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Short memorandum about the ex-post evaluation to the attention of the Belgian Science Policy (Belspo) and the Rectors of the Belgian universities involved 

The site-visit of our project took place on November 25th, 2005 at the VUB. Beforehand, all the required documents and access to the networks' website had, as required, been provided by the network to both Belspo and the evaluation panel. On December 5th, 2005 we received the Preliminary Evaluation Report (PER) of the evaluation panel (Annex 1). On December 12th, 2005 we sent our diverging and disagreeing comments on this PER to the evaluation panel (Annex 2). And finally on December 21, 2005, through Belspo, we received a reply to our comments from the evaluation panel. In this reply the evaluation panel decided not to change its report and gave in addition some replies to our arguments (Annex 3). 

In this memorandum we want to formally inform Belspo and our Rectors that we still do not agree with the evaluation. Even if we do not request any immediate action or response, we want our disagreement to be explicitly noted and filed, because of the relevance of the ex-post evaluation in the selection process for the next phase of the IAP-program. From this last perspective we want to emphasize however that, notwithstanding its criticisms and weak 'marks', the evaluation panel is definitely positive about the continuation of our project in the next phase. 

Although the last reply of the evaluation panel is a little more balanced and explanatory than the sketchy, repetitive and incomplete comments of the PER, it does not answer the points we made in our comments. As a result we still do not agree with the arguments of the panel, neither with the overall and indistinctive 'average' score our project has been granted..

Very concisely summarized, the main reason for our disagreement is that the evaluation panel has explicitly limited its perspective to "the evaluation of the network as a whole, from an international perspective" in disregard of both the specific objectives of the IAP-program in general and the stated goals and particular organization of our project on the basis of which it was selected. The work done by the panel was thus partial (and could actually have been done by any scientist/lawyer/philosopher, not even familiar at all with our field). Moreover, the evaluation panel did not take into account the content and the relevance of our work.. 

This is why, in our opinion, the evaluation panel has inter alia failed 
- to take into account the very essence of our project which did not aim as its first target to produce effects as a network, but which mainly considered the intensive networking as an experimental and educational means to enrich and cross-fertilize the disciplinary research of the participating teams, researchers and 'practitioners' (cf. p. 2-4 of Annex 2), and thus, consequently also of their more 'local' outputs (which have been more or less entirely discarded by the evaluation panel);

- to take into account what the project really fostered in some teams, especially as regards the participation to other international research programs (e.g. as a result of the IAP-boost LSTS-VUB, which did not even exist at the beginning of the IAP, became partner in 4 FP6 programs in less than 2 years; cf. p. 10-11 of Annex 2)

- to distinguish between the teams, and especially between the coordinating partner (VUB), the associated partners (ULB, UG), the European partner (CSI) and the voluntary corresponding partner (FUL-ULg), let alone between the different workpackages;

- to distinguish between the represented disciplines (law, agricultural sciences, philosophy, mathematics, sociology) and especially their different habits as regards publications, position and international role;

- to give credit to publications and outcomes we do consider relevant to the project (such as PhD's, publications in other languages than English, books … as mentioned in Annex 2, p. 5-7) 
- to take into account our intention in the next phase, once the inner networking of the project has reached its full strength and capacity, to “go international” and confront the international scientific forum with both the analysis and the results of our way of networking (an important step in this direction will be the publication of Stengers' book in production La vierge et le neutrino. Les scientifiques dans la tourmente within the coming months).  
We are quite aware that the way the evaluation panel conceived its task, and the criteria it used, do correspond to a strong trend in the politics of scientific research, the same kind of trend that allows for, if not promotes an ordering of universities on a seemingly neutral, purely quantitative, scale. It is obvious to everyone that such a “blind” ordering is heavily biased, but that, however blind, it may well have the power to shape the future of our universities. We wish to underline that our IAP project, as it aims at a relative slowing down of academic specialization that leads to quick, all too hasty publication, is thereby an automatic victim of such a trend. We hope that the Belgian Science Policy (Belspo) and the Rectors of the Belgian universities involved in the future of our project will pay attention to this aspect of their decision. 
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