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TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE EVALUATION PANEL AND THE COORDINATOR

This document sets out the standard Terms of Reference applicable to the Panel.
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1 Background and purpose

Discipline and research field evaluations at the Academy of Finland are one of the key elements in the long-term development of research and science policy in Finland. In its performance agreement for 2007, the Academy’s Research Council for Culture and Society decided that the quality and status of Finnish arts research done at the art universities and the University of Lapland’s Faculty of Art and Design be evaluated with respect to the international level. The field of Finnish arts research has not been comprehensively evaluated nationwide before, so the evaluation was considered highly relevant and justified. In addition, the original proposal for this evaluation came from researchers in the field. 
The evaluation should cover the disciplines of arts research of the art universities and the Faculty of Art and Design at the University of Lapland, with a view to assessing the strengths and weaknesses of research and researcher training of securing internationally high-standard research/researchers in future.

The present evaluation combines an external assessment by an international evaluation panel with an internal self-assessment exercise. The purpose of the evaluation is to support the future development of this research field. The main objectives of the external evaluation are: to examine the quality of the research of the units during 2003–2007; and to provide recommendations on how to develop the research and researcher training of the field in future.

2 Definition of the field to be evaluated

The field to be evaluated consists of arts research and researcher training carried out by Finnish art universities i.e. the University of Art and Design Helsinki (www.taik.fi/en), the Theatre Academy (www.teak.fi/eng), the Sibelius Academy (www.siba.fi/en), the Finnish Academy of Fine Arts (www.kuva.fi/portal/english), and the Faculty of Art and Design at the University of Lapland (www.ulapland.fi/english). The evaluation should be focused mainly on the field, not on a unit, research group or individual researchers, although these structures form the basic tools for the evaluation.

3 Organisation

The evaluation is commissioned by the Research Council for Culture and Society of the Academy of Finland. The Council appointed a Steering Committee to lead and support the execution of the evaluation. 

The evaluation is carried out in cooperation with the Finnish Ministry of Education.
The members of the Steering Committee are:

Professor Lea Rojola, Chair (University of Turku and member of the Academy Research Council for Culture and Society); and the members: Research Director Päivi Hovi-Wasastjerna, University of Art and Design Helsinki (member of the Academy Research Council for Culture and Society); Dr Hannu Saha, Chair of the Arts Council of Finland; Mr Risto Ruohonen, Director General of the Finnish National Gallery; and Professor Marja Tuomela, University of Lapland (member of the Academy Research Council for Culture and Society).

The appointed coordinator, a list of the invited Panel members, a list of the evaluation documents to be submitted and the Terms of Reference have been reviewed and approved by the Steering Committee.  
4 International Evaluation Panel

The external evaluation will be carried out by an international Panel of independent high-level experts.

The Academy of Finland has invited five renowned scientists as evaluators:

Chair
Professor Richard Buchanan, Carnegie Mellon University, School of Design, USA  

  

Vice Chair

Professor Emerita Riitta Nikula, University of Helsinki, Finland
Members
Professor Sven Ahlbäck, Royal College of Music in Stockholm, Sweden
Professor Omar Calabrese, University of Siena, Italy

Professor Claudia Jeschke, University of Salzburg, Austria
5 Objectives of the evaluation

The purpose of this exercise is to evaluate Finnish arts research and researcher training in the units defined above. The evaluation period is 2003–2007, on which the future recommendations to be provided will be based.

The objectives of the evaluation are:

1) To evaluate the quality of arts research in Finland as compared to the international level
2) To identify the strengths and weaknesses of the research 
3) To estimate communication and collaboration with key partners at home and abroad

4) To estimate the significance of arts research to Finnish society 
5) To evaluate the efficacy of the research, i.e. how much output is produced in relation to the resources invested

6) To evaluate the quality of researcher training
7) To make suggestions and recommendations to ensure the future supply of qualified academic and art professionals in Finland  
8) To make suggestions and recommendations for the further development of arts research and research policy in Finland.
6 Evaluation criteria

The basic unit to be evaluated by the Panel is a university or a relevant part thereof (Appendix 1: Instructions to submission form). The units are mostly interdisciplinary research environments. Each unit will be evaluated as such, but the focus is on the research field as a whole. 
The Panel is asked to give:

· A written statement of the quality of the research, achieved results, academic contribution as well as doctoral training,

· A written statement of the quality and efficiency of the research environment and organisation,

· Written feedback about the interaction between research and society, and the impact of it,

· Recommendations for the future of the field.

The main emphasis is on evaluation of academic research. The Panel should ensure that the evaluation takes into account all relevant material available.

