes no sense to distinguish between journals on the
basis of very small impact factor differences. Avoid false preci-
sion: only one decimal is warranted.

9) Recognize the systemic effects of assessment and indi-
cators. Indicators change the system through the incentives they
establish. These effects should be anticipated. This means that
a suite of indicators is always preferable — a single one will in-
vite gaming and goal displacement (in which the measurement
becomes the goal). For example, in the 1990s, Australia funded
university research using a formula based largely on the num-
ber of papers published by an institute. Universities could cal-
culate the ‘value’ of a paper in a refereed journal; in 2000, it was
Aus$800 (around US$480 in 2000) in research funding. Predict-
ably, the number of papers published by Australian researchers
went up, but they were in less-cited journals, suggesting that ar-
ticle quality fell™.

10) Scrutinize indicators regularly and update them. Re-
search missions and the goals of assessment shift and the re-
search system itself co-evolves. Once-useful metrics become
inadequate; new ones emerge. Indicator systems have to be re-
viewed and perhaps modified. Realizing the effects of its sim-
plistic formula, Australia in 2010 introduced its more complex
Excellence in Research for Australia initiative, which emphasizes
quality.

Next steps

Abiding by these ten principles, research evaluation can
play an important part in the development of science and its
interactions with society. Research metrics can provide crucial
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information that would be difficult to gather or understand by
means of individual expertise. But this quantitative information
must not be allowed to morph from an instrument into the goal.

The best decisions are taken by combining robust statistics
with sensitivity to the aim and nature of the research that is eval-
uated. Both quantitative and qualitative evidence are needed;
each is objective in its own way. Decision-making about science
must be based on high-quality processes that are informed by
the highest quality data.
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CHALLENGES OF THE EVALUATION
OF SOCIAL SCIENCES AND
HUMANITIES RESEARCH (SSH)

ENRESSH - European Network for Research
Evaluation in the SSH

Preamble

ENRESSH gathers leading research evaluation scholars
from 35 countries, with the aim to develop appropriate and
transparent methods of evaluation for the SSH. This document
seeks to establish principles and approaches towards improv-
ing research evaluation for the Social Sciences and Humanities
(SSH). It lists a number of challenges that are faced in evaluat-
ing SSH research. It is based on expert discussions within the
COST Action 15137 (ENRESSH), on the stakeholders’ meeting
organised in Prague in January 2017 and on previous reports
and manifestos around research evaluation (Leiden manifesto,
HERA report on SSH research evaluation, etc.).

General considerations

We assert that, commensurate with its academic, societal
and cultural value, SSH research deserves increased policy at-
tention as well as an evaluation protocol capable of reflecting its
potential and value. The Social Sciences and Humanities (SSH)
are crucial in any society where knowledge and culture are val-
ued. SSH research underpins democracy and deserves to be rec-
ognised for its own merits in teaching critical thought, as well
as its contribution to the understanding of many modern issues
such as economic crisis, migration or conflicts arising from re-
ligious, cultural and socio-economic differences. The pre-condi-
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tion for any evaluation exercise is to build trust and confidence
between the evaluators and the evaluated. At present, scepticism
towards evaluation is found among SSH scholars, due to proce-
dures that are ill-adapted or even inappropriate to SSH research
paradigms. Many SSH research topics have strong significant
societal impacts on the local level, and others need to use ver-
nacular language. For the entire SSH research community, the
development of relevant and meaningful benchmarks and in-
dicators is possible, and essential to build confidence, trust and
compliance with research evaluation. Where mistrust is found
among SSH scholars towards evaluation, it is often related to
inappropriate or incomplete communication. We recommend
bottom-up discussions providing a large voice for SSH scholars,
as well as to relevant societal stakeholders, in order to link eval-
uation to knowledge production in the evaluated disciplines. We
recommend that quality and relevance should not be automati-
cally related to a particular type of publication (i.e. monographs
or articles). Instead, all types of outputs in the SSH should be
rewarded, according to their scholarly relevance and/or societal
impact. This reflects the scholarly consensus that quality comes
in many shapes and forms.

The evaluation process should be transparent. This means
clearly stating the goals, criteria, quantitative thresholds, conse-
quences and benchmarks for evaluation of both academic quality
and societal relevance. A commitment to transparency also re-
quires that outcomes are made publicly available, while respecting
individual-level privacy. Finally, more data about SSH research is
needed. ENRESSH experts have observed that SSH evaluation is
significantly impended by the lack of robust and valid data. Al-
though data is currently being collected (through project evalua-
tion, programme evaluation, institution evaluation, etc.), it is nei-
ther harmonised nor complete at the European level.

Improving SSH research evaluation

To address the above challenges, the following principles and
recommendations must be considered: 1. SSH diversity must be
taken into account in evaluation exercises. SSH research does not
follow a single paradigm and is interdisciplinary. « Relate evalu-
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ation procedures to the research practices in the respective SSH
field. « Design and execute multidimensional/mixed method
evaluation paradigms and procedures that admit that no single
indicator can capture the value of both scholarly contributions
and society-oriented work. « Gain systematic evidence about pro-
duction, dissemination and impact in the SSH. 2. The quality of
peer-review processes for evaluating SSH research must be mon-
itored, and new forms of peer-review that recognise the societal
value of SSH research, as well as other important aspects, need to
be developed. « Invest in extended forms of review, where differ-
ent types of expertise are included. « Organise training of profes-
sionals in evaluation, involving any necessary knowledge users in
the evaluation of social impacts. « Allow for meta-evaluation of
assessments where SSH research is involved. 3. Develop databas-
es reflecting all types of SSH research output, interoperable at the
European level and useful for researchers as means of dissemina-
tion and information retrieval. « Reflect upon the role of national
and international authoritative lists of publication channels, and
the definition of minimal standards for scholarly publications. e
Identify the SSH fields where (alt-)metrics are relevant and appro-
priate evaluation tools, linked to the research practices in the field.
» Where relevant, develop methods for attributing (alt)-metrics to
individual publications, and not to the dissemination channel in
which they are published.

Next steps

Building new models to judge performance, quality and rel-
evance of SSH research requires further cooperation at national,
European and international levels. As a network of experts in
SSH research evaluation, ENRESSH is ideally placed to provide
further on going expertise and advice to the relevant stakehold-
ers about the implementation of the above recommendations.






STATEMENT BY THREE NATIONAL
ACADEMIES (ACADEMIE DES SCIENCES,
LEOPOLDINA AND ROYAL SOCIETY)
ON GOOD PRACTICE
IN THE EVALUATION OF RESEARCHERS
AND RESEARCH PROGRAMMES

1. Introduction

The large increase in the size of the international scientific
community, coupled with the desire to ensure the appropriate
and efficient use of the substantial funding devoted to support-
ing scientific research, have understandably led to an increased
emphasis on accountability and on the evaluation of both re-
searchers, research activities and research projects (including
recruitment, as well as the evaluation of grants and prizes). Giv-
en that there is a large diversity of procedures currently used in
evaluations which have accumulated over time, it is now neces-
sary to provide some guidelines for best practice in the evalua-
tion of scientific research. Peer review, adhering to strict stand-
ards, is widely accepted as by far the best method for research
evaluation. In this context, the present statement focuses on the
evaluation of individual researchers.

Such an assessment by competent experts should be based
on both written (journal articles, reviews, books, book chapters,
patents, etc.) and other contributions and indicators of esteem
(conference presentations, awards, public engagement activity,
peer review activity, datasets shared, seminars, etc.). As a care-
ful evaluation of scientific content and quality by experts is time
consuming and costly, the number of evaluations should be
limited and only undertaken when necessary, in particular for



122 Milo$ Milenkovi¢, “In the Name of” Europe

decisions on competitive academic appointments or funding
large projects.

With the increase in the number of evaluations and the
emergence of easily accessible electronic databases, the use of
bibliometric measures has become an additional tool. However,
there has been too much reliance on bibliometric indices and
indicator-based tools as measures of performance by many eval-
uation committees and exercises, leading to the danger of super-
ficial, over-simplified and unreliable methods of evaluation. This
bad practice involving the misuse of metrics has become a cause
for serious concern.

Of particular concern are the widely used journal impact
factors (IF) which are an estimate of the impact of the journal
itself rather than the intrinsic scientific quality of a given arti-
cle published within it - a point that has been made on several
occasions and notably in the San Francisco Declaration(1). Out-
standing and original work can be found published in journals
of low impact factor and the converse is also true. Nevertheless,
the use of impact factors as a proxy for the quality of a pub-
lication is now common in many disciplines. There is growing
concern that such “IF pressure” on authors has increased the
incidence of bad practice in research and the ‘gaming’ of met-
rics over the past two decades, in particular in those disciplines
that have over-emphasized impact factors. Also, the so-called
‘altmetrics’ - a new form of impact measure — while adding an
important and hitherto overlooked dimension to the measure-
ment of impact, suffers from some of the same weaknesses as
the existing citation-based metrics.

There is a serious danger that undue emphasis on biblio-
metric indicators will not only fail to reflect correctly the quality
of research, but may also hinder the appreciation of the work
of excellent scientists outside the mainstream; it will also tend
to promote those who follow current or fashionable research
trends, rather than those whose work is highly novel and which
might produce completely new directions of scientific research.
Moreover, overreliance on citations as a measure of quality may
encourage the formation of aggregates of researchers (or “cita-
tion clubs”) who boost each others citation metrics by mutual
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citation. It thus becomes important to concentrate on better
methods of evaluation, which promote good and innovative sci-
entific research.

2. Principles of good practice
in the evaluation of researchers
and research activities

Essential elements for the evaluation of researchers can be
summarized as follows:

2.1. Selection of evaluation procedures and evaluators

Evaluators Since the evaluation of research by peers is the
essential process by which its quality and originality can be es-
timated, it is crucial to ensure that the evaluators themselves
adhere to the highest standards and are leaders in their field.
The selection of evaluators should be based on their scientific
excellence and integrity. Their scientific achievements should
be widely recognised and their curriculum vitae and research
achievements should be easily accessible. Such an open process
will ensure the credibility and transparency of the evaluations.

