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1. Introduction1 

 

The three year research evaluation exercise (VTR) promoted by the Committee for 

Evaluation of Research (CIVR) between 2001 and 2003 published its results at the 

beginning of 2006. In Italy this is the first national evaluation experience for research 

products with the participation of all universities and numerous other research 

institutions. The exercise is also unique in Italian public institutions in that it directly 

compares performance in institutions that receive State funding. 

Italian universities have thus once again, with even greater impact than before, 

played the role of an experimental laboratory in the field of evaluation (Rebora, 1999 – 

Minelli, Rebora, Turri, 2002). This role helps to understand the potentials, the 

contribution, the limits and criticality of the use of evaluation practices that many 

people throughout Europe consider to be the basic tool for improving the Higher 

Education System.  

The aim of this study is an initial direct analysis of the main features of the 

CIVR exercise taking into consideration the entire process, from its conception to its 
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realisation, in order to weigh up the strong and the weak points, bearing in mind the 

state of the art of research evaluation in Europe. 

 

2 The three year research evaluation exercise, CIVR 2001-2003 

 

The CIVR was set up by legislative decree 204 in 1998 to promote research evaluation 

by supporting quality and the enhanced use of national technological and scientific 

research. The seven members of the committee are appointed by a decree of the 

President of the Council of Ministers. These members, who include foreigners, have to 

possess proven qualifications and experience, must be chosen from among a wide range 

of disciplines and methodologies and may ask for leave if they are civil servants.  

The exercise, known as VTR, regards research activities in the three year period 

2001-2003. In December 2003 the ministerial decree no. 2206 set the assessment 

procedure in motion. The universities fulfilled their duties in 2004 and the results were 

published in the first semester of 2006. 

In order to carry out the VTR, the CIVR sets up area committees or panels. Each 

panel is responsible for one of the 20 scientific-disciplinary areas, 14 CUN areas and 6 

special areas2, on which the evaluation exercise is articulated. The members of the 

panels are appointed annually by the Ministry of Education, University and Research 

following proposals from the CIVR and according to suitable criteria of selection. 

Altogether there are 151 panellists: 54 per cent from Italian universities, 12 per cent 

from Italian research institutions, 9 per cent from Italian industries, 25 per cent from 

foreign universities and institutions. Each panel elects a president from among its 

members who convenes meetings and ensures that activities are carried out correctly.  
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The panellists are bound by a code of conduct by which they must: 

- perform their duties autonomously of the universities that are being assessed; 

- follow the procedures and indications of the CIVR; 

- guarantee confidentiality of procedures. 

The evaluation exercise aims to evaluate the research activities in State and legally-

recognised Italian universities, public research institutions (DPCM 593/1993), ENEA 

and ASI and other public and private institutions that request the evaluation exercise.  

This paper focuses on the 77 universities involved in the VTR and not on research 

institutions. This is mainly to avoid complication over names and terms, even though 

the performance in the research institutions is the same as the universities. 

The evaluation procedure adopts a peer review system based on assessment of the 

merits of certain research products indicated by the universities3. The exercise (CIVR, 

2004a, 2004b and 2004c) is articulated in three consecutive stages under the auspices of 

the universities, panels and CIVR respectively. The evaluation procedure requires the 

research institutions to select and send the CIVR a number of research products that 

corresponds to 25 per cent of the total number of permanent academic staff (researchers, 

associate professors and professors). Research products include chapters in books, 

articles published in scientific journals, patents, projects, compositions, drawings and 

designs, performances, shows and exhibitions, manufactures and works of art. Works 

that are purely editorial or exclusively for teaching purposes are not considered research 

products.  

The universities themselves select the research products and the evaluation nucleus 

must certify that the selected products exist. The CIVR has, however, laid down 

guidelines for selecting the products (also through the informative system it has 
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adopted). In addition, each evaluation nucleus has to prepare a comprehensive report on 

the research activity. 