6.1  Academic quality of the research
The Panel’s main role is to evaluate the quality of research and researcher training. The quality statement is based on the evaluation documents submitted by the units. Panel members will have the opportunity to complete this information during their site visits. All research, whether basic or applied, should be given equal weight.

The quality statement must reflect the work of all the research staff listed in a unit.

Important issues to be considered include:

· What is the international quality and status of the unit’s research?

· What are the competence and cooperation relationships of the unit?  
· What is the significance of the research (projects) to the professional promotion of the researcher’s or artist’s career?

· How innovative and challenging are the research programmes and research lines?

· What is the impact and status of the research within each research sub-field?
· What is the role of arts and research interaction in research and researcher training?

· What is the significance of research including artistic productions or products? 

6.2 Research environment and organisation

The evaluation deals with research environments, prevailing research practices and collaborative networks.

Important issues to be considered include:

· What kind of a research environment facilitates the research in terms of funding, infrastructure and mobility (strengths, weaknesses, needs for improvement)?

· What is characteristic of the activity, management and administration in the field?

· Are the national and international networks sufficient (universities, research centres, enterprises)?

· How does the research interrelate with the strategies of the parent organisation?

· What is the role of interdisciplinarity within the research groups as well as in the whole field? 
· What is the quality of the researcher training and its organisation.
6.3 Interaction between research and society

The Panel is asked to write feedback about the interaction between research and society. The feedback is to be based on all evaluation documents as well as interviews. The Panel should especially consider other activities such as expert tasks, productions and exhibitions, communication of research results to the public and artistic community, technology transfer and cooperation with other sectors of society. Bearing in mind that the assessed research field is arts and design, the Panel should pay special attention to the contribution of each unit to national cultural life as well as to the innovativeness of the research on a national and international level. 
The questions to be asked are “How actively and efficiently does the unit communicate its points and findings to various stakeholders and the rest of society and in what way does the research of the unit contribute to society?” The Panel should consider this issue from the point of view of, for example, development of cultural life, common understanding on arts, use of novel technical solutions and innovations, the impact the research has on artistic practices, contribution to art pedagogy in society at large and artists’ education in particular. The Panel is asked to discuss the interaction between the research of the unit and society from relevant aspects.
Important issues:

· How fruitful is cooperation between the unit and the various actors of society, and what kinds of results have been achieved?

· Is the research of the field relevantly focused with respect to the future scenarios of national as well as international developments?

· What is the academic and non-academic (arts, business R&D, administration,) need for research doctorates in the field, and how well is it met with the current intensity of doctoral training?

· In case of innovations, how are the results of research transferred to industrial producers and partners who are able to develop new products for the market and society? 
· Is sufficient and systematic effort made to find suitable collaborators for the commercialising and visibility of productions and innovations? 
6.4 Panel recommendations for the future

The Panel is asked to provide recommendations for the future development of the research field. The Panel will need to consider that the recommendations should be focused mainly on the field, not on single units, research groups or researchers. 
Key issues to be addressed are:

· What strengths and weaknesses does the field have in Finland, for example, is there missing expertise in certain sub-fields or overrepresentation compared to the total research volume?

· What opportunities and challenges does the field have?

· How should the field improve its performance in carrying out its research?

· What kinds of means could be recommended to improve and strengthen the research performance at various levels?

The Panel should provide recommendations on:

· Research representing single-, multi- and interdisciplinarity
· Research including artistic productions and products

· Development of research: staff, environment and infrastructure

· Strengthening the effectiveness and impact of the research on society

· Development and securing of training and research enthusiasm

· Suggestions on how to guarantee enough research-active staff in future

· Other issues. 

7 Tasks, responsibilities and working arrangements of the Panel

In conducting the expert evaluation, Panel members will base their examination on desk research at home on the basis of the background information to be provided. Ultimately, this will supplement their view during the site visits in Finland.

Panel members will set responsibilities within the panel and together with the evaluation office at the Academy of Finland. All evaluation documents are provided by the evaluation office. For the full description of the research-active staff and the evaluation documents, please see the Instructions to submission form (Appendix 1), which will be used by the units being assessed when preparing their evaluation documents.

7.1 Desk research

Desk research will be carried out before the site visits. The material includes facts about the research staff and funding:
· list of publications

· collection of the best publications of senior researchers to be sent to Panel members by their inquiries
· list of doctoral theses

· lists of visits and collaborations
· lists of the most important artistic work of the research-active staff 

· self-assessment exercise of the unit.
7.2 Site visits and interviews

The site visits will consist of the following sessions:

· A session for presentations organised and selected by the institution 

· Interview of a subset of researchers during the site visit, for example:

· Heads of units (research)

· Professors, senior staff, postdoctoral researchers, visiting foreign scholars

· PhD students, junior researchers

The specific timetable and instructions will be provided by the evaluation office at the Academy of Finland in due time.