Evaluation processes Since the number of excellent eval-
uators is limited, the number of evaluation processes should
be reduced in order to avoid over-use of first-class evaluators.
There is a concern that different agencies and institutions have
carried out an excessive number of routine evaluations over
the last decades, putting too much pressure on the best evalu-
ators. First-rate evaluators are increasingly reluctant to commit
to time-consuming and unproductive evaluation exercises. It is
of great importance to reduce the number of evaluations and
to confine them to the core issues of research that only peers
are able to judge. Evaluators provide a “free resource” as part of
their academic duty and this resource is over-exploited. Evaluat-
ing bodies must recognise that good evaluation is a limited and
precious resource. A page limit for submissions to all evaluation
processes is needed. Excessively long submissions are coun-
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ter-productive: evaluators need to be able to concentrate on the
essentials, which is problematic with very lengthy submissions.
Rotation of evaluators is essential to avoid excessive or repeated
influence from the same opinion leaders. The panel of experts
should be adapted to reflect the diversity of disciplines or sci-
entific domains. Although gender and geographical distribution
will be factors in the selection of evaluating groups, excellence
must remain the primary criterion.

2.2. Ethical guidelines and duties of evaluators

Evaluators should clearly declare possible conflicts of inter-
est before the evaluation process. The confidentiality of expert
reviews and of the discussions in the evaluation panel must be
strictly respected to protect both the evaluators and the evaluat-
ed persons.

While reviewers have often learned the practice of evalu-
ation by experience and selfteaching, this competence cannot
be taken as given. Methods and approaches to evaluating and
reviewing should become part of all researchers’ competence
as should the ethical principles involved. Evaluators should be
made aware of the dangers of “unconscious bias”. There should,
as far as possible, be equivalent standards and procedures for all
research disciplines.

The evaluation procedures must also include mechanisms
to identify the cases of biased or otherwise inappropriate re-
views and exclude them from consideration.

2.3. Evaluation criteria

Evaluations must be based under all circumstances on ex-
pert assessment of scientific content, quality and excellence.
Publications that are identified by the authors as their most im-
portant work, including major articles and books, should receive
particular attention in the evaluation. The simple number of
publications should not be a dominant criterion.

Impact factors of journals should not be considered in
evaluating research outputs. Bibliometric indicators such as the
widely used H index or numbers of citations (per article or per
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year) should only be interpreted by scientific experts able to put
these values within the context of each scientific discipline. The
source of these bibliometric indicators must be given and checks
should be made to ensure their accuracy by comparison to rival
sources of bibliometric information. The use of bibliometric in-
dicators should only be considered as auxiliary information to
supplement peer review, not a substitute for it. The use of bibli-
ometric indicators for early career scientists must in particular
be avoided. Such use will tend to push scientists who are build-
ing their career into well established/fashionable research fields,
rather than encouraging them to tackle new scientific challenges.

For patents a clear distinction should be made between the
stages of application, delivery and licensing.

Success in raising research grant funding should, where rel-
evant, be only one and not the dominant factor in assessing re-
search performance. The main criteria must be the quality, orig-
inality and importance of the scientific research.

3. Short summary of the main
recommendations

Evaluation requires peer review by acknowledged experts
working to the highest ethical standards and focusing on in-
tellectual merits and scientific achievements. Bibliometric data
cannot be used as a proxy for expert assessment. Well-founded
judgment is essential. Overemphasis on such metrics may seri-
ously damage scientific creativity and originality. Expert peer re-
view should be treated as a valuable resource.






HELSINKI INITIATIVE
ON MULTILINGUALISM IN SCHOLARLY
COMMUNICATION

Research is international. That’s the way we like it!

Multilingualism keeps locally relevant research alive. Pro-
tect it!

Disseminating research results in your own language cre-
ates impact.

Endorse it! It is vital to interact with society and share
knowledge beyond academia. Promote it!

Infrastructure of scholarly communication in national lan-
guages is fragile. Don't lose it!

The signatories of the Helsinki Initiative on Multilingualism
in Scholarly Communication support the following recommen-
dations to be adopted by policy-makers, leaders, universities, re-
search institutions, research funders, libraries, and researchers:

1. Support dissemination of research results for the full
benefit of the society.

o Make sure researchers are merited for disseminating
research results beyond academia and for interacting
with heritage, culture, and society.

o Make sure equal access to researched knowledge is
provided in a variety of languages.

2. Protect national infrastructures for publishing locally
relevant research.

o Make sure not-for-profit journals and book publishers
have both sufficient resources and the support needed
to maintain high standards of quality control and re-
search integrity.
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«  Make sure national journals and book publishers are
safeguarded in their transition to open access.

3. Promote language diversity in research assessment,
evaluation, and funding systems.

o Make sure that in the process of expert-based evalua-
tion, high quality research is valued regardless of the
publishing language or publication channel.

o Make sure that when metrics-based systems are uti-
lized, journal and book publications in all languages
are adequately taken into account.

Helsinki Initiative on Multilingualism in Scholarly Com-
munication has been prepared by the Federation of Finnish
Learned Societies (TSV), the Committee for Public Informa-
tion (TJNK), the Finnish Association for Scholarly Publishing,
Universities Norway (UHR) and the COST Action “European
Network for Research Evaluation in the Social Sciences and the
Humanities” (ENRESSH).



PE3VIME ,,Y UME®“ EBPOIIE

KonTpannpukanuje Kpurepujyma
BpefHOBamba APYLITBEHO-XyMaHUCTUIYKIX

Hayka (y Cp6ujn)

OCHOBHM LI/b OBOT aHTPOIIOIOIIKOT KBaMTATUBHOT MUC-
TPa)XMBama, HEABHO CIpoBesieHOr MeDy cprckum ppymTBe-
Ho-xyMaHuctiyknM (JJX) HayuHuimma, 6110 je fa ce yCTaHOBU
(camo)meprenuuja BIUXOBE APYIUITBEHE y/IOTe M YTULja Y Ofi-
HOCY Ha Bakehe Kputepujyme 1 IOCTYIIKe BPeHOBaMba MCTpPa-
usama. Hanasy nmokasyjy ma onm mocrojehm cmucrem BpemHO-
Bamba, PasBUjeH 3a IOTpebe M y CKIafy ¢ MHTepecuMa APYIuX
Hay4YHVUX II0/ba, JOXUB/BaBajy kao ocyjehyjyhu, yspemmsus,
[pYyLWITBEHO IITETaH, AHTUEBPOIICKM, IICEYLOKOCMOIIOIUTCKI,
AHTHMHAYYaH, aHTVHAIJMOHA/IAH, T1a ¥ IPYMUTUBAH.

Meby muma mpeosnalyyjy m3pasuTo HeraTMBHM CTaBOBU
npema GopMu u cazpxajy pedhopMu Ipefy3eTux y OBOM BEKy
Y CEeKTOpy HayKe ¥ BMCOKOT 00pa3oBama, HON PasINdUTUM
BrafiaMa. VcTpaxxupame je NMOTBPAMIO OCHOBHY XMUIIOTE3Y —
fa JIX HayYHMIM ¥ MHCTUTYIMje MaTMYHe 3a HIX0Be 00/macTu
Hehe ofrpary yory KakBy UM CTpaTellka JOKyMeHTa M 3aKO-
Hu npegoppedyjy (yHanpeberme moHOLIEmA p>KaBHUX OIYKa,
HofpIIKa pepOPMCKUM IIpOLiecuMa y APYIITBY, OUyBambe Kyil-
TypHO-UCTOpMjcKOr Hacneba, pasBoj mehykynrypHe TonepaH-
Iyje, TTOCTKOHQIMKTHA CTabMIN3aIMja, pa3Boj AEeMOKPAaTCKOT
[PYLITBA 3aCHOBAHOT HA B/IaJJABVMHM IIPaBa 1 CI1.), @ paTUPUKO-
BaHe MehyHapopHe KOHBeHIMje 1 YCTaB TapaHTyjy, OK IO He
HOBpate M3Ty0O/beHM YITIe[, M YHYTap U M3BaH caMe aKaJeMcKe
3ajennune. OHM cMaTpajy Aa ce y TaKBOj MO3UIVjU Hajlase yc-
JIEJ, CUCTEMCKOT, CTPATEIIKOT Ieporupaba of CTpaHe KOjera U3
IPYTUX Hay4YHVX I0/ba KOj) 4iHe BehuHy y TenmMa Koja oHoCe
OJIyKe y 00/1aCTH Hay4YHe 1 BUCOKOOOPa3OBHE TOMUTHKE.
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Y nmonynanuju [IX HayYHMKa OIPUMETHU Cy He CaMoO He3a-
JI0BO/BCTBO M JKe7ba Ja KOJlere U3 IPYTUX HaYYHMX I0/ba efyKYjy
0 TIPUK/IAJHMM aJIaTMa 32 BPEJHOBaIbe MCTPAKIBAIHA, HETO 1
pasoyapaHoCT, 6ec Ia ¥ CIPEMHOCT Jla Ce OCTaTaK aKaJieMCKe
3ajefHIIIe HEKAKO ,Ka3HM 3a HaummweHy wtery. OBaj Hamas
He ujie y IpUIOr ONTUMMU3MY C KOjUM Ce HacTaB/bajy pedop-
Me Y CeKTOpy BMCOKOT 00pa3oBama, Hayke ¥ VICTPaXUBamba,
Kao M MHOBalMja u passoja. Hampotus, menyje ma he nacra-
BaK MHCHUCTMpAma Ha, y MehyHapogHuM HaydyHNM KpyroBMMa
HaIyIITeHVM CLUjEeHTOMETPUjCKUM KpUTepUjyMa IOUMara
¥V BpE[HOBaa HayKe, JOBECTH JIO jOUI IITETHVUjMX MOCIEANIA
Off OHNUX JIO JJaHAC M3a3BaHMX pedopmom. [laBame IpefHOCTH
TeXHO/OLIKOM KOHIIENITYy pasBoja 3aHeMapWio je KyITypHe
¢yHKIMje Hayke, a JPYIITBEHO-XyMaHUCTUYKIX HayKa MOce0-
HO, Kpenpajyhm fpymTBeHo, IOMMTUYKY ¥ eKOHOMCKY IITeTHe
TIOCTIefHTIE.

Nmajyhu y Buny ma ce y Penybmuum Cpbuju npumemnyjy
YITIaBHOM HAIyLITEHV CTAaHJAP/HY BPEJHOBaba UCTPAKIBAA,
3aCHOBAHI Ha CLIVjEHTOMETPY)I, Pe3y/ITaTU OBOT UCTPAKMBakha
Mory 6utu ynorpe6/peHn 3a notrpebe yHanpebusamwa gomaher
CHUCTeMa BPeHOBaba UCTPAKIBAA, PaJ HEroBOT IPUO/IIDKa-
Barba eBPOIICKVIM CTaHJApANMA.