During the evaluation procedure the president of each panel gives every panellist a 

maximum of 150 research products to assess. The panellists do not personally carry out 

the assessment but assign it to external referees proposed by the panellists themselves 

and then appointed collectively by the panel. The informative system then informs all 

the panel members on how the products for assessment have been allocated. On average 

each referee is given 5 research products and has to make an assessment of merit for 

each one. 

The panellists have to ensure that the evaluation process of the products is carried 

out correctly and promptly until the referees give the rating. The CIVR and the panels 

make sure the rating stays anonymous. 6661 referees were involved and included: 

- 59 per cent from Italian universities; 

- 22 per cent from foreign institutions; 

- 17 per cent from Italian research institutions;   

- 2 per cent from Italian firms. 

Each product is assessed by at least two referees who formulate a descriptive 

evaluation according to the following criteria:  

- quality, which expresses the opinion of peers on the positioning of the product in 

terms of scientific excellence in the scale of ratings laid down by the 

international scientific community; 

- importance, which expresses the added value for progress in the sector, science 

in general and also for the ensuing social benefits; 
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- originality of innovation, which expresses the contribution to progress in the 

sector in question; 

- international standing and international competitive potential, which expresses 

the position in the international scenario in terms of importance, 

competitiveness, editorial circulation and the recognition by the scientific 

community; 

- occupational-economic impact (as far as the application of the results is 

concerned) which expresses the economic, social, cultural and also potential 

effects of the product. 

Each referee is required to synthesise his opinion in a comprehensive assessment of the 

product according to one of the four levels shown in Table 1. 

 

Table 1 

 

The presidents of the panels check whether identical products exist elsewhere and 

ensure that assessment is homogeneous.  

After evaluation by the referees, each panel, divided into sub-panels if necessary, 

prepares a final report in three parts: 

1. Consensus report, where the referees’ assessment of the individual research 

products is critically re-examined and a single assessment is given (excellent, 

good, acceptable, limited). 

2. Ranking list, where the universities are listed according to their rating. Each 

research product is given a numerical appraisal depending on the rating obtained 

(excellent: 1; good: 0,8; acceptable: 0,6; limited: 0,2). The university’s rating in 

a specific area equals the mean of the score obtained by its products selected in 

 5



 6

that area. The ranking list gives each university’s performance in the area, 

grouping the results according to the number of products selected (mega 

structures, over 74 products – large structures between 25 and 74 – medium 

sized  structures between 10 and 24 and small structures, less than 10 products). 

Within each grouping the universities are first ranked according to their rating, 

second according to the percentage of excellent products and third on the basis 

of the degree of ownership of the excellent products. 

3. Final report on the area, where the methodology and organisation of the work of 

the panel (including the setting up of any sub panels) are synthesised, the strong 

and weak points of the area are identified, the elements of applicative 

valorisation are further investigated and possible specific actions for 

improvement are suggested. 

Lastly, the CIVR prepares a final report based on the panel reports4. This report takes 

into account the data transmitted by the universities and the reports of each evaluation 

nucleus. It is articulated on: 

- assessment of merit expressing each University’s scientific productivity and 

ability to manage the development and spin-off of research; 

- evaluation of the area and global merit of the national research system, that 

results from the integration of the elements of analysis in the hands of the 

CIVR. 

 

 

3  First results of the evaluation exercise and their uses 
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The use of the results and, above all, the consequences on the funding of the structures 

are extremely important in terms of the role played by the research evaluation system. 

The experience of the RAE in England where the panels express a synthetic 

appraisal with a scale from 1 to 5 for each research institution is a model for Europe. 

The final assessment is made without the panels ever visiting the university and is used 

with different criteria by the four main public-funding bodies to decide on the amount 

of funds to be allocated to research. For example, the HEFCE fund, unlike the RAE 

2001, did not give funds to institutions with a rating of 1 and 2 whereas an institution 

with a rating of 5 received approximately 4 times more funds (for the same amount of 

research) than an institution with a rating of 3. 

