ANNEX 5

EVALUATION REPORT
The mandate of the panel is to write for the IAP network a collective evaluation report that constitutes the broadest possible consensus of the members of the panel.

The report must make mention of no consensus or of differences of opinions.

The panel must choose from among the three members a president who will be responsible for writing the evaluation report.

It is very important that the evaluation form is properly filled out with clear answers in order to have a coherent and consistent evaluation of the IAP network

The president of the panel must send this form to BELSPO within one week after the site visit to iap-pai@belspo.be.

1. Practical information

Title of the network:

	Interuniversity Attraction Poles V/16

The loyalties of knowledge. 

The positions and responsibilities of the sciences and of scientists in a democratic constitutional state



Name of the coordinator:

	Prof. Serge Gutwirth


Date of the site visit:

Place of the site visit:

	Friday November 25th, 2005 

Vrije Universiteit Brussel



Name and affiliation of the evaluators:

	1. Marja Häyrinen-Alestalo, University of Helsinki  

2. Stephan Hartmann, London School of Economics

3. Gerard De Vries, University of Amsterdam  




	Name of the president of the panel:

   Stephan Hartmann    


Agenda for the day (in Annex)

List of attendance during the site visit (in Annex)

2. ASSESSMENT

2.1 Information provided by the network
· Your evaluation of the quality of the annual reports and of the IAP network’s website;

· Your appreciation of the quality of the site visit preparations (access to information, quality of overview document, ...);

· Your comments on the quality of the information provided during the site visit.

	Comments :

- The overview was unsatisfactory (badly edited, without a full publication list, no self-assessment, unsatisfactory presentation of the goals and results of the project)

- The site presentation was unimpressive (no powerpoint presentation, no focus)
. Some of the presentations however incited lively discussions. 



2.2. Research results

· Your comments on the work achieved so far in relation to the initial objectives of the project;

· Your evaluation of the scientific contribution of the partners to the project.

	Comments :

The core of the project has potential, but the track-record of the project as a whole is unsatisfactory. Some of the workpackages contributed little to the key issues. One workpackage failed to contribute anything at all.  The leader of this workpackage also failed to show up at the site visit.


2.3. Networking

· Your appreciation of the relative involvement of the research partners within the network and of the active cooperation between the different partners;

· Your evaluation of the quality and efficiency of the specific network activities (e.g.: meetings, workshops, exchange of scientists ...);

· Your comments on the organisation and management of the network, namely:

· suitable equilibrium between the different tasks and work packages,

· the coordination process and planning control of the network,

· internal information flow,

· assistance of the follow-up committee.

	Comments :

· One of the workpackages failed to contribute to the project at all.

· Project meetings are reported to have been very inspiring for the participants. However, the effects so far have been limited to the participants. The project urgently needs a ‘coming out’ to the outside academic world. 

· .There seems to be a real overload from other work (teaching, other research assignments) for key senior staff. 




2.4. IAP Position

A. Cutting edge
· Identify the major contribution of the network to international state of the art;

· Evaluate the position of the network in the research domain (Benchmark) and comment on the perspectives of the research domain covered by the network in the coming 5 to 10 years;

· A major objective of BELSPO is to build a scientific critical mass recognised internationally. How has this been achieved in this case?

· Is major equipment missing for future development? Which one(s)?

	Comments :

- The interaction between theorists of law and science studies people is very exciting.

- It is too early to make an assessment of the potential of the project.

- It is not (yet) internationally recognised
 and the group did not yet seem to have made much of an effort to get this recognition. In the past 3 1/2 years, the group has been too ‘inner directed’. 




B. International role
· Assess the integration of European partner(s) in the network (if applicable);

	Comments :

- Latour's input is absolutely essential for the project.

- The inclusion of another international partner is strongly recommeded
.


· Review the role played by the IAP-partners and the network on the international scene.

	Comments :

- the network still has to establish itself.

- some Belgian members have growing international reputations (e.g. Stengers, De Sadeleer) but it is often based on work not directly related to the project. 

- Latour has an outstanding international reputation.

- The group should actively seek to establish itself internationally by also publishing in English. 




2.5. Output

A. Publications


Comment on the pertinence of the network’s 10 most relevant publications proposed (see overview document provided by the network). Select the 3 best publications.

	Comments :

- The publications produced so far are unsatisfactory with regard to their number and where they are published. 

- More publications in standard academic journals are needed
.

- The project should work out a serious strategy for international publication of their work.


B. Appeal

How can the IAP network’s national and international image be improved?
	Comments :

- More visible publications

 - A better and more informative website that should also be available for visitors from outside the project. 
- International conferences with invited speakers

- Participation in international conferences

- Announcements on email lists like HOPOS, philos-l and corresponding science-studies lists

- More international collaborations, funding applications etc.   ?



C. PhD and postdoc training
Describe the training success stories (PhD, postdocs, ...).

	Comments :

- Start seminars explicitly for junior researchers. This can be done without a directive of the government.

- Promoters recommend continued training in a ‘home-discipline’ This is a very good idea and should be applied.

- PhD (as well as postdocs) students should attend international conferences in which they present their work. There are also many graduate student conferences. Students have to leave their “homey biotope” and get ready for a competition on a more and more international job market.


D. Young promising teams

What are the effects of the IAP support on the research capacity of young promising teams?

	Comments :

- Too early to assess



3.
GENERAL APPRECIATION OF THE NETWORK AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Assign, when appropriate, a quality rating from 1-4, where:

4.  Excellent
3.  Good
2.  Average
1.  Poor
3.1. GENERAL APPRECIATION OF THE NETWORK:

SCIENTIFIC QUALITY:  (1-4) 2

	Comments :

- Some workpackages address important and interesting issues, but the realisation is, so far, unsatisfactory.


PARTNERSHIP:   (1-4) 2

	Comments :

-Some workpackages are very promising, others do not contribute.  The network will profit by reaching out to its peers.

	


	Network strengths
	Network weaknesses

	● It raises new questions about law.
● A new approach to participatory technology assessment.
●

	● Some parts of the network do not contribute.
● The network does not reach out to it’s peers.
● The track-record of publications needs improvement. 



3.2.
IF IT IS SUITABLE AND WORTHWHILE THAT THE NETWORK CONTINUE IN THE NEXT PHASE, What are your recommendations

No

	Comments :



	


Yes

What are your recommendations for improvement (management, partners, themes)?

	Comments :

1) Limit the number of workpackages and terminate others (such as the Gent leg).

2) Give more focus to the objectives of the network.

3) Concentrate on the law related issues and the new approach from science and technology studies.

4) The research relevance of workpackage 1 should be more clearly articulated.

5) Improve the public part of the website.

6) A better publication strategy is needed.

7) The Belgian Federal Science Policy office might want to consider to allow senior project members to “buy themselves out of teaching”. This is standard practice in the Anglosaxon world and will certainly lead to a strengthening of the research side of the network.
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