%

Ocnosne kapaxitiepucitiuke uciipaxugared. AyTop je KoM-
OMHOBAO a) VMICTOPMjCKO-TEOPMjCKO, 6) KBA/IMTATUBHO TEpEH-
CKO VICTpaXX/Bame, B) aHA/M3y JOKYMEHATa 1 T) yUeCTBOBambe
Y aAMMHMCTPaTMBHMM IIpaKcaMa y O0/acTy yIpaB/bama Hay-
koM. EMnpujcku ieo uctpaxusama 610 je ,MyITUTEPEHCKN
- UCTpaXVBame Koje ,Ipatu’ fedyHUCaHN IPoOIeM Ha BUIIe
noKanuja, Mehy MHOIMM aKTepuMa, Y pasIu4dnuTUM KOHTEKCTHU-
Ma ¥ TOKOM Jy>KeT BPeMeHCKOT Iepnozia. TOKoM bera Cy M3Be-
JieHVI MHAMBUAYATHU 1 POKYC-TPYIIHM MHTEePBjyu ca peko 100
VCIUTaHMKA, Ipodecopa U UCTpaKyuBaya U3 OPOjHUX 06macTu
JIXH, y 5 akagemckux nentapa (beorpany, Hosom Cany, Humry,
Kparyjesuy n Hosowm Ilasapy). Vicmrauuuu cy 61umm okyIube-
HU TI0 4 pasnuuurta Kputepujyma: 1) MCTpakKuBauu-ZOHOCKO-
IV ofyIyKa (TpeHyTHO WM paHuje Ha QYHKIMjama); 2) Mmaan
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ucTpaxuBadn (o 35 ropyvHa Wi 0 8 TOAMHA Off OfOpaHe JI0K-
TOpCKe JucepTanyje); 3) UCTpaXMBAYM aKTUBHM y febatama o
HayYHO]j TIONIUTHUIM I BPETHOBAY HayKe; 4) MCTPKMBAYM KOjI
HKCY (OWIM) HU OHOCHOLM OfTyKa HI aKTUBHMU Y fiebaTaMa o
OBI TeMaMa. VIleHTUTeT MCIUTAHUKA je allCOMYyTHO CKPMBEH,
Kao LITO VM je Ha IOYeTKy MHTEepBjya U TapaHTOBAaHO, nMajyhn
y BUJY BeOMa BMCOK PU3UK KOjii y4eCTBOBame y jaBHOj Aebaru
Hocu y Cpouju.

Ocnosne iieme unitiepgjya. Ca Konerama je pasroBapaHo o
getyupu rpyme tema: 1) Crarycy JIXH y akageMcknm OKBUpYMa;
2) Kpurepujymmuma BpefHOBaba OfH. MHANKATOPUMA KBaJIATe-
ta [IXH; 3) IpymrBenom crarycy u ynosu IXH; 4) Ilornegnma
Ha HeflaBHe/HajaB/beHe IPOMEHe Y HAyYHOM CUCTEMY.

Iloineg uciuitianuxa ua ciaiyc JJX domwa. Konerunu-
Ile ¥ Kojlere MaxoM JIOKNB/baBajy IOI/Ief Ha cebe off cTpaHe
IPYTMX aKaJeMCKMX II0/ba Ka0 Ha ,Jelly ca MOceOHMM HOTpe-
Oama“ mwmM Kao Ha ,HepasBujeHe pobaxe® VY oprosopmma Ha
0BO IuTame Ipeosnal)yjy pesurnupanoct ma u sraheHocT Hag
»370YIOTpeOOM akajieMcKe ayToHomuje”. VicnmTanmiy uctu-
9y HEONXOJHOCT aMMHMUCTpaTMBHE pedopMe, HEOIXOFHOCT
TOfieie HAJUIKHOCTM 110 aKaJeMCKUM II0/bUMa, Kao 1 IOTpe-
0y 3a IperosHaBamweM NUCLUIUIMHAPHNX, PETYOHATHUX A/l 1
MambUHCKMX crenuduunocti. Kao mocebHa tema y ofroBopu-
Ma ce nojassbyje (y MehyBpeMeHy pelleH) cucteMcku mpobiem
Hepas/InKoBamwa JPYLITBEHNX Hayka 1 XymaHucrrke. Hepasmu-
KOBambe VI HepasjiBajambe aKaleMCKIX U IIPUMEEeHNX UCTPAXKI-
Bamba 113a311Ba 10CeOAH OFMjYM.

Kpuitiepujymu epegnosarea/unguraiiopu xeanuiieia. Vic-
OUTAaHUIM CMATPajy fia je AYTOTpajaH CIOP OKO KpUTepujyMa
BpeHOBamba IITETAH 3a HAYYHY 3ajeHMIIY Y LeITUHN a 1oce6-
HO 32 IbeH yIVIe[ U3BaH akafiemuje. OHM MICTUYY fia U HA IUTAHY
MeTOJO/IOIje 1 Ha IUIaHy APYLITBEHe y/IoTe U Ha IIAHY Tpajiui-
LMOHA/IHUX 00/MKa KOMYHMKAI[Mje/TUIIOBA pe3y/ITaTa, HaydHa
oj/ba He MOTy uMatu objenumeHy perynatusy. [loce6an Harma-
CaK CTaB/bajy Ha pas/MuuTe KyITypHe (QyHKIMje PasIMunTiX
Hay4HUX Ioba. Kao HajmpobmeMaTnyHuje MecTo cIopa Ipe-
II03Hajy TabOpaTOpyjcKO HaMeTame WIaHKa y MehyHapomHOM
YaCOINCY Ca BUCOKVMM MMIIAKT (aKTOPOM Kao ,BpeHUjer  Of



132 Munom Munenkosuh, ,, Y ume“ Espoiie

XYMaHMUCTUYKe Kibure 3a JoMahy Hay4Hy ¥ KyITypHY jaBHOCT.
OHM KBaHTUTAaTMBHE KPUTEPMjyMe BPeIHOBalba HayYHOMCTPA-
JKMBAYKOT' pajia TyMadye Kao IMPMBUAHY 00jeKTUPUKAIN]Y OfH.
Kao MOMUTUYKO, MHTEPECHO MOTMBUCAHO peIleibe Yy CKIamy ca
TPEeHYTHOM pacrozieioM Mohy. OcuM KOHIeMIyje, ¥ TeXHUKe
BpETHOBaKa JJOXKIB/baBajy Kao Heyke 1 Hedep. Amate 3a Bpeji-
HOBambe I0CMaTpajy Kao NyOoKo HeobjeKTUBHe, C 0031poM Ha
TO [ja Bplle 3HA4YajHy VIHTPY3Ujy y OHO IITO HAaBOAHO Tpeba
»00jeTKMBHO JIa TIPOIleHe JOK 3HAYajHO Memajy caMy KOHIIel-
IMjy HayKe M Hay4YHMKA KaKBy O Ce0M MMajy MCTPaXMBadl y
IXH nomy.

Meby wcnmuraHMIMMa Cy IpPUCYyTHe pPeaKTMBHE NHTEP-
nperanyje - PeaKTMBHU HAIMOHAMM3aM (MHTepIIpeTaTUBHU
CyBepEHUTET, KOHTPO/NA HaJj CaMOPEIpPe3eHTalNjoM) M peak-
TUBHM el1UTH3aM (IIOBPATaK y ,Ky/Iy Of CIOHOBade", ,BPeIHYjy
Hac HemcMeHn ). OHM KOjM Cy 3aMHTEPeCOBAHM 3a UCTOPU)Y
u ¢uno30¢ujy HayKe CyKoO KOju IUIaMTHU Ha CPIICKOj HAay4HO-
HOJIUTUYKOj CIIeHM BUJie Ko IOBpaTaK y Mepyoj, Off Ipe jeHOT
Beka (HeM. Methodenstreit). CaMy KBaHTU]UKALN]y BUJe He Ka0
aJIaTKy Hero kKao opyxje. Vcrnompasajyhn 13pasuto aHTUIIOSH-
TUBUCTUYKE Y AHTUCLIMjeHTUCTUYKE CTABOBE, KOJIETE JJOMMHAH-
TaH 00pasal] y HayYHOj HONUTHUILY JOKMB/bABAjy KAO KBAHTO-
¢pennjy. Kao mTo je 1 04eKMBAHO Y TaKO XeTEPOTreHOM IIO/bY,
UCHUTAaHUIM []ajy BeoMa pasjauMuuTe HpeJsIore y Be3u ca TUM
KOje MHAIMKATOpe KBaauTeTa Tpeba GaBopusoBaTi — colujaaHe
MHOBaIMje, O9yBame KyITypHOT Hacneha, MHTepHaIMoHamm3a-
ujy, epyaunujy, MoAK3ame OMIITEer LMBUIN3ALUjCKOT HMBOA
COIICTBEHOT JIPyLITBA U JIP.

Jpywineenu ciaiyc u ynoia JXH. Vicnuranuny uctuay
KOpe/alijy yHyTapaKaJeMCKOT U M3BaHAKaJeMCKOT ITOHIDKA-
Bama [IX moma. Ilag penyranmje [IXH Bupme xao mocmepuiry
OIIIITE APYIUTBEHE K/IMMe — [1aJla HOBEeperba Y eKCIIePTCKO 3Hatbe
— a/I ¥ Kao TIOCNIENUITY MEMjCKOT M3BelITaBamba MPUCTPACHOT
Y KOPMCT HPUPOFHOHAYYHO HeVHUCAHMX IIOjMOBA O HAYLL
Hwusaxk yren u jmomn GMHAHCHjCKM CTATYC BUJE Ko 3ajefHNUKe
npobeMe CBUX HAayYHUX I0Jba, MCTUYYhy Ja je HejacHO 3amTo
Hay4YHM afMMHUCTPATOPM U3 JPYTUX HAyYHMX I0/ba MHCUCTH-
pajy Ha MOZIMTULIM KOja pasjeumbyje u cnabu, yMecTo fia yje-
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numbyje u jada. CarOBOPHUIIM Cy CaIIaCHU Jia HAaCWIHA YHU(U-
Kalllja HayYHUX I10/ba, Ha TIOTPELIHMM OCHOBAMa, He JieNyje Kao
pelIemhe eKOHOMCKMX Ipo6eMa cpIcke Hayke. Vcmranunm ce
Mebyco6HO cmaxy fa je y HajMamwy PyKy 4yAHO TO LITO Ce Of
BUX 04eKyje — Jja ce C LbeM APYLITBEHOT yTulaja 6aBe OHUM
IITO PYIITBO Off BUX He OYeKyje, objalmaajyhu fa gpymrsy
MOTy fia Oyy KOPUCHM)Y He Kao OHM KOji M3BOJE 3aJaTKe HeTo
Kao OHM KOjU yCMepaBajy ApywITBo. Vcruranuim cy, Mmehyum,
NOJle/bEHN TIOBOJOM HJieje fla Ce HALMOHATHE HayKe M3[Boje
y moce6HO mojbe (HeKM U3 MAEOTOLIKIX/MOPATHUX a HEKU 13
TaKTMYKMX pasynora). CaroBOpHUIM CY, Takobe, IOe/beHN 1I0-
BozioM uzeje na [IXH Tpeba samTuTi M Kao KOHCTUTYTUBHU
€/IeMEHT, a He CaMO IIpoy4yaBame KyITypHor Hacneba.