However, in Europe there are also very different concepts of evaluation. One only 

has to think of the Dutch system which has existed since 1993 and was significantly 

modified in 2003. Here, the three-year cycles of self assessment are integrated every six 

years with exercises carried out by external panels. There are no links between results 

and university funding whereas great emphasis is placed on self-assessment and in 

general on the initiatives of the individual universities which organise the evaluation 

activities of the panels and ensure that the results are published. The national 

authorities, on the other hand, limit themselves to the role of meta-evaluation 

guaranteeing the overall correctness of the system.  

Peer review is the methodological basis shared by the English RAE, the Dutch 

system and the VTR of the CIVR but the impacts are completely different.  

In the Italian exercise the uses of assessment have still not been made absolutely clear. 

The official documents regarding the exercise state that (CIVR, 2004b): “when 
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allocating public funds to research activities, priority will be given to those structures 

that have taken part in the evaluation exercise”.  

However, at present the main source of the State university funding, the FFO, which 

makes the annual transfer of the necessary funds for running the universities, allocates a 

larger sum on the basis of well consolidated experience. The remaining sum is allocated 

according to criteria specially formulated by the National Committee for Assessment of 

the University System (CNVSU) which stipulate that 30 per cent of these funds will 

depend on the results of scientific research activities. The Ministry of Education, 

University and Research for the 2006 exercise5 is oriented towards using the results of 

the VTR when allocating these funds.  

The first results of the VTR were presented during a press conference held at the 

ministry of Education, University and Research at the end of January 2006 and posted 

on the CIVR website. 

At the same time, the results of the assessments formulated by the area panels were 

given. These included: 

- a final report for each area; 

- the rating of each university; 

- the ranking list of the universities subdivided into classes according to the 

number of selected products. 

The Rector of each university was then confidentially informed of the evaluation given 

to each research product. 

To date (April 2006), the use of evaluation results appears to be confined to 

diffusion and publication of information since programmes on how they will affect the 

allocation of funds are not yet operative. 
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The posting of the data on the website and their presentation at the press conference 

highlight the trend that the CIVR intends to follow, despite the fact that it has no say in 

research funding. Because of the novelty of the evaluation exercise for the university 

system, communication is also extremely important and is linked to the natural 

dialectics between universities, national governments bodies and society. 

The preliminary phases of the VTR involved academics who were asked by their 

universities to set up the area committees for selecting products and to act as referees in 

the evaluation process. So far, the interest shown in the results of the exercise is a good 

sign in that it highlights the universities’ intention to improve the quality of scientific 

production and the research process in general. The comparative presentation of results 

also encourages the universities and departments to make improvements. The ability of 

evaluation results to stimulate improvement will be verified over the next few months 

and years. 

In any case the widespread publicity has led to great expectations regarding the pre-

announced use of the VTR results for the allocation of funds. This could affect both the 

university system whose funds are allocated by the FFO and systems inside the 

universities that allocate funds to the various departments. 

 

 

4 Light and shade of an innovative experiment 

 

The CIVR exercise must be given credit for presenting (for the first time in Italy) an 

overall picture of the results of research activities. These results are shown in Table II. 

In the case of Italian public institutions the CIVR made the unprecedented decision to 
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post on its website the rating obtained in the 20 areas by all the universities and then 

placed the universities’ performance in a ranking list. This is something completely new 

compared to the lack of courage often shown by many evaluation systems, including 

those in universities (Turri, 2003; Minelli, Rebora, Turri, 2005) whose results give no 

indication whatsoever of merit.  Moreover the fact of using peer review, based on the 

assessment of research products by high-level experts, means that evaluation is now a 

legitimate part of the university tradition and has consequently been accepted by the 

universities with very little opposition. The VTR has succeeded in introducing sound 

elements of judgment in the Italian university environment which is traditionally 

founded on collegiate harmony that seeks for consensus. 

In the case of VTR it has been fundamental not to contradict  the principles at the 

basis of university culture but to formalise evaluation practices that already existed in 

the university tradition through an exercise articulated on participation in the selection 

of research products. 