7.3 Confidentiality and secrecy

Panel members undertake not to make any use of and not to divulge to third parties any public or non-public facts, such as information, knowledge, documents or other matters communicated to them or brought to their attention during the performance of the evaluation. Confidentiality must also be maintained after the evaluation process has been completed.

7.4 Publicity of the evaluation material

The evaluation and the ratings are confidential and for official use only. Once the evaluation has been completed, panellists are required to destroy all evaluation documents and any copies made of them, or return them to the Academy. The evaluation report is confidential and only for official use until publication.  
The evaluation report including the main recommendations is based on the evaluation criteria defined by the Academy of Finland. The evaluation report will be written and edited by the Panel members (main responsibility of the Panel Chair) with the assistance of the Evaluation Coordinator. Prior to final editing and publishing, the units being assessed are given the opportunity to review the report to correct any factual errors. The Academy will publish the final evaluation report in its publication series in both printed and electronic form (www.aka.fi/publications).

7.5 Conflicts of interest

Panel members are required to declare any personal conflicts of interest. They must disqualify themselves if they can in any way benefit from a positive or negative statement concerning the research group under evaluation. They must also disqualify themselves in the following circumstances:

· They have close collaboration with the research group to be evaluated (e.g. have co-authored a scientific article, research plan or funding application during the past three years, or are planning to co-author one/some of these in the near future).

· They have acted as a superior, subordinate or instructor of the research group during the past three years

· The member of the research group is a close person to them. A close person is:

1) their spouse (also de facto), child, grandchild, sibling, parent, grandparent or a person otherwise especially close to them (e.g. fiancé/e or a close friend), as well as their spouses (also de facto),

2) a sibling of their parent or his/her spouse (also de facto), a child of their sibling, their previous spouse (also de facto),

3) a child, grandchild, sibling, parent or grandparent of their spouse as well as their spouses (also de facto), a child of a sibling of their spouse, 

4) or a half-relative comparable to the above mentioned. 

Panel members are also disqualified if their impartiality may otherwise be endangered, or if they feel that they have a conflict of interest and are therefore disqualified to evaluate the research group. 

Therefore, if you feel that you are unable to evaluate a research group, you must notify the Academy as well as the other Panel members of it as soon as possible. The clarification of all conflict of interest matters must preferably be done during the first panel meeting.

7.6 Declaration

Accepting the task as a member of an evaluation Panel, I guarantee not to disclose the information I receive as Panel member and not to use it for anybody’s benefit or disadvantage as it is stipulated in the paragraph “Confidentiality”. Further, I affirm that if I have a conflict of interest I will immediately inform the Academy as well as the other Panel members of it.
8 Timetable of the evaluation process

2007 Mar 
Decision to organise an international evaluation by the Research Council for Culture and Society

2007 Sep 
Appointment of the Steering Committee by the Research Council

2008 Feb
Exploratory Workshop for researchers in the field

2008 Jan 
Appointment of the Evaluation Coordinator

2008 Apr 
Appointment of the Evaluation Panel
2008 Mar-Apr 
Definition of evaluation criteria

2008 Apr-May 
Preparation of the documents and self-evaluation by units being assessed
2008 May-Jun 
Preparation and delivery of evaluation documents

2008 Sep-Oct 
Site visits to the units being assessed

2008 Oct-Dec 
Preparation of the report

2009 Feb-Mar 
Publication and release of the report
2009 Jan-Mar
Recommendations for the procedure of follow-up by the Steering Committee
2009- 
Follow-up of the implementation of the provided recommendations

9 Coordination of evaluation

The evaluation process is operationally coordinated by Evaluation Coordinator Dr Johanna Laakkonen and Science Adviser Tiina Forsman from the Academy of Finland (Unit for Culture and Society). The duties of the Coordinator are to compile the evaluation documents collected from the field as well as to assist the Panel during the site visits and the report editing. The administrative support and assistance for the Evaluation Steering Committee and Coordinator as well as the practical details of the seminars and site visits are organised by the Academy of Finland.

10 Funds

The evaluation is funded by the Research Council for Culture and Society of the Academy of Finland. The Academy will pay an expert fee to the Panel members. All travel expenses related to the Panel’s visits and accommodation in Finland will be covered or reimbursed by the Academy of Finland.