Iloinegu na HegaeHe/najasmene tipomere y HAYYHOM CUC-
imemy. BehnHa mcnmranuka menmm TyMmademe Aa he pemyxumja
LIeTIOKYIIHE HayKe Ha IbeHYy IPUMEHY HOBECTM [0 Tallerba YHU-
BEP3NUTETA, AKO HE Y LIeJIMHY, OHJAa cBakako JIXH Ha HMBOY HOK-
TOPCKUX CTyAuja. MHOTM MCIIMTAaHUIIM CMATPajy Jia je KOHKYpC
3a Hay4YHe IIPOjeKTe KOjU je HaJJIeKHO MMHMCTAPCTBO 00jaBy-
no 2016. rofuHe cafp)ao J0OpO pellemne — 3aaTe IP>KaBHO 1
KYITYPHO KOPVCHe TeMe (IIITO BUjie Kao ,[TpaBy Mepy Mellama
Ip>KaBe y aKafieMcKa MoCra).

Npeja OTBOpeHe HayKe je M Ja/be YITIABHOM aICTpPAaKTHA
ma 11 HemosHaTa — BehMHa Kojera cMarpa fja je y OCHOBM JIO-
Opa, Tof; yCTIOBOM Jja Ce HeaKaJileMCKIM aKTepyMa He IIPerycTy
BEHO BpeHOBambe (IITO BUJE KA0 ,rope 4ak 1 Off CIMjeHTO-
MeTpuje“). TpaHCIapeHTHOCT pe3ynTaTa, HENPUCTPAHOCT pe-
LieH3Mja ¥ KOPUCHOCT UCTPaXKMBarba He IOBOJIE Ce Y MUTambe, Y
0BOM KOHTeKCTy. CaroBOpHMLIM IO3MBajy HAJJIeXHE Ha JMja-
7IOT 0 €KOHOMCKMM, [JPYIITBEHVM, IIOTUTUYKUM, KYyITYPHUM 1
IpyTUM KopucHMM acnektuMa JIX ncrpakuparma yMeCTO HOBOT
HaMmeTama HeIPUKIAgHUX Kputepujyma. Kosere uspakasajy re-
HepajIHO aHTUAYTOPUTAPHIU CEHTUMEHT U jak ocehaj MHAMBULY-
ajiHe ¥ MHCTUTYIMOHATHE ay TOHOMIjE.

Jomunaniune unitiepiipeiiayuje uciuimlanuxa o gocaga-
wirum pepopmama HayuHoi cucitiema. CaroBOpHUIM HyJie BUIIe
pasmmunTux, MehycoOHO NpeKIOIUbeHNX TyMadera: HEKOM-
IIETEHTHOCT, HEeCHaJaKewe, aMaTepusaM; yoOMdajeHa Helpo-
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MUIbeHa OMPOKpaTCKa CTaHAapAu3alyja myTeM yHU(POPMU-
3allMje; He3HaIbe, HEIIO3HABamhe IIPOMEHA y CaMOj €BalyaTUBHO]
CTPYLM — He06aBEIITEHOCT O eBPOIICKUM U CBETCKUM CTaH/ap-
AVMAa; IPMMUTUBI3AM, HEKPUTUIKY MOZIEPHI3aM, CAMOYKI/jatbe
KOMIIapaTMBHUX NPEIHOCTY; HeomnbepanHa ayTOPUTApHOCT —
ayTOKOJIOHMja/IM3aM, ay TOLIOBMHM3aM, KBa3KOCMOIIONIUTI3aM;
TEXHOKPATCKM MO APYIITBa; (PU3MKAMIMCTUYKY MOJie/l HayKe
(HemosHaBame ucTopuje 1 punozoduje Hayke); KPUMMUHAI, KO-
pyniuja, 3moynorpeda ayTOHOMUje, MAapTOKPATCKa JIeMOKpa-
THja; TICEyOMOpanM3anyja, 3710ynoTpeba eTnKe HayYHOMCTpa-
JKIBA4KOT pajia...

Cymupana ineguwiiia uciiuillanuxa. YIPKOC 3HaYajHUM
UJICONIOIIKMM pasnmkaMa, TummdHuM 3a [JIXH, mnpoydena
3ajeHMIA je TOTOBO jefINHCTBEHA Yy CTaBy Ja Cy KpUTEPUjyMuU
BPEJHOBaIba MCTPAXXMBaIba ¥ UCTPAXKMBAYA Y MO/bY APYLITBE-
HO-XyMaHVCTWYKNX HaykKa, Hacmehenn ms 2000-mx: a) HeHayd-
HJ - y HeCK/Iajly ca CTBapHOM HayYHOM IpakcoM u Hacmebe-
HuM cvucioM u ¢ynkumjama JIXH y mpymrsy n kynrypu; 6)
HeoO0jeKTUBHM — BpIIe JYICTOP3Mjy OHOTa IIITO HABOJHO HE3alH-
TepeCcOBAHO MPOLEHY]Y; B) aMaTePCKM — 3aCHUBAjY Ce Ha JAaBHO
npesasuheHoM ciyjeHTN3My M QU3MKaIU3MYy; T) HEeBPOICKM
— CYIPOTHM €BPOIICKUM TPEH/IOBMMA Pa3Boja BPEJHOBAbA Kao
npodecuje, amm n cynporay nomutuny EY u CE xoje uyBajy
Hay4YHe-Kao-Ky/lypHe IIOTeHLujale CBUX CBOjUX Ap>KaBa M Ha-
pofa; /1) aHTMHALMOHATHY — CYNIPOTHYU HAI[VIOHATHM MHTepe-
CMMa, OYyBalby MHTEPIPETATUBHOI CYyBEPEHUTETA U KYNTypHe
OalITyHe; IOACTUYY Hajrope Y HAIOj KY/ITYPH, U3a31Bajy peax-
TUBHY M30/IAIIVIOHM3aM U JeCTPYKTUMBHM HAIVIOHA/IM3aM; aHTH-
PasBoOjHN — IPOM3BOJie MHBEP3HE MOCHenuIe; yhabasajy [IXH
Off IPMMEHE U pasBoja.

Bpegrosare kao unxepenitiHo oipanuuere. Pedopme y
CeKTOpy HayKe M BUCOKOI oOpasBama TOKoM 2000-ux rogmHa
¥ KacHMje HMUCy Ome 3aCHOBaHE Ha €/IeMEHTApPHVM YMIbEHN-
I1aMa II03HATUM 13 ucropuje, punosoduje, cormonornje u aH-
Tpononoruje Hayke. Mruopuumyhu ¢ynpamenrtanne pasnuke
APYyLWITBEHNX HayKa M XYMaHMCTUKE y OJIHOCY Ha [ipyra HayyHa
H0Jba ¥ TEXHOJIOTH]Y, OHE CY MX OTPaHMYMIE, YMECTO [ JOIPK-
HECY IUXOBOM PasBojy. Y TOM CMICILY, Pe3ylTaTh OBOT MCTPa-
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JKIBara MOTY IIPENCTaB/baTy MONa3Hy OCHOBY 3a jefHY TaKBY
HeorpaHnyasajyhy pepopmy. OrpanndaBajyhu n yxasahyjyhn
KapakTep peopMy Hajlory6Hmje ce MCIo/baBa Ha IUTAaHY BPeJ-
HOBaIba Pe3y/TaTa MCTPaXKNBamba, 11 TO je JOMEH Y KojeM Tpeba
CIIPOBECTM XMTHO NOHMINTABAbe LITETHUX AKaTa, YKONUKO ce
TEXXU VICKPEHO] U IPOAYKTUBHO] capanmbu ca [IX momeM.

Husepcupukayuja ungukamiopa Kao HyHgameHTAATHU
ycnos iomuperba y 3ajegnuyu. PesymTaTu MCTpaKuBarba IIO-
Ka3yjy fia je 3ajemHuLa Ay60Ko IOfe/beHa, 10 Mepe fia feo IX
Hay4yHNMKa OHe KoJlere M3 [PYTMX Hay4yHUX Io/ba Koje Cy fie-
¢uHMCane KpuTepujyMe BpeJHOBamba y CBOjy KOPUCT CMaTpa
- KpYMUHa/IIVMA. TakBo cTame je IITETHO IO BMIIE OCHOBA,
a MOXKe Ce VI3BMEHUTU XUTHOM JVBepCU(UKALNjOM KPUTEPUjy-
Ma, TaKBOM [la Pe3yITaTy MCTPaKMBarba y CBAKOM HAyYHOM
Ho/by OyAy BpefHOBAHM IO €BPOICKVM VM CBETCKVM CTaHJap-
[VMA; IPUKIATHUM, 3 He YHICOHUM KPUTeMPUjYMUMA 1 a/laTH-
ma. Huje BepoBatHO fa he fpyuITBeHe HayKe ¥ XyMaHMCTHKA
faTU HY TIOXKe/baH HU pe/laBaHTaH [APYWITBEHU HOIPUHOC JIOK
ce He 0C/000fIe MOTYNMIEHOT MOTI0XKaja Kajia je O YIpaB/bamy,
buHaHCHpaby, BPEIHOBAbY, IPEACTAB/bAbY M TUIIY OYEeKVBa-
HUX pesynTaTa ped. Pa3Boj, 3aCHOBaH Ha 3HamY a MOCEOHO Ha
YTULajy HayKe Ha ApyWITBO, HUje Moryhe octBaputu 6e3 dep,
JIETUTVIMHOT 1 IIOJCTUIAJHOT OKBMpA. 32 PasiUKy Of HAy4HUX
I0/ba KOja 3aXTeBajy M3PAsUTO BUCOKe (UHAHCHjCKE TOLCTH-
1aje, IX Haykama 61 3a ImodeTak OMI0 JOBO/BHO Jla Ce MPEKNHe
Ca BUXOBUM OMajI0OBa)KaBambeM, IIOHIDKaBalkeM UM U OTBOPE-
HVM HUIIOJAIITABAbEM.