In fact, although there were no national evaluation experiences in the past, 

researchers have always submitted their products to evaluation procedures. One only 

has to think of the referee procedures for publication of articles in scientific journals, the 

competitiveness to obtain research funds or appointment to an academic post after 

comparative evaluation. 

Basically the CIVR procedure has shifted evaluation from that of a personal 

initiative to a national exercise. Even if this shift at first has no direct consequences on 

funding and the power system, it greatly affects the culture of the university 

organisation by laying the basis for a change in individual behaviour and operative 
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mechanisms. It has activated a series of dynamic processes that offer openings for a 

whole series of potential change agents. 

When considering the natural elements that make up an evaluation system for complex 

activities, that is to say concepts, methods, bodies and uses (see Figure 1), the promoters 

of the exercise have made simple, safe choices, minimising the risks of delegitimisation 

and making it possible to speed up the process. 

 

Figure 1 

 

At the basis of the system were the bodies that were set up and the operative 

methodologies. Once the CIVR was constituted the people in charge opted for panels 

and referees following in the steps of the European tradition. Peer review was the 

guarantee of a system that was widely accepted. Less attention was paid to operative 

procedures and in any case they were conditioned by the main purpose which was to act 

quickly and achieve a result  that could be presented at a national level.  

The idea or concept of evaluation may be criticised for its limited elaboration or 

excessive simplicity. It has been decided not to dwell on the subject and play safe rather 

than go into infinitely long discussions on the concept of scientific quality. A general 

concept has been accepted with reliance on the panels’ evaluative competence: 

“scientific quality will be what the panel considers it to be”. Similarly, they have 

avoided directly facing the critical question of funding, since, from this point of view, 

the general guidelines expressed by Ministry are sufficient.  

Those in charge of the CIVR have made great efforts to encourage widespread 

direct communication with members of the different scientific communities involved in 

each stage of the setting-up and management of the exercise. Right from the start, the 
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VTR and CIVR have shaken off the label of being “a mysterious object” and have made 

themselves known to all important interlocutors. 

In the change process an important role is played by player and agents so it was 

obvious that the  central bodies and panellists were not sufficient. Thus, people in 

charge of research activities throughout the country: directors of departments, 

institutions, research  centres and deans have become active agents. Evaluation was to 

be seen as a dynamic lever for stimulating their own specific structures, creating new 

openings, reorienting groups and people, starting all over again if necessary and 

reallocating funds. Some actors understood the rules of the game and its potentials and 

acted as a result but others understood very little and remained inert and passive. Even 

the selection of research products indicated by the evaluation exercise has meant that 

decision-making is oriented to certain products rather than others. In the long term this 

type of behaviour means that everyone is responsible for his own personal behaviour, 

decision-making capability in the university departments is enhanced and shifty 

behaviour is overcome. 

The evaluation exercise has led many universities to question their ability to carry 

out quality research and to make a comparison with other universities. This is the first 

important step towards strategies of valorisation and differentiation between 

universities. These strategies foresee that the universities and departments have greater 

say in management with the definition of policies for improving the quality of research. 

In addition, the international character of the exercise is fully aligned with the requisites 

of the process for the integration of education and university research in Europe and 

satisfies a widely-felt viewpoint.  
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Overall, the university and research world has responded well to the VTR and 

CIVR, accepted positively the challenge of evaluation and has made it a resource for 

innovation and change. 

In this perspective of change, technical imperfections are not so important although 

in the medium term they make room for the improper effects and unexpected undesired 

consequences that reference theories take into consideration (Smith, 1995 – Power, 

1997 - Rebora, 1999 - Van Thiel and Leeuw, 2002 - Turri, 2005). The following is a 

summary: 

1. The fact that the current evaluation exercise involves a small number of products 

means that the VTR does not assess the overall scientific  production in Italian 

universities but only assesses the universities’ ability to produce a certain number of 

research outputs that are recognised as being of international excellence. This is a 

legitimate methodological choice but one must be fully aware of it when 

interpreting the results. It is not possible or appropriate to expect that the exercise 

will give indications on the performance of the university staff, nor on the ability to 

produce volumes of research activities that are in line with the funds used. The 

exercise only refers to excellence and must be considered in this light. 