Os0 ycmepero uciipaxcusare OKPUTIO je HAYENHU OTUiLop
lipema ycmepeHum UCTpaxcuearouma iog iociojehium ycnosuma.
[TapTHep MuHMCTapCcTBa IPOCBETE, HAYKE U TEXHOJOIIKOT pas-
Boja SDC Helvetas, xpo3 cBoj nporpam PERFORM, Hapyumno
je ayropy oBo mucTpaxkupame. OHO je, yIPKOC TIpefipacyfama o
HAapy4YeHVM MCTPaXUBAIbMIMa, A0 Pe3y/TaTe KOju He Uy cac-
BJM Y IIPWJIOT HAPY4MOLy 1 OTKpUBAjy Aa he ocTBapuBame me-
TOBUX pe3yaTaTa 3axTeBaTy MHOra mpuaarohaBama mocrojehe
HayyHe nonuTuke. Haume, Hapyumnan je 6Mo 3aMHTepecoBaH
3a jayame JPYIUTBEHE PeleBaHTHOCTU APYLITBEHMX HayKa, OC-
HaXIBambe 3ajefHulle IPYLITBEHNX HAyYHMKA Y HACTOjamby Ja
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Ce OHU IOBEXY C JOMEHOM jaBHUX IIOJIMTMKA, KAO U 33 Kpeu-
pame cTabunHe KIMMe 3 Ja/byl Pa3B0j OBOT HAYYHOT mosba. Vc-
TpaKuBambe je IoKaszano fa JX HayyHMIM HeMajy HU BO/be HU
BpeMeHa, a Hi 00jeKTMBHIX MOTyhHOCTH, /ja ce y aTMocdepn
KpeMpaHoj 1mocTojehuM Kpurepujymmma BpefHOBamba, OKpEHY
Ka IIPYIMEHN Hayke 3a 0OpobuT ApymTBa y GopMM Kpenpama
jaBHMX TIONMUTHKA.

Yiipasmwatrwe Hayxom tpesenupa roery pumery. IlorBphu-
BambeM XUIIOTe3e OBOT CHEIVM(IIHOT MCTPAKUBAbA [ajbe je yc-
TaHOBJbeHO f1a ocHOBHOM 1by PERFORM matdopme - mpo-
MeH! HauyJMHa yIpaB/bamba HAyKoM, Kako 6m ce [IX 3ajeguuunm
omoryhuno ma 6yze jaka, caMonoysfaHa ¥ MO3VUI[VIOHMpPAHA Y
jaBHOCTH, CIIOCOOHA Jja JOIIPUHECe COLMOEKOHOMCKIM ¥ MOJIN-
TUYKMM pedopMaMa y 3eM/bM — Tpeba [ja IPETXOAY OMUpPeme
UCTe Te 3ajeflHNIle Ca OHMMa KOju HayKoOM yIIpaBjbajy. Hakon
TOr OTKpuha ce ca TpajgMIMOHATTHOT MOJeNa 00jeKTUBHOT VC-
TpaXUBala IpelIo Ha aKIMOHO MCTPaXKMBarbe — IOKYIIaAj
U3a3MBamba IIPOMEHE TOKOM CaMOI HayYHOMCTPa)KMBAuKOT
paza. PasymeBame HeraTMBHOT yTHIIAja Koju mocTojehn crucrem
BpeIHOBamba MMa Ha OffHOCE V 3ajeIHNIy, a moce6Ho orkpuhe
unmbeHnIe aa IX HaydHnm onbujajy capaimy ¢ akTepuMa Koje
IOXXVB/baBajy Kao TAa4UTebE, BOAUIIO je aKTUBHOCTUMA Ha II0-
HOBHOM YCIIOCTaB/baky INOBepema MeDy HEKMM O K/bYYHUX
aKTepa y CIopy. 3aCHOBABLIM IIPEIOPYKe 3a PEBU3MjY CHUCTe-
Ma yIpaB/balba HAyKOM, a II0CeOHO BpeJHOBama pe3ylITaTuMa
HayYHOMCTPa)KMBaYKor pafa y X momy, ayTop je yTujao Ha
flenMMIYHE M3MeHe HU3a IOJ3aKOHCKUX aKaTa, y YMjuM HOBUM
Bepsujama ce IX mosbe y Marb0oj Mepy HETO PaHMje TpeTHpa Kao
»pobax ca moce6HUM moTpe6ama’, Kako Cy TO caMy MCIUTAHU-
LV CIMKOBUTO OIMCA/IM, HaBeleHe Y 3aK/byuKy pesumea. Vako
IIIXOBE HajHOBUje Bep3uje HIUCY UfeaHe, y BUX cy yrpabenn
Ipef/Io3) 3aCHOBAHUM HAa OBOM E€MIIMPUjCKOM MCTPaXKMBaIby.
Haykom ce KOHaYHO IOYMIbe YIIPAB/baTy HA HAYYHMM OCHOBA-
Ma. TakBo ynpap/bambe MMa LIAHCE [ja IpecTaHe Jja IpeBeHnpa
IbeHy IIpUMeHy, 6apeM kafia je o [I1X nosmy peu.

3akmwyuyu weperckol gena uciipaxusaroa. Ilocrojehn cuc-
TeM BpefjHOBamwa 00ecxpabpyje ApyLITBEHO-XyMAaHUCTUIKE Ha-
YYHMKe Jla ce TIOCBeTe CTPATEIIKV AePUHICAHUM LV/beBUMA 1
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yMecTo Tora ux okpehe fanexo of mux (Ka XUIIEPIPOAYKIVjI
[pYyWITBEHO M3IUIIHUX Pe3yNATaTa y YacOIMCHMMA 32 YCKe CIIe-
LVjaMCTUYKe KPYToBe, Ka M30/MallMOHMCTUYKOM HAIMOHA/IM-
3My, Ka COIIMjaTHOM KOH3epBaTuBu3My u ci1.). Cpricka pedopma
CeKTopa Hayke U BICOKOT oOpasoBama 2000-1X rofjuHa, Kaja je
0 BpeJJHOBaIby MCTPaKMBama ped, TUIIMYAH je IIpYMep KOHTpa-
MHJIVKOBaHe pedopMe 1 3a Y je TMINYAH ITapajoKc yHasabu-
Bamba ITyTeM Pa3Boja. YMECTO MOJCTUIIAjHO, BPEHOBAIbE 3aCHO-
BaHO Ha CLMjeHTOMETPUjU [IeNI0BAJIO je Kao aHTaroHmct. OHO
Ce MCIOCTaBMIIO Ka0 He0OjeKTUBHO, TIPUCTPACHO U KOHTPAIIPO-
NYKTUBHO y aKaJileMCKOM, a OMACHO M IITETHO M y HAYYHOM U y
HONUTIYKOM CMUCTY (Kako Ha Mel)yHapofHOM Tako ¥ Ha IIIa-
HY HallMOHA/IHe KYATypHe NOMNTHKe). VI3y3eTak IpencTaB/bajy
eKCIIepyIMeTaTHe OJHCHO Tab0paTOPyjCKM OpUjeHTICaHe APyII-
TBEHe HayKe, 3a Koje je Moryhe Kpeuparn ,pesepsaT Ipormmca‘.

bt

Pesynratt TepeHCKOT KBalUTATUBHOT MCTPAXXMBaba IO-
TOM CYy IIPOTYMAueH! M y APYIMM KOHTEKCTUMA: Y KOHTEKCTY
IPOMEHe y caMoj eBayaTMBHOj Ipodecujin; Y KOHTEKCTY jacHe
AHTHCIMjEHTOMETPUjCKE TOPYKE KaKBYy HOCTEAHUX TOfMHA
maky Bofiehe eBpoICKe akazieMuje HayKa; y KOHTEKCTY IIMbe-
Ba CaMOT Hapy4Mold MCTPKUBAHa; ¥ KOHTEKCTY ayTOPOBOT
aHrakMaHa y EBpOIICKOj MpeXXu 3a BpefioBarbe MCTPaKMBalba
Y APYLITBEHO-XYMAaHCUTUYKUM HayKama, CBETCKOM CaBeTy aH-
TPOIIO/IONIKNX JIPYIITaBa, MaTMYHOM Hay4HOM Ofi0OpY 3a WC-
TOpHUjy, €THONIOTUjy ¥ apXeoyoryjy (MCTOPUjy YMETHOCTH, MY-
3UKOJIOTHjy ¥ €THOMY3UKOJIOTH)Y); ¥ KOHTEKCTY MCTPaKMBamba
eBpoIensalyje CpICKOT JAPYIITBA Y OKBMUpPY IpojeKaTa camor
MunncrapcTBa IpocBeTe, HayKe M TEXHONOWIKOI pa3Boja 1
EBporicke usBpiiHe areHnuje 3a o6pasoBarbe, ay/MOBM3yaTHe
cafipXXaje U KYATypPY, KOjuMa PyKOBOJIN.

IIpomene y camoj esanyaitiusnoj ipopecuju. EBamyatnsna
npodecnja ce HOCTEABUX TOAMHA OAMIYE, T1a 1 ,Iepe pyke of
mTeTe Kojy je ynorpeba CIMjeHTOMETpyje HaHema Kako HayIu,
TaKO 1 O0j CaMoj, IIpenosHajyhn fa ce mMyko IpeHoIIeme I0j-
MOBaQ, IIpaBUIa, KPTE€pUjyMa M IOCTYIIAKA U3 jeJHOT HAy4HOT
To/ba y IPYTO MOKa3ano Kao rpemka. Eamyaropu yBubajy, mm-
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pom cBeTa a y EBponu moce6Ho, ja HaydHUIM IIPY>Kajy OTHOP
U 60JKOTYjy eBayalnjy Kojy cMaTpajy HeHaydHOM, HelpaBef-
HOM VIV Ha JPYTY Ha4MH HITETHOM, U CXBaTajy HENETUTYMHOCT
yHupopMHe eBamyaluje pasHOMMKMX HAyYHMX momba. Jlame,
oHu yBubajy /ja ajleKBaTHO Bpe[HOBame, KAaKBO Cafja 3aMemyje
OHO 3aCHOBAHO Ha CIMjEHTOMETPMjH, HEe CIYXM CaMO MCIIpa-
B/bamby Herpasay npema JIXH Beh n go6pom ynpasmpamy — OHO
HOMa)ke KpeaTopuMa I OHMMA KOjy IPUMEIbYjy jaBHE IIOUTH-
Ke, a/li U IMPOj jaBHOCTH, Ja pasyMejy Kako JXH pompunoce
CTBapamy OfiroBopa Ha Hajsehe M3a30Be JaHAIIbNIIE TIONYT, Ha
IpMMep OHVX AepuHMCAaHMX MIWIEHNjyMCKUM IPMOPUTETHMA
YH. EBanyaruBHa npodecuja npenosHaje ca ¢y JXH rpaau-
IIMOHA/THO MHTEpIpeTaTuBHe, pedIeKCHBHE, YeCTO MHANBULY-
ajiHe, Kao U Jla TPaJULIMOHAIHO Ha JPYTU HA4MH JOXUB/bABAjy
»€DUKAaCHOCT U ,,IPOAYKTUBHOCT ¥ OGHOCY Ha Apyra HaydHa
noma. IlITo je HajBakHUje, pacTe cecT fa cy JXH yecro ok-
pEeHyTe COICTBEHOM JPYIUTBY M y CTAJHOj Cy MHTEPAKIWjU C
HEroBUM KYITYpHUM Haclehem (OHe He caMo Jia IpoydaBajy
Hacrebe Beh cy 1 meroB MHTErpaTUBHY [1€0).

Oxpeiniarve ka onuma xoju cy esanyupanu. Konnemnumuja yuc-
TpaX1Baya Kao MyKor 06jekTa eBanyalyje je HalyITeHa, OCUM
y 3eM/baMa Koje Kackajy 3a TpeHpoBuMa, nomyTt Cpbuje. Vcro
BXM U 32 eBayallljy MHCTUTYIMja. HaKoH 1ITO je mcTpaxku-
BamJMa IIMPOM CBeTa, a moceOHo y EBpomny, oTkpyBeHO fja 1
TIOje[HIIM ¥ TPYyIle pearyjy Ha eBalyalujy mpuaarohasajyhu
joj ce (mmu joj mpykajyhu ormop), ZoBeneHa je y muTame cama
00jeKTMBHOCT eBajyanuje, a oHa cxBaheHa Kao NMyKu MHCTPY-
MEHT NOJIMTUYKOT TIPUTICKA Ha aKafieMcKy cdepy. Jakre, ympa-
BO OHO Ha IITa CY COLMONIO3U M aHTPOIIONIO3U HayKe U 06paso-
Bamba YKa3MBAIM TOKOM IOCIeAmNX AeneHnja. [Ipomyhypauju
meby nmpodecronanuma 3 061acTy epanyanuje OCBeCTIUIN Cy
U Ja je mpeTBapame Hpodecyje y MHCTPYMEHT IOMUTHUKE IIO-
ce6HO PU3NYHO, ITOCEOHO y KYNITYpaMa 3aCHOBAaHUM Ha IIOHOCY
U JacTy (Jakae M Ha OCBETH), LITO je MOCeOHO pelIeBaHTHO 3a
nomahy KoHTeKCT. [lajbe, MTEpaTypa y 0Boj 06/acTy yuecTano
ocsemhyje /ja HeNpUKIAfjaH CHCTeM IIPOU3BOAM HENPUKIAJ-
Ha IOHAlllalba — HEeeTMYKO MOHAIIame je MocIennna pedopmu
MaKo Cy OHe (HaBOJHO) IIOKPeHyTe YIPaBO KaKo OM ce OHO



Pesnme 139

npeBeHupano. Y o6a TUIIA PeaKTUBHOT NOHAIIAka OHUX KOjU
Cy >KpTBe eBanyanuje (KoHpopMM3aLuja/0TIOP), CUCTEM HE YC-
TieBa Jla UCITYHM CBOje OCHOBHE CBpPXe — yCMepaBa UCTpaXKMBaye
Ka JIPYIITBEHO 6eCKOPVMCHMM TUIIOBMMa 00jaB/bMBamba I MeHha
IBIXOBE IPYLITBEHE U KYITYpHe QYHKIMje yMeCTO fia UX ojava.
YrpaBo 0Ba HeraTMBHa IOCIEANIIA 00eNIeXIa je ,CPICKM CITy-
Yaj HayYHe eBajyalyje” ¥ Mopa ce XUTHO OTK/IOHUTIL.

Wnitipysusnuy, ayimiopuiiapru/Hegemoxpaiiicky xapaxitep
esanyayuje. KommapaTusHa UCTpaXKuBaba MOKA3yjy Jia je Ipu-
XBaTarbe HAOIlaKUX KpUTepHjyMa BpeHOBama M0CTANIO0 b 110
ce6m. IllmpoM cBeTa MCTpaKMBAYM U MHCTUTYLje okpehy ce ka
3a7l0BO/baBamby KPUTEPUjyMa, IITO IIOCTajeé OCHOBHO CBOjCTBO
IBUXOBOT pafia. JIMpeKTHM KOPMCHUIM HUXOBUX pe3yaTaTa
HICY BUILE CTY[EHTH, JPYIITBO, KOMIIAHMje VM MHCTUTYLHje,
Beh - eBamyaTopu. Y nmTamy je TeMe/bHA MIHTEpPBEHIIMjA Y WC-
TOpHUjy HayKe Ol CTpaHe aKTepa KOji IpeTeHAyjy Ha 00jeKTUB-
HOCT. . [JUpeKTHO NoBe3NBabe U3HOCA (PUHAHCHPaba U IPOIIN-
CaHUX pe3ynTara GpaBopusyje KBAHTUTET Y OFHOCY Ha KBAIUTET,
aToJIOTeTVKYy HACyNpOT KPUTHUIM, CETMEHTALMjy M CIIEKTaKy-
Jlapu3aLyjy pe3ylTaTa YMeCTO UXOBO LEMTOBUTO 1 Ay6OKO
npomMul/bame. Ilapanokcanto, cBe TO je YUMHEHO y MMe ycC-
NOCTaB/batba JIEMOKPATCKOT CHCTEMA, 3aCHOBAHOT Ha BJIajlaBU-
HJ IIPaBa, y3 MHCUCTHpambe Ha oBehamwy KBamuTeTa HAyYHONC-
TPaKMBA4KoOT pajia.

Espoiicka mpestca 3a spegHosarve ucipaxcusarea y gpyuiiiee-
Ho-xymanucimiuukux Haykama (ENRESSH). Aytop mma wact n
3a[JOBOJBCTBO JIa je lIeo HajBeher yapyKuBama MCTpaKMBada CIe-
1GUYHO 3aMHTepPeCcOBaHMX 3a MpobnemMatuky esanyauuje J1XH
y EBponuy, ¢ nybeM Jja ce yCTaHOBU Kako jia ce eBanyanyja JXH
ynpucroju (He u ogbany). KommaparusHa eBpoIIcKa mepcrekTu-
Ba IOKa3yje fa cy cprckn IX HaydHMIV TUINYHN/CTAHAAPLHN
IX HayyHuy n3 EBpOIICKOr MCTPaKMBAYKOT IPOCTOPA — AYTO
U OpPraHNM30BaHO IPY’Kajy OTHOP PemyKLUMjM HUXOBOT paja Ha
Mofieie IPYIMX Hay4yHUX mosba. Ilopeheme moxasyje ma Kputu-
Ka, 00jKOT, MEAVCKY ¥ MOMUTUYKY OTIOP CLMjeHTOMETPUjU Y
Cpbuju HuCy HY HeOOWYHM HM HeOdeKMBaHMU. VIcTpaxkuBame,
CIIPOBEZIEHO Y CKOPO CBUM 3eM/baMa EBporie, Iokasyje deTupu
3ajefHIYKe KapaKTEePUCTUKe OTIOpAa KBAaHTUTATVMBHO 3aCHOBA-
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Hoj esanyaruju JXH: 1) mojMoBy u MeTony eBanyanyje UCTpa-
xuBama y JXH HeKpUTUUKM Cy HpeHeTH U3 TabopaTopyjcKux
HayKa — He MOTy Jia oOyXBaTe pasHONMKOCT TeOpMja M METOJa,
CTIOYKEHOCT YKaHPOBa I Iy O/NKa, BUIIECTPYKOCT je3VKa, HeiHe-
apHOCT 3aK/by4lBaiba, IUIypali3aM BPEJHOCTM M AYTO Tpajame
3Hama (MIMIIAKT VM ,He 3acTapeBa” y 2 Wiy 5 TOfjYIHA); 2) KBaH-
TudUKaLVja Hije y CTamy fla yXBaTU CBe OHO 1o yemy cy JIXH
crenuuyHe U PYIITBEHO KOPVCHE — OHA YMHU Ja MITICHAjy
3acTaperno ¥ OecKOpPVICHO; y IUTamby je MPOMallleH/3/I0HaMepaH
MeTOJl BPEe[HOBama; 3) KOHTPaeeKTH — CMameme PasHOBPC-
HOCTY U UCTPAKUBAIbe ,Ha CUTYPHO" (YMamere IIaHCe 3a OT-
Kpuha 1 MHOBaIMje), CUCTEMCKO M3a3MBambe KpIIeHma eTHYKUX
HOpMM (IOMNCHBame Ha pafioBe, GabpyuKoBame pesynTara, Ia-
rijapusam), TyOuTaK mpoduia MojefMHAYHNX UCTPaKIBada ajlu
U Lenux MHCTUTyLyja (,06jaBu 6WI0 1ITa, CaMo Jja HOCY IIyHO
noeHa®)...; 4) JXH Hucy nemua u 3a »ux je HeMoryhe passutu
jemMHCTBEHEe KpUTepUjyMe; ICTOPUJCKM CY, KyITYPHO Ia 1 Ipo-
TPaMCKI fie-CTaHapAN30BaHe, YeCTO TeMATCKM, METONOMOIIKN 1
MHCTUTYLMOHATTHO BapujabuiHe 10 Mepe Ja UX je Hemoryhe ca-
MEPUTH Y [iBE CyCefHe Ip>KaBe; He IOCTOjU jeNMHCTBEHa Kacu-
duKaimja HaydHNX 06/IaCTU U Y)KMX HAYYHMX OOACTY Koja Huje
apryMeHTOBAHO OCIOpEHa.