Consequently, any considerations on the results of the exercise must bear in mind 

that the reports show the peaks of excellence in the national system but are of no use 

in other matters such as the productivity of the university staff during the period that 

is being examined. On the contrary, the relationship between the results of the VTR 

and funding should take into consideration: 

- the proportion between permanent staff and selected research products, which 

should include more products in the evaluation exercise and ensure that there is 
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a closer link between active researchers in the research structures undergoing 

evaluation and the number of selected products; 

- the number of products that the university can present in each area; 

- the degree of ownership of the selected products since some have more than 20 

authors of whom only one is actually from the university presenting the product; 

- the number of products presented by a single author, as there are currently no 

limits. This brings about obvious distortions since the proportion between 

products that can be presented and university personnel is constant. 

2. Another drawback regards the criteria for drawing up the ranking list which puts 

universities of the same size in order of the absolute rating they have achieved. If the 

rating is not well balanced there is a risk that the results will be distorted. If we take 

a practical example the situation is the following (Table IV): in area 10 

(Philological-literary sciences, antiquities and arts) in the section referring to large 

structures the University of Venice and the State University of Milan have a similar 

number of researchers but selected a different number of products. However 

following the VTR criteria, the University of Venice legitimately reduced the 

number of products for evaluation from 49 (that corresponded to 25 per cent of the 

researchers in the area) to 29. This greatly increased the incidence of the total of 

selected excellent products and therefore had a positive effect on its rating. Milan, 

on the other hand, selected 48 research products corresponding exactly to the 

researchers in the area but although it had a larger absolute number of excellent 

products was given a lower rating which put it 9 places behind Venice in the ranking 

list. Although at present  there is no proof that the universities use particular 

strategies when submitting products in order to maximise the outcome of the 
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exercise, it is essential that any future evaluation exercises pay more attention to the 

prevention of possible distortions.  

 

Table 2 

 

3. The way the ranking list is structured is also questionable. Although the decision of  

ranking of university results is officially approved in the document presented at the 

beginning of the procedure, the criteria on which the ranking was to be based have 

been completely ignored6. Moreover, the sub-division of the structures according to 

the number of selected products seems to be arbitrary in the case of a product that is 

assessed as excellent when the proportion between the number of researchers and 

selectable products is fixed. The only justification  appears to be the need to increase  

the number of prestigious positions available. The solution adopted by the CIVR 

increases the available positions on the podium so up to 12 structures in each area 

can claim that they have reached one of the top three positions. In addition, this 

criteria favours universities in the mega-structure category because as there are very 

few they can easily reach the top positions. 

4. Another drawback is the difficulty in making comparisons between the research 

areas due to the fact that the panels use different criteria. The structure of the rating 

system is extremely unhomogeneous and this falsifies an overall consideration of 

the ranking obtained in different areas. The difficulty in making a comparison 

hampers the potentially valuable initiatives for comparing one university with 

another. 

5. The special areas distort the picture. Whereas the number of researchers in the 14 

CUN areas indicates how many products can be selected, in the special areas the 
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university’s desire to select products leads them to collocate researchers fictitiously 

in a particular area. This mechanism confuses the exercise by making it possible to 

cover up the different ratio between the number of personnel  in one area and the 

number of selected products. It would have been far better either to put the special 

CUN areas on the same level as the other 14 thus making it possible to appoint 

personnel directly, or consider them as part of the 14 traditional areas and give the 

task of assessment to specially set up sub-panels. 

6. If the institutions that have been evaluated want to make a study of the present three 

year period in order to plan improvements in the period to come, they will be unable 

to do so, because the time for making changes is limited to one year. It would be 

more appropriate to increase the amount of time for collecting products, so that all 

those involved could see the outcome and decide whether to make any changes. In 

practice, the way in which the exercise is articulated over time risks weakening its 

chances of achieving more direct results. 