Homuyerwusare krwuia. Vlako menyje kao crenumu4Ho cp-
CKu (eHOMeH, ¢ 0063MpOM Ha eKCTPEeMHO IOTLeHNBAbE MO-
Horpackux fiena y fomahoj mpakcyu BpeJHOBamba HAyYHONC-
TPaXMBAYKMX Pe3ynTaTa, KOMIIAapaTMBHA CUTYalija je BeoMa
cmmyHa. Tek HemaBHO je eBanyatuBHa mpodpecuja mpernosHama
fla je KibUIa CTaH[ApJHU MOJEN HayyHe KOMYHMKaIMje y Xy-
MaHUCTHUIM U JleNy APYWITBEHUX HayKa. Kwbura je u mauKaTop
clenyjanmMsanuje u pasjaor 3a yHanpebheme. OyHzameHTamHM
Hay4HU JIONPUHOC Jlaje ce TeMe/bHMM, JYTOTPajHUM U IIe/IOBY-
TUM carflefjaBameM Ipobnema ympaBo y dopmu kmure. OHa
HUje caMO TUII KOMYHUKaIyje Hero 1 Tatdopma 3a febary, 3a
Ba)KHe IapaJMrMaTCcKe IIPOMeHe, KIbyYHa O3HaKa IpecTiDKa 1
rapaHiyja KBaJiuTeTa.

Konusuja usmehy umiiakiti-gpaxiviopa u gpywiiiéeHoi goupu-
Hoca ucilipaxcuéarba. BepoBaTHO HajBaKHUjM Hajla3 OBOT MC-
Tpa)XXMBama jecTe TO, Ia Ce CBU UCIUTAHNUIY, He camo Y Cpouju
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HEro ¥ Y4eCHMIM U ayTOpy UCTpaKMBama mupoM Esporre, cia-
XY J1a ce, Kao HajIIoKe/bHUjM pesynraT, JJX HayKama mpomnucyje
OHO ILTO jefINHO ¥ CUTYPHO He MOXe /ja IOHY/M IJXOB JIOIPK-
HOC ipymTBy. Haume, ApyImTBeHa KOPUCT U YIaHAK Y 9ACOIMUCY
C HajBYIIVM UMIIAKT (AaKTOPOM Cy OOPHYTO IIPOIOPIIVIOHA/IHNA.
Jla mu je y muTarmy HeHaMepaBaHa, KOHTPaMH/IMKOBaHa IIOCTIE-
JIIa ,,00jaBY MM HECTAaHM * KYAType IIPOMOBIUCAHE Y M3BECHUM
MHTEpeCHUM KPYTOBUMA, MM HAMEPA, OCTaje [ja cé YCTAaHOBML...
Vmnak, cygehn 1o pammpeHoCTH OBe IIpakce, BEpoBaTHIje je [a
je y muTamy KOMOMHAIMja IIOMOJHOCTU U HeoOpasoBaHOCTI,
Ipe Hero KpUMMHATHOTL yApyXuBama. Kako 6mio, crmjeHto-
MeTpMjcKa MJe0NOryja je JoBema 1O TeKTOHCKOr mopemehaja y
aKafleMCKoOj KynTypu. Unrase MHCTUTYLMje ycMepaBajy ce CUC-
TeMOM KasHU M MOACTUIAja (,ITala 1 IIapraperne’, Kako je To
npomosucano y Cpoujnu), Ja BIUXOBYU MCTPAXUBAYN 00jaB/bYjy
y YacomMcuMa Ca BMUCOKVMM JMIIAKT-(DaKTOPOM, MAKO TO BOLM
Ka XMIIEPIIPOAYKIVjU PYIITBEHO MPEIeBAaHTHUX pe3y/nTara U
1I3a31Batby TOMTUYKI TOTyOHMX HOCTeNNIa. ,,PaHIpame” Ha
HIUCTaMa“ MOCTaje Wb 10 cebu U CTBapa HesfpaBy aTMoche-
Py, HAIMK Ha CHOPTCKY (Ia 1 paTHY), IITO He HOTrOfyje CTpa-
TEIIKY IPOMNcanoj/odeknBanoj kopucnoctu JXH 3a gpymTso.

Anttiuayiiopuiapna mpaguuuja cpickux gpyuiiieéeHo-
Xymanuciiuukux Hayxa. VicTpaXupame IIOKasyje joll jefHY
BOXHY CIMYHOCT cprickux X Hay4yHuUIA 1 HAyYHMKA Ca CBOjUM
eBPOICKMM napmwanumMa. Hanme, Hayka ce y Cpbuju yrnaBHOM
He IoMMa Kao anornoreTuka. OBa jaka aHTMAyTOPUTAPHA TPasii-
Lj1ja mpeficTaB/ba 13a30B 3a peycMepasambe JXH ka npumMennu,
nMajyhm y Bumy fia ce mpyMeHa Kofi JoOpOT fiea MCIMTaHMKA
U3jeffHadaBa Ca U3BOhemeM HapydyeHUX MCTpaKMBama (Koja ce
1o fiepMHNIN}M TOXKMB/bABAjy Kao HeHaydHa). Ped je o eHO-
MeHY KOju TpEeJICTaB/ba MOCTEANIy YCIOCTaB/batba IIOMEHYTOT
He3JpaBOT BUJA YIIpaBjbamba akajeMcKoM cdepom. Ibume ce
IpoK3BOJie 030/bHE TOCIeAuIe 1o ApyumrBo. Haume, KBaHTH-
TaTMBHYM MHIMKATOPM Ce JIETUTUMMILY He Ha OCHOBY HUXOBE
CMMC/IEHOCTU WIM TIPEM3HOCTY, Beh Ha OCHOBY HUXOBE VH-
CTPYMEHTAJTHOCTH y TAKMUYEIbY 3a pecypce — IIaTe, JOHALMje
3a TpojeKTe am U ,yI7IeA". YIIpaBo Taj OM3apHU 1I0jaM yIIefa,
VHCTUTYLIWje U HOjeIMHIM cafj cTU4y mpuarobhasajyhm ce ma-
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paMeTpMMa Koje MUHICTApCTBA, areHuuje, GOHOBM M JApPY-
re MHCTUTYLMje Koje (pMHAHCUMPAjy MCTpaXUBaibe, M jaBHE U
IpMBaTHe, IOCTaB/bajy Mpefl WbuX. Te MHCTUTYIMje caMe YecTo
HIICY aKaJleMCKe 10 CBOM KapaKTepy U IO MPABU/IY Cy IOBe3a-
He 61710 ca BlajaMa OMIO ca BeMVKMM KOMIIaHWjaMa. YIIPaBo
IPeKO IPUTHUCKA HA MHCTUTYLMje Y KOjUMa Pajie, UICTPaXKMBadn
TI0CTajy CBe BMIIe 3aBVCHM off TyDer mornena Ha cebe. [Tocmenm-
Ila Te 3aBVMICHOCTH je YOP3aHO CMameHe IIXOBOT IOTeHIMjala
3a IPYLITBEHY U IIOUTUYKY KPUTHKY, I1a ¥ OTBOPEHA aIlojIore-
TUKA aKTYelTHUX NMOMUTUYKMX U €eKOHOMCKIUX pellerba. JacHo je
fia je Taj TpeHp, Koju ce mpomosuie y Cpbuju, y Konusuju ca
CTpATEIIKM IIPOMOBVICAHNM LW/beM — TparameM 3a HajoorbyM
pelemyMa y jaBHMM MHOMUTHKAMA, 3aCHOBAHMM Ha UCTPaXKU-
Barby. V1 Ha 0Baj mapagoKcC je aHTPOIO/IOTHja HayKe ¥ aHTPOIIO-
JIOTMja jaBHUX IONUTHKA YII030paBana jour of 1990-ux roguna.

Odwiie u tiocebHe wiliedliHe ToCTeguie KAHTUTAATIU-
8HOT 8pegHOBarba pe3yniaitia HaywHOUctipaxusauxkoi paga.
OcuM noce6HNX AMPEKTHNUX MTETHNX MOCIEANIA IO aKaieMCKe
[IXH, koje cy MCTOBpeMEHO ¥ MOCPENHO LITETHE IO JPYIITBO,
IIOCTOj€ U OHE MOC/IefyLe KOjé MOMEHTAIHO 13a3/Bajy OIILITe-
ApyWTBeHy 1teTy. Haume, IucKypc HamMK peBU3OPCKOM, KOju
JIX Hay4yHuKe NOfIBpraBa HAaJ30py M KOHTDPOMN, KOJ HUX U3a-
3B VHVIBU/YATHOIICUXOJIOIIKE OCIeAMIIe au U HycedekTe
10 HBUXOB jaBHM pajl. VM [OK Cy MHAVBUYaTHOIICKXOMONIKE U
MopayHe nocnenuue Beh go6po mpoydene — ocehaj mogpebe-
HOCTH, CpaMoTe, Iy0/berba ayTOHOMIje ¥ MHTeIPUTETa, CTPeC,
QHKCMO3HOCT Ia 1 6ecrioMONHOCT — MOCTOje U OHe TOCTIeNIie
Koje 4ekajy ja Oyny mpoydeHe. OBO MCTpakuBame U UCTpa-
KMBama CapaJHuKa I0Kasyjy /la CUCTEMATCKO JIepOrupame je-
JVIHOT HAy4YHOT I0/ba IPOQeCHOHaNHO MocBeheHor KyaTypHO-
VICTOPMjCKUM U JIPYIITBEHO-TIONUTUYKUM MUTambMMa HAHOCK
IITETy He CaMO HAYYHMIMMA HEro U CaMuM TUM IIo/bMMa (110
aHa/IOTUj!, Ha IIPUMep, HITeTe KOja je HaHeTa jaBHOM 31PaBJby
WM CYAICTBY Kajia je MCTU Taj IPUHLUII IIPUMeeH Ha JieKape
u cynuje). Tako KBaHTUTATHBHO BPeHOBake HAIMK Ha 3aTBOP-
CKI HAJI30p HE CaMo Jla CMakbyje KBa/lUTEeT MCTPAXKMBabha U BU-
cokor obpasosama y JIXH, Beh myTem ykupama yriena ymamyje
3Hauaj IJMXOBe eKCIepTH3e Y jaBHOM AucKypcy. Ilpemimunap-



Pesnme 143

Ha MCTPaXXNMBama yKasyjy Ha 3Ha4YajHy KOpelalujy HaHOIIEHba
mreTe akageMckum [JXH u mopacra conyMoKynTypHOr KOH3ep-
BAaTMBM3MA, KOjJ 33 IOC/IEANITY MMa OfidMjambe Jia ce y4ecTByje
y pedbopMCKOj areH/u OpMjeHTICAHO] Ka Pa3BOjHUM I[M/beBIMa.