7. The last weak point, but certainly not the least important, is that the exercise pays 

too little attention to transparency and the complete autonomy of assessment 

procedures. The efficient and determined line of action of the CIVR has 

shortcomings in terms of transparency: 

- In theory the procedure for proposing possible candidates for the panels, who are 

essential in the evaluation exercise, is to be an open public one. However, in 

practice the academic community was kept in the dark and was only given 

information on the panel when it was already set up with no details of how the 

panellists were chosen. Moreover, the CIVR document stated that there were to 

be between 5  and 9 panellists but in some cases this number rose to 17. It would 
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have been preferable to increase the number of foreign experts (at present 

limited to 25 per cent), as over 75 per cent of the selected products is in English 

and to recognise some sort of approval in the choice of panellists by the 

scientific community. 

- In the case of the 6661 referees who were chosen to give a rating (just 22 per 

cent were foreigners), the Committee decided to keep their names secret on the 

pretext of wanting to safeguard the anonymity of the evaluation. On the one 

hand, this decision may be endorsed but on the other it means that the panels are 

endowed with great responsibility so there must be absolute correctness and 

transparency when they are set up. 

- The overall results of the exercise were given widespread publicity whereas the 

detailed results for each university (i.e. the rating of the individual research 

products) were only given to the Rector and, what is more, were synthesised. 

Even the authors were not given the chance to know their own rating directly. 

- In the same way that the criteria for making the ranking list and the number of 

panellists changed during the exercise so did the evaluation regulations laid 

down in the official CIVR documents. The universities involved in the VTR 

were in no way informed nor was any reason given for the changes. 

The process also reveals large shady areas in terms of autonomy. In fact, many of 

the members of the CIVR and the area panels have posts (some of which are even very 

important) in the universities that are being assessed. In addition, they have also 

submitted research products (often in large numbers) to the evaluation exercise in which 

they have personally had a say in the evaluation criteria and have chosen and monitored 

the referees. 
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5. Conclusions 

 

In order to understand the overall impact of the exercise on the Italian universities much 

will depend on whether it is repeated in future as the term “three-year research 

evaluation” implies. Repetition of the evaluation exercise and improvements in the 

weak areas would have important consequences on the universities, otherwise the great 

ferment caused by the VTR is destined to fade away in a short time. 

The relationship between the evaluation impact and time factors is the central point 

in Jeliazkova and Westerheijdens’ paper (2002) and was taken up by Turri (2005) who 

puts forward the theory that the impact varies according to which stage in the life-cycle 

the evaluation process is in (introduction-consolidation-full development-maturity). If 

the VTR exercise were repeated, universities would find themselves in a completely 

new situation. They would be forced to pass from one situation where they had no idea 

of the result because the exercise was new to one where they were aware of the cyclical 

repetition of evaluation and would thus be spurred on to activate strategies and 

behaviour enhancing the quality of their research. 

To conclude, two considerations are worthy of note in the light of European 

experiences. The first regards the absolute methodological coherence of the VTR with 

European exercises through the adoption of an evaluation mechanism based on peer 

review. Peer review is the key element in the evaluation process and is responsible for 

the overall positive opinion diffused about it. The emphasis that Italian universities 

place on the evaluation procedures hinges on peer review which also acts as a link 
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between the Italian experience and the main evaluation experiences throughout 

Europe7.  

Thus, by using peer review the CIVR procedure makes a fundamental contribution 

non only to the university evaluation scenario but also to public administration in 

general. The VTR confirms the issues highlighted by literature i.e. the evaluation 

practice cannot be limited to a mechanical exercise, especially in non-standardisable 

environments (Noordegraaf and Abma, 2003; Popper and Wilson, 2003; Baker and 

Hayes, 2004). Automatic mechanisms, statistical surveys and indicators will never 

substitute a critical judgment (which finds its natural home in human mediation and 

elaboration) but may be helpful when making one. Evaluation is therefore not an 

activity that can be entrusted to automatic sterile mechanisms or to standard procedures 

but is an act of intelligence which requires one to take on critical responsibilities 

(Power, 2003, Rebora, 2003). So, more attention must be paid to professional 

accountability that is more capable of operating in highly autonomous operative 

contexts (Pomzek, 2000; Huisman and Currie, 2004) and to the importance of 

organisational culture in evaluation (Kunda, 1992; Turri, 2005). Even if the VTR is 

promoted after an overall comparison with European experiences, there is nonetheless a 

warm call to overcome the present limitations of the exercise. 

The more advanced evaluation exercises show that there are marked phenomena of 

distortion with the repetition and consolidation of the exercises. In the English system 

where there are strong links with funding, many opportunistic or in any case improper 

effects and strategies have been singled out by literature (Elton, 2000; Talib and Steele, 

2000; Morgan, 2004; Sharp and Coleman, 2005; Taper and Salter, 2003; Turri, 2005).  
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On the part of the organisations that are being assessed there is a strong tendency to 

develop perverse learning behaviour, once they have understood the evaluation 

mechanisms that are finalised to using any means possible to maximise results (Smith, 

1995; Power, 1997; Van Thiel and Leeuw, 2002; Rebora, 2003; Turri, 2005). The 

stimulus to act in this way increases exponentially when there are connections between 

evaluation reports and the mechanisms for funding research activities.  

As shown in this article, the present structure of the VTR CIVR exercise is 

extremely fragile. The novelty of the first edition may have prevented the large scale 

diffusion of improper phenomena but this situation must be resolved before any future 

exercises take place since there is the risk that the impact of the weak points will 

increase in the next exercise and compromise the whole outcome.  

 

Table 3 
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Notes 

 
1 Grateful thanks are due to Prof. Pieter De Meijer, former Rector of the University of 

Amsterdam and currently President of the Evaluation Nucleus of the University of Padova and 

Roma Three, for the stimulating debates on VTR.  

2 The Areas correspond to 14 scientific-disciplinary areas defined by the National University 

Committee (CUN) and 6 special Areas chosen by CIVR on the basis of their importance in Italy 

and their coherence with the aims of the National Research Programme (PNR) and the E.U. 

research and development programmes (Science and technologies for an information and 

communication society, Science and Technologies for quality and safety of food, Sciences and 

technologies of nano/microsystems, Areo-spatial science and technologies, Sciences and 

technologies for sustainable development and governance: financial, social, energetic and 

environmental aspects, Sciences and technologies for the evaluation and enhancement of 

cultural heritage).  

3 As well as the evaluation of research products in universities and research institutions, the 

official documents foresee the prospective and retrospective evaluation of research products that 

come within the PNR (National Research Programme) and are the subject of specific funding. 

However, the relevant panels have not yet been set up and so the process is not operative.  

4 Up to April 2006 this report has not been issued.  

5 This transpires from the scheme of the decree for the allocation of the FFO 2006 transmitted 

by the MIUR to the CRUI. 

6 The reported data correspond to what the panels have effectively done. However , the official 

documents lay down that the universities be collocated in the ranking lists (according to the 

sector of competence of the panels) in the merit ranking shown below. 

- A: At least 50 per cent of the products is assessed as excellent and the remaining as 

good 
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- B: At least 30 per cent of the products is assessed as excellent and the remaining as 

good 

- C: At least 50 per cent of the products is assessed as excellent or good and the 

remaining as acceptable 

- D: At least 30 per cent of the products is assessed as excellent or good and less than 50 

per cent as limited 

- E: At least 20 per cent of the products is assessed as excellent or good and less than 50 

per cent as limited 

- F: Less than 20 per cent of the products is assessed as excellent or good and less than 50 

per cent as limited 

- NV (Not assessable): More than 50 per cent of the products is assessed as 

In the ranking list the universities were also to be ranked according to: 

- the number of products selected by the structure for each specific area 

- the degree of mean ownership of the selected products. 

7 When considering the changes that have taken place in the RAE since its introduction in 1986, 

Tapper (2003) acknowledges the fact that the true identity of the exercise is to be found in peer 

review. 
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