IIpusugnu tiapagokc — Hausineg KOHMPAGUKTLOPHU HAA3U.
IMopauy mokasyjy ma ce cpuckm JJX HaydyHMIM TOTOBO jeIVH-
CTBEHO IIPOTUBE eBalyaliji aKaJleMCKMX pe3y/Tara ofj CTpaHe
HeaKaJleMCKIX akTepa (Jo3BO/baBajy Cyrepucame TeMa Ha OCHO-
BY APKaBHUX WU NIPUBPEAHNUX NOTPeba, amu He U HOMyIITambe
fla VIX eBaIyMpajy 1 Ha BUXOB paf, 1360pe, GUHAHCHpame 1 CIL.
yTUdy Mame 06pasoBaHe 0cobe, Koje OfTyKe He JOHOCE Ha OC-
HOBY aKaJIeMCKOT 3Hama). EQexTMBHOCT MeTpiike eBamyaiyje
06pHYTO je mponopiyoHanHa gonpuHocy IXH jaBHuM momu-
TUKaMa — OpKame [IPYLITBEHe PeIeBaHTHOCTH Ca aKaJeMCKOM
»M3BpcHOIhY® (KOja je jol M HEKPUTUYKM TIPeHeTa U3 HayKa y
KojuMa je VI® peneBaHTaH MHAMKATOP KBAMUTETA) MICIOCTAB/ba
ce Kao KOHTpaMHJVKOBaHa, Takobe. OBaj Ha/ma3 ykasyje Kako
Ha 10Tpeby 3a paspBajamem OTBopeHe Hayke of OTBOpeHe
eBajTyanuje, TaKO M 3a pasfBajameM 00a HaBeleHa TpeHfa Off
Hacrojama ja ce JXH HayyHuuy opujeHTHIIYy Ka IPYLITBEHOM
IOTIPMHOCY KaKO Ia KpeaTopu peopMu Bue.

Vctpaxkusame je, 3aTuM, YCMEPEHO Ha carjeflaBambe pe-
3ynrara JobujeHnx mpoydaBameM MehyHapomHUX KOHBEHINja,
Ipernopyka, objaBa u Apyrux Tekcrosa Bogehux MehyHapogHux
HNOMUTUYKUX ¥ HAYYHMX MHCTUTYLMja ¥ opraHmsanuja. [Tomm-
TuKa YHecka, CaBera EBpone u OEBC 3HavajHO je pasnnunta
op nonutuke OEPC (OECD), MM® u Csetcke 6aHke, Kafia je
o IXH peu. OBe opranusanyje pasyMejy IpecyiH! 3Hauyaj Ha-
YYHOT NO3HaBamba MJEHTUTETCKUX IUTaiba 3a YCIOCTAB/bamhe
MUpa ¥ CTaOWIHOCTH (makae ¥ OfpxXuBOr pasBoja). Cymap-
HO, MOXe Ce 3aK/by4UTH Jja foMaha Hay4Ha MONUTHKA, Kaja je
Bpe[HOBalbe y NUTAmY, 3HAUajHO 3a0cTaje 3a MebyHapomHuM
CTaHJAP/YIMa, O YeMy CBaKaKO Bpefy 06jaBUTH U 3aCeOHY CTY-
nujy. TakBa crymuja ysehe y 063up cTaBoBe ITo6amHe aHTpO-
HOJIOIIKE 3ajefHuIle Ipema ofHocy craryca JXH u muxosor
noTeHIjaa 3a yyemhe y pasBojHuM nomurrkama. JJocagamma
UCKycTBa pajia y CBETCKOM CaBeTy aHTPOIIOJOWIKKX JPyLITa-
Ba IIOKa3yjy fa ce KOJIeTMHMIE ¥ KOJIeTe 9yfe, alny IOAp>KaBajy
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cpicky JIXH sajennniy ma oncranemo y 60p6u mpoTys Hever
TONMUKO JPyLITBeHO TeTHOT. OHM YKa3yjy Ha IpuMep pas3Boj-
HMX ITONMTHKA KOje y IMXOBUM TpPafiuiiijaMa He CITy»Ke CaMoIIo-
HIKaBamy. [T0ce6HO BICOK CTeTleH MOHOCA M3pakaBajy Kojere
ca jy>xHe 3eM/blHe XeMucdepe, KOJ KOjUX je U3paXkeH aHTUKO-
JIOHUja/THU CEHTVMEHT. YKa3yjy M Ha 3aMKe ,,0TIOopa“ y Koje Cy
caMM ymajaju, HoceOHO CTaB/bambe Ipell ,y3MU JIM OCTaBU
CUTyalVjy TUIA ,,CBPIIEHOT YMHA‘, Kajia Cy npuHyheHu fa Xut-
HO Hampase u3060p fa nmu he HaCTaBUTU A CTyXe COICTBEHOM
[PYLITBY, MU IMOGATHNM KOpIOpalyjaMa 1 JIOKalTHUM Kaba-
paxmjama. OBaj TMI KOMIIapaTVBHe IepCIeKTuBe, Takohe, 1mo-
TBphyje mpuMaT NpUPOJHMX HayKa VM TEXHONOTWje y APYLITBY 1
y HUXOBMM Jp>KaBaMa, aly He ¥ Y aKaJIeMCKUM ¥ Ky/ITYPHUM
KPyroBuMa (XyMaHNCTHKA Ce ¥ Ja/be Y MHOTUM JIp)KaBaMa Jio-
KVBJ/baBa KA0 MHTEIPaIHN e/leMEeHT BICOKe KYITYPpe, TOK ce ap-
»KaBHa yIpaBa OC/aiba Ha IPYIITBEHE HayKe.

KonauHo, y eHrneckoj Bep3uju monyhes je u JOnpuHoc jas-
HUM TONMTHKAaMa — KOHKpPeTHa pellielba KOja ce MOTYy IpuMe-
HUTH, Y CIy43jy Ja C€ OfyCTaHe Of HEJaBHO ITOHOBO 3ay3eTOr
OLITPOT Kypca.

bt

Ha nu ce ciisapu donaxo fotpasmwajy? Ilocnenmux rogyuxa
IPUMETAH j€ HAlpeJaK y IOMTOBalby PAaBHONPABHOCTY CIELN-
GbuuHNX 1 BeoMa pas3IMYNTIX HAayYHNUX 1ojba. [TocTenena ausep-
cuduKanyja KpUTepujyMa 1 ajaTa BpeIHOBamba Pe3y/nTar je Kako
yHyTpauImber nputucka (ornopa [IXH HayuHuKa) Tako U mpemno-
3HaBalba CBETCKMX TPEHMOBA. Y IOCTENbe BpeMe IPUMETaH je
U TIPUBUJIHM IAPaJiOKC — €BPOIeN3alja ¥ MHTEPHALMOHA/IA3a-
IMja, KOjMMa je IIpUMeHa CLMjeHTOMeTpyje HaBOJHO Tpebano fa
CITy>X1, IOBENIE CY JIO BeHOT YKupama. Moxe ce 3aK/by4uTu fia je
CpIICKa Hay4Ha MOJIUTMKA PEMATMBHO YIIPUCTOjeHa — HEe 3aCHUBA
ce BUIIe HAa CAaMOIIOPUIIAIbY I ¥ CaMOUCTpeb/berby, PENosHaje
3HAYaj OYyBara Hay4He Vi TEXHOMOIIKe OAlITIHE, OYNIbe /A I10-
Kasyje pasyMmeBame 3a ApyIITBeHe ¥ KynTypHe dyHkimje IXH
U — IITO je y OBOM KOHTEKTY HajBaKHMje — MMa HaroBeIlTaja Ja
he mpecratn na mamehe xpurepujyMe BpemHOBama TabopaTo-
PUjCKIX VICTPAKVBakba CBMM OCTA/IMM THUIIOBMMA OaB/berba Hay-
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KoM (Off dera IITeTe MMajy 1 OpojHe Apyre MPUPOLHE, MEAUIVIH-
CKe U TeXHNYKe JVUCLMIINHE).

[TpaBMIHMK O paHIVpamy M KaTeropusaluju HaydHMX
vacomnca, [IpBUIHNK 0 MUHMMATHUM YC/IOBMMA 3a U300p Ha-
CTaBHUKA Y TIO/bY APYIITBEHO-XYMAaHUCTUYKMX HayKa YHUBEp-
suteta y beorpamy, Cranmapay 3a akpeguTanyjy CTYAMjCKUX
IIporpama JOKTOPCKUX CTYAMja 1 Pyra aKTa IOHeTa y IPeTXof-
HOM IIepUOJY CYTepHUIy Jia ce MOCTeNeHO okpeheMo MCTUHCKM
€BPOIICKOM TPEHJY — YKUJjalby CLMjeHTOMETPHjCKe eBalyalyje
32 XyMaHUCTUKY ¥ HallMIOHaJ/IHe JPYLITEHe HayKe.

KbyuHe peun: BpeHOBame NCTPAXVBAMKA, BPEIHOBAIbE
- [IpyIITBEHe HayKe, BPEHOBabe — XYMAHNCTIKA, HAyYHV 4aco-
IVCH — UMITAKT-(PaKTOp, KBATUTET UCTPAXIBamba, (pMHAHCHparbe
VICTPKIBakba, YHUBEP3UTETCKa yHanpebera, HayqHa TONUTHKA,
KBAJIMTATUBHO VCTPAXVBakbe, KOHCEKBEHIMjaHa aHamm3a, Cp-
01ja, eBPOIICKe MHTETrpalyje, HayKa y JPYIUTBY, jaBHE IO/THKE
3aCHOBaHe Ha MCTPAXVBABIIMA, PETyIaTOpHe pedopMe, a]MUHN-
cTpatyBHe pedopMe, IPYIITBEHM yTULdj HAyKe, aHTPOIONOIHja
HayKe, aHTpoOIojoruja obpasoBarma, aHTpomonoruja Esporcke
YHMje, METOLONIOTMja [IPYLITBEHVX HayKa, McTOpuja 1 (umoso-
duja Hayke, KynTypHO Hacnebe, KynTypHo mamhere, MunmcTap-
CTBO IIPOCBeETe, HayKe 1 TEXHOOLIKOT pa3Boja Perybmuke Cpouje,
WCAA, ERASMUS+ Jean Monnet, PERFORM, ENRESSH.